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International Wildlife Conservation Council 2018-2019 Summary Report 

Executive Summary 

 In late 2017, the Secretary of the Interior established the International Wildlife 
Conservation Council (IWCC) under the authority of 43 U.S.C. 1457, the Fish and Wildlife Act 
of 1956 (16 U.S.C. 742a-742j), and other Acts applicable to specific bureaus. This IWCC is 
regulated by the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA), as amended, 5 U.S.C. Appendix 2.  
The purpose of the IWCC is to provide advice and recommendations to the Federal 
Government, through the Secretary of the Interior, focused on increased public awareness 
domestically regarding the conservation, wildlife law enforcement, and economic benefits 
that result from United States citizens traveling to foreign nations to engage in hunting. 
Additionally, the IWCC advises the Secretary on the benefits international hunting has on 
foreign wildlife and habitat conservation, anti-poaching and illegal wildlife trafficking 
programs, and other ways in which international hunting benefits human populations in 
these areas. The IWCC is intended to be solely advisory and focus on several specific areas 
of interest “…including, but not limited to: 

• Developing a plan for public engagement and education on the benefits of
international hunting.

• Reviewing and making recommendations for changes, when needed, on all Federal
programs, and/or regulations, to ensure support of hunting as:

o an enhancement to foreign wildlife conservation and survival; and
o an effective tool to combat illegal trafficking and poaching.

• Recommending strategies to benefit the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's permit office
in receiving timely country data and information so as to remove barriers that impact
consulting with range states.

• Recommending removal of barriers to the importation into the United States of
legally hunted wildlife.

• Ongoing review of import suspension/bans and providing recommendations that
seek to resume the legal trade of those items, where appropriate.

• Reviewing seizure and forfeiture actions/practices and providing recommendations
for regulations that will lead to a reduction of unwarranted actions.

• Reviewing the Endangered Species Act's foreign listed species and interaction with
the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Flora and
Fauna, with the goal of eliminating regulatory duplications.

• Recommending methods for streamlining/expediting processing of import permits.”

Since the inception of the IWCC and pursuant to its initial charter, the Council held four 
meetings following an initial meeting to elect officers and establish working subcommittees. All 
meetings were noticed in the Federal Register per the FACA and open to the public.  Four 
subcommittees supported the overall council and included committees to address IWCC 
communications, policy, anti-poaching strategies, and conservation programs in range states. 
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Each subsequent IWCC meeting addressed a specific theme related to the IWCC’s Charter 
assignments: 

• Oct 2019 – Regulatory/Policy issues impacting international movement of endangered
species

• March 2019 – Current approaches to sustainable use conservation efforts
• September 2018 – Human and wildlife conflict in range states
• June 2018 – Current anti-poaching efforts by the US and range states

As discussions surrounding many endangered species conservation efforts are typically 
fraught with emotion and given to hyperbole, IWCC leadership made incredible efforts to avoid 
presentations from those not living in or currently working in range states in order to avoid 
theoretical discussions not based on facts from credible sources.  In fact, several high ranking 
officials from African countries traveled to the US to address IWCC members in the hopes of 
helping to guide US policy to enhance both US and range states’ abilities to not only conserve 
natural resources more effectively, but to provide opportunities for workforce development 
and well-regulated commerce in their home nations.  Additionally, during each public comment 
period included by law in each meeting of the council, members heard from staff of multiple 
western non-governmental organizations about their opinion of the existence of the IWCC, 
their desire to shape US policy both at home and abroad, and their organizations’ support or 
opposition to all hunting, domestic or international.  Public comments were largely split on 
these issues and IWCC members appreciated the significant public engagement and input as it 
is clear that many Americans are passionate about the global conservation of endangered 
species.  However, many public comments were antithetical to the substance and data 
provided by African officials. The following sections provide a more detailed overview of the 
salient points and highlights of each council meeting.  This document is not meant to supplant 
the meeting minutes or presentation notes provided as addenda; it merely seeks to serve as a 
summary of key points. 
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SECTION 1. 

IWCC meeting held October 16 - 17, 2019, in Washington, DC 
Theme: Regulatory issues impacting international movement of endangered species 

Presentations 
1. The Challenges of Trophy Importing and Exporting
2. Finding Common Ground in Africa
3. Outcomes of CITES CoP18 Species Proposals (USFWS)
4. Combating International Wildlife Crime (USFWS)
5. Conservation as an Expression of American Values
6. Management of Protected Areas and the Political Economy of Conservation in Africa
7. Integrative Wildlife Conservation and Habitat Protection: The Role of Hunting in Wildlife

Conservation, Landscape Preservation and Rural Development

Following the delivery of presentations, significant discussion among council members and 
multiple guest speakers ensued.  Topics addressed by speakers included genuine examples of 
the arbitrary and inconsistent requirements imposed at different importation centers by federal 
inspectors as a result of individual inspectors’ interpretation of regulations. Both USDA and 
USFWS personnel were mentioned.  The USFWS Division of Management Authority personnel 
provided an overview of the USFWS perspective and conclusions regarding the CITES CoP in 
August 2019.  Council members inquired about several votes during the CoP where the USFWS 
seemed to base their position on emotional rather than scientific information, i.e. population 
growth, established data for programs, etc.  USFWS additionally stated that the overwhelming 
majority of illegally taken and smuggled endangered species and pieces thereof are destined 
not for the US, but for Asia, and that Americans, let alone hunters, are rarely involved.  Still 
other speakers delivered large amounts of data supporting the statement that regulated 
hunting has a disproportionately positive impact on conservation of biodiversity, landscape 
preservation, and opportunities for rural development. 

SECTION 2. 

IWCC meeting held March 14 - 15, 2019, in Dallas, TX 
Theme: Current approaches to sustainable use conservation efforts 

Presentations 
1. Responsible Conservation Based Resource Use in Protected Wildlife Areas
2. Central Asia Conservation Initiative
3. Conservation Through Hunting
4. Biodiversity Loss and Buffer Zones
5. Testimony from Property and Environment Research Center
6. A Market Approach to Conservation in Africa
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The information delivered in the presentations at this meeting is incredibly encouraging.  From 
the South Africa National Parks’ Richard Sowry’s description of his organization’s embracing of 
sustainable use as a cornerstone to their conservation programs to the data provided by 
Hannah Downey from the Property and Environmental Research Center (PERC) supporting a 
shift in US policy to better define illegal wildlife trafficking, lift defacto and dejure bans on 
hunting trophy imports, and to begin respecting the CITES-determined take quotas as well as 
African governments when a CITES export permit is issued, the information provided legitimate 
and reasonable concrete steps that the US government could take to rapidly impact 
conservation abroad.  The Frankfurt Zoological Society also provided data and anecdotal 
reports supporting hunting as a credible tool in conservation in range nations.  The only 
disheartening aspect of this meeting is that several animal rights organizations were extended 
an invitation to speak and all declined.  Invitees declining the opportunity for engagement with 
the council included the International Fund for Animal Welfare (IFAW), the World Wildlife 
Federation (WWF), and African Wildlife Foundation (AWF). 

SECTION 3. 

IWCC meeting held September 26 - 27, 2018, Falls Church, VA 
Theme: Human and wildlife conflict in range states 

Presentations 
1. Sustainable Wildlife Management in Zimbabwe
2. Conservation Status and Related Impacts of Elephants and Lion Trophy Ban to Tanzania
3. Jaguars in Conflict
4. Sustainable Wildlife Utilization: Hunting as a Conservation Tool
5. Building Resilience for Wildlife Areas Black Mamba Anti-poaching Unit (All Women)
6. Conservation Hunting Namibia Communal Area Conservancies

Perhaps the most exciting and one of the most instructive meetings, the September 2018 
meeting brought together many representatives from African countries to inform council 
members of the impact of current and historic US policy with regards to importation of 
endangered species and organized conservation efforts in their home countries.  Additionally, 
the experts provided real-time information regarding current populations of typical sport 
hunted species in their countries.  Esteemed speakers included Mr. Imani Richard Nkuwi, 
Director of Wildlife Utilization and Business Services for Tanzania, as well as Joseph E. Mbaiwa, 
PhD, from the Okavango Research Institute University of Botswana, and Maxi Louis, NACSO 
Director for Namibia.  The Honorable Pohamba Shifeta, Minister of Environment and Tourism 
for Namibia, also addressed the Council regarding the impact of effective conservation on the 
future of his country and its economy.  Namibia is regarded by most international conservation 
organizations as the gold standard for conservation programs.  In fact, as presented by Ms. 
Louis, notable population changes supported by regulated and supported sport hunting in 
Namibia include nearly tripling the elephant population since 1995 and growing the black rhino 
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population so that Namibia is now home to the largest free-roaming population of black rhino 
world-wide.  The Council also heard from Mrs. Roseline Mandisodza-Chikerema, Chief Ecologist 
Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife Management Authority that, “Trophy or safari hunting is key in 
sustainable wildlife utilization in Zimbabwe and that the banning of hunting and trade 
contributes to the extinction of the species through illegal harvesting.” More than one African 
speaker stated that on behalf of their country they are begging the US government to allow 
them to prosper through management of their own natural resources by allowing their country 
to leverage all tools for conservation, including hunting.  Additionally, Rocky McBride spoke of 
his efforts to mitigate human-wildlife conflict in Argentina.  Mr. McBride manages significant 
efforts to remove nuisance carnivores, namely jaguars, to prevent farmers and ranchers from 
eradicating the predators.  Subsequently, Mr. McBride permanently relocates the worst feline 
offenders to his 130,000 acres that provides containment and offers domestic and international 
researchers access to the cats. 

SECTION 4. 

IWCC meeting held June 19, 2018, in Atlanta, GA 
Theme: Current anti-poaching efforts by the US and range states 

Presentations 
1. Conservation in a Crisis Zone (Okapi Conservation Project)
2. Counter-Poaching: What Does Not Work and What Might
3. U.S. Ports of Entry: Balancing Border Security and Customer Service
4. Benefits of Legal International Hunting to Conservation of Wildlife in Zambia

Antipoaching efforts have been continuous world-wide for decades.  Speakers delivered a 
robust discussion of past, current, and suggested future methods to curb poaching of 
endangered species in range states, particularly in Africa.  Dr. Tom Snitch facilitated lengthy 
discussion among council members and invited public comment following his formal 
presentation.  Dr. Snitch emphasized that first world solutions that seem intuitive are largely 
failures on the ground in Africa.  As an example, he described his own assumption that a drone-
based surveillance system coupled with rapid response teams would be effective at stopping or 
at least deterring rhino poaching in Africa.  He then described how absurd the effort turned out 
to be in execution.  Thus, expensive and high-tech approaches suggested by many western non-
government organizations are less than prudent use of precious resources whereas low tech 
solutions are most effective.  Another speaker provided a fabulous overview of a 100% non-
consumptive conservation program in the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC).  The 
program existed for many years solely funded by the generosity of the founder.  When the 
founder died, the program was in great peril as local communities had no incentive for 
conserving the forest or it’s inhabitants.  Luckily, another wealthy benefactor was identified and 
the program was resumed.  This experience provided a stark contrast in sustainability for 
programs that are solely reliant on charity funding versus those programs discussed that 
generate commerce in communities and provide jobs for local inhabitants.  From the Zambian 
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perspective, Mr. Peter Chipman, a licensed professional hunter, provided an overview of the 
incredible impact that sport hunting revenue from his outfit has had on local small 
communities.  Mr. Chipman’s outfit manages ~250,000 acres in the Luanga Valley and has 
funded the building of schools, community healthcare clinics, etc, where none existed before.  
As Mr. Chipman repeatedly stated, “Zambia recognizes the benefits of both consumptive and 
non-consumptive natural resources management and the potential that both can contribute to 
the national economy.”  Mr. Chipman’s 20+ years as a professional hunter in Zambia allowed 
him to witness the dramatic and community-wide negative impact of US policy drifting toward 
supporting sport hunting only domestically, not internationally.  All speakers agreed that local 
community engagement is key to sustained conservation efforts on any continent.   

Following the didactic portion of the meeting, IWCC members joined local USFWS personnel on 
a field trip to tour the inspection station at the Atlanta airport and a customs brokerage house 
operated by Coppersmith Logistics. 

SECTION 5. 

Organizational meeting of IWCC held March 16, 2018, in Washington, DC 
IWCC Chair and Vice-Chair elected 
Working Committees established and Chairmen determined 

Presentations delivered by the USFWS personnel 
• U.S. Efforts to Combat Wildlife Trafficking
• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service International Conservation Overview

At this initial meeting, the agenda was determined by the Principal Deputy Director of the 
USFWS and only USFWS personnel presented.  Following these presentations of current USFWS 
programs and the confirmation that the majority of illegally trafficked items were headed to 
Asia and the smuggling was not performed by Americans, the Council elected Fmr. 
Congressman Bill Brewster as Chairman and Dr. Jenifer Chatfield as Vice-Chairman.  Chairman 
Brewster moved quickly to establish 4 working subcommittees and to select Chairs of each: 
Policy – Chris Hudson, JD, Chairman 
Anti-poaching – Ivan Carter, Chairman 
Communications – Olivia Nalos Opre, Chairman 
Conservation – Denise Welker, Chairman 
The remaining council members were assigned to serve on two committees each and those 
assignments are reflected in the meeting minutes. 
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U.S. Department of the Interior 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

International Wildlife Conservation Council 
Charter 

1. Official Designation. International Wildlife Conservation Council (Council). 

2. Authority. The Council is established in furtherance of 43 U.S.C. 1457, the Fish and 
Wildlife Act of 1956 (16 U.S.C. 742a-742j), and other Acts applicable to specific 
bureaus. This Council is regulated by the Federal Advisory Committee Act (F ACA), as 
amended, 5 U.S.C. Appendix 2. 

3. Objectives and Scope of Activities. The Council will provide advice and 
recommendations to the Federal Government, through the Secretary of the Interior 
(Secretary), focused on increased public awareness domestically regarding the 
conservation, wildlife law enforcement, and economic benefits that result from United 
States citizens traveling to foreign nations to engage in hunting. Additionally, the 
Council shall advise the Secretary on the benefits international hunting has on foreign 
wildlife and habitat conservation, anti-poaching and illegal wildlife trafficking programs, 
and other ways in which international hunting benefits human populations in these areas. 

4. Description of Duties. The duties of the Council are solely advisory and include, but are 
not limited to: 

a) Developing a plan for public engagement and education on the benefits of 
international hunting. 

b) Reviewing and making recommendations for changes, when needed, on all Federal 
programs, and/or regulations, to ensure support of hunting as: 

1. An enhancement to foreign wildlife conservation and survival; and 

2. An effective tool to combat illegal trafficking and poaching. 

c) Recommending strategies to benefit the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's permit 
office in receiving timely country data and information so as to remove barriers that 
impact consulting with range states. 

d) Recommending removal of barriers to the importation into the United States of 
legally hunted wildlife. 

e) Ongoing review of import suspension/bans and providing recommendations that seek 
to resume the legal trade of those items, where appropriate. 
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f) Reviewing seizure and forfeiture actions/practices, and providing recommendations 
for regulations that will lead to a reduction of unwarranted actions. 

g) Reviewing the Endangered Species Act's foreign listed species and interaction with 
the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Flora and 
Fauna, with the goal of eliminating regulatory duplications. 

h) Recommending methods for streamlining/expediting processing of import permits. 

i) At the conclusion of each meeting, or shortly thereafter, provide a detailed 
recommendation report, including meeting minutes, to the DFO. 

5. Agency or Official to Whom the Committee Reports. The Council reports to the 
Secretary through the Designated Federal Officer (DFO). 

6. Support. Administrative support and funding for activities of the Council will be 
provided by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

7. Estimated Annual Operating Costs and Staff Years. The annual operating costs 
associated with supporting the Council are estimated to be $250,000 per year, including 
all direct and indirect expenses and .50 Federal staff years. 

8. Designated Federal Officer. The DFO is a full-time Federal employee appointed in 
accordance with Agency procedures. The DFO approves or calls all Council and 
subcommittee meetings, prepares and approves all meeting agendas, attends all Council 
and subcommittee meetings, adjourns any meeting when the DFO determines 
adjournment to be in the public interest, and chairs meetings when directed to do so by 
the Secretary. 

9. Estimated Number and Frequency of Meetings. The Council will meet approximately 
two times annually, and at such other times as designated by the DFO. 

10. Duration. Continuing. 

11. Termination. The Council will terminate 2 years from the date the charter is filed, 
unless, prior to that date, it is renewed in accordance with the provisions of section 14 of 
the F ACA. The Council will not meet or take any action without a valid current charter. 

12. Membership and Designation. The Council will consist of no more than 18 
discretionary and 4 ex officio members. 

(a) Ex officio members will include: 

1. Secretary of the Interior or designated Department of the Interior representatives; 
and 

2. Secretary of State or designated Department of State representatives. 

2 



(b) The remaining discretionary members will be selected from among, but not limited 
to, the entities listed below. These members must be senior-level representatives 
of their organizations and/or have the ability to represent their designated 
constituency. 

1. Wildlife and habitat conservation/management organizations; 

2. U.S. hunters actively engaged in international and/or domestic hunting 
conservation; 

3. The firearms or ammunition manufacturing industry; 

4. Archery and/or hunting sports industry; and 

5. Tourism, outfitter, and/or guide industries related to international hunting. 

( c) Alternate members may be appointed to the Council. Alternate members 
must be approved and appointed by the Secretary before attending meetings as 
representatives. Alternate members shall have experience and/or expertise similar 
to that of the primary member. Alternate members may deliberate and vote on 
Council matters only in the absence of the primary member. 

( d) Members will be appointed for staggered terms of 3 years, as designated by the 
Secretary, at the time of the initial appointment. A vacancy on the Council will be 
filled in the same manner in which the original appointment was made. Members 
serve at the discretion of the Secretary. A member may serve after the expiration of 
his or her term until a successor is appointed. 

( e) Council members may not serve more than two consecutive terms. Council 
members must attend at least one Council meeting annually and cannot miss two 
successive meetings. Council membership will be forfeited if an appointee does 
not meet these attendance requirements. 

(f) The Council shall elect the Chairperson and Vice-Chairperson by affirmative vote 
of a majority of its members. The Chairperson and Vice-Chairperson will serve a 
term of 1 year, renewable for 1 additional year. The Chairperson or Vice
Chairperson may be replaced before his or her term ends by affirmative vote of a 
majority of the Council's members. 

(g) Members of the Council serve without compensation. However, while away from 
their homes or regular places of business, Council and subcommittee members 
engaged in Council or subcommittee business that is approved by the DFO may be 
allowed travel expenses, including per diem in lieu of subsistence, in the same 
manner as persons employed intermittently in Government service under 
5 U.S.C. 5703. 
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(h) A vacancy on the Council will be filled in the same manner in which the original 
appointment was made. Members serve at the discretion of the Secretary. 

13. Ethics Responsibilities of Members. No Council or subcommittee member will 
participate in any Council or subcommittee deliberations or votes relating to a specific 
party matter before the Department or its bureaus and offices including a lease, license, 
permit, contract, grant, claim, agreement, or litigation in which the member or the entity 
the member represents has a direct financial interest. 

14. Subcommittees. Subject to the DFO's approval, subcommittees may be formed to 
compile information or conduct research. However, such subcommittees must act only 
under the direction of the DFO and must report their recommendations to the full Council 
for consideration. Subcommittees must not provide advice or work products directly to 
the Agency. Subcommittees will meet as necessary to accomplish their assignments, 
subject to the approval of the DFO and the availability of resources. 

15. Recordkeeping. The Records of the Council, and formally and informally established 
subcommittees of the Council, must be handled in accordance with General Records 
Schedule 6.2, and other approved Agency records disposition schedule. These records 
must be available for public inspection and copying, subject to the Freedom of 
Information Act, 5 U.S.C. 552. 

NOV O 3 2017 

Date Signed 

DEC 2 1 2017 

Date Filed 
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A. Endangered Species 
Applicant: John Warren, Austin, TX; 
PRT–47139C 

The applicant requests a permit to 
import one male sport-hunted cape 
mountain zebra (Equus zebra zebra) 
from a captive herd in Ezulu Game 
Reserve, South Africa, for the purpose of 
enhancing the propagation or survival of 
the species. This notification is for a 
single import. 
Applicant: Craig B. Stanford, South 
Pasadena, CA; PRT–47036C 

The applicant requests a captive-bred 
wildlife registration under 50 CFR 
17.21(g) for aquatic box turtle 
(Terrapene coahuilensis) to enhance 
species propagation or survival. This 
notification covers activities to be 
conducted by the applicant over a 5- 
year period. 
Applicant: 777 Ranch, Inc., Hondo, TX; 
PRT–017404 

The applicant requests a captive-bred 
wildlife registration under 50 CFR 
17.21(g) for barasingha (Cervus 
duvaucelii), Eld’s Brow-antler deer 
(Cervus eldii), red lechwe (Kobus leche), 
and Arabian oryx (Oryx leucoryx) to 
enhance species propagation or 
survival. This notification covers 
activities to be conducted by the 
applicant over a 5-year period. 

Applicant: Houston Zoo, Inc., Houston, 
TX; PRT–44006C 

The applicant requests a permit to 
export samples of blue-billed curassow 
(Crax alberti) to the Museum of Zoology, 
University of Sao Paulo, Brazil, for 
scientific research. This notification is 
for a single export. 
Single Trophy 

The applicant requests a permit to 
import a sport-hunted trophy of one 
male bontebok (Damaliscus pygargus 
pygargus) culled from a captive herd 
maintained under the management 
program of the Republic of South Africa, 
for the purpose of enhancing the 
propagation or survival of the species. 

Applicant: Fred Jack Perret, Collierville, 
TN; PRT–47953C 

B. Marine Mammals 
Applicant: Stephen Kuhn-Hendricks, 
Tallahassee, FL; PRT–27209C 

The applicant requests a permit to 
acquire manatee mandibles (Trichechus 
manatus) from the Florida Fish and 
Wildlife Conservation Commission for 
the purpose of scientific research. This 
notification covers activities to be 

 
conducted by the applicant over a 5- 
year period. 

Applicant: Mote Marine Laboratory, 
Sarasota, Florida; PRT–100361 

The applicant requests authorization 
to renew and amend their permit to take 
Florida manatees (T. m. latirostris) and 
import manatees (Trichechus manatus, 
T. m. latirostris, T. m. manatus, T. 
inunguis, and T. senegalensis) and 
dugongs (Dugong dugon) for the 
purpose of scientific research. This 
notification covers activities to be 
conducted by the applicant over a 5- 
year period. 
IV. Next Steps 

If the Service decides to issue permits 
to any of the applicants listed in this 
notice, we will publish a notice in the 
Federal Register. You may locate the 
Federal Register notice announcing the 
permit issuance date by searching in 
www.regulations.gov under the permit 
number listed in this document. 

V. Public Comments 

You may submit your comments and 
materials concerning this notice by one 
of the methods listed in ADDRESSES. We 
will not consider comments sent by 
email or fax or to an address not listed 
in ADDRESSES. 

If you submit a comment via http:// 
www.regulations.gov, your entire 
comment, including any personal 
identifying information, will be  posted 
on the Web site. If you submit a  
hardcopy comment that  includes 
personal identifying information, you 
may request at the top of your document 
that we withhold this information from 
public review. However, we cannot 
guarantee that we will be able to do so. 

We will post all hardcopy comments 
on http://www.regulations.gov. 
VI. Authorities 

Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 
U.S.C. 1531 et seq.); 

Marine Mammal Protection Act of 
1972 (16 U.S.C. 1361 et seq.). 
Joyce Russell, 
Government Information Specialist, Branch 
of Permits, Division of Management 
Authority. 
[FR Doc. 2017–24249 Filed 11–7–17; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4333–15–P 

 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Fish and Wildlife Service 
[FWS–HQ–R–2017–N118]; 
[FXGO1664091HCC0–FF09D00000–178] 

 
International Wildlife Conservation 
Council Establishment; Request for 
Nominations 
AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Interior. 
ACTION: Notice. 

 
 

SUMMARY: The U.S. Department of the 
Interior (DOI) is establishing and 
seeking nominations for the 
International Wildlife Conservation 
Council (Council). The Council will 
provide advice to the Federal 
Government, through the Secretary of 
the Interior (Secretary), on increasing 
public awareness domestically 
regarding the conservation, wildlife law 
enforcement, and economic benefits that 
result from U.S. citizens traveling to 
foreign nations to engage in hunting. 
Additionally, the Council shall advise 
the Secretary on the benefits 
international hunting has on foreign 
wildlife and habitat conservation, anti- 
poaching and illegal wildlife trafficking 
programs, and other ways in which 
international hunting benefits human 
populations in these areas. 
DATES: Comments regarding the 
establishment of this Council must be 
submitted no later than November 24, 
2017. Nominations for the Council must 
be submitted by December 8, 2017. 
ADDRESSES: You may submit comments 
and/or nominations by any of the 
following methods: 

• Mail or hand-carry nominations to 
Joshua Winchell, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, National Wildlife Refuge 
System, 5275 Leesburg Pike, Falls 
Church, VA 22041–3803; or 

• Email nominations to: joshua_ 
winchell@fws.gov 
FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Joshua Winchell, Council Designated 
Federal Officer, by U.S. mail at the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, National 
Wildlife Refuge System, 5275 Leesburg 
Pike, Falls Church, VA 22041–3803; by 
telephone at (703) 358–2639; or by 
email at joshua_winchell@fws.gov. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Council is established under the 
authority of the Secretary and regulated 
by the Federal Advisory Committee Act 
(FACA), as amended (5 U.S.C. 
Appendix 2). The duties of the Council 
are solely advisory and include, but are 
not limited to: Developing a plan for 
public engagement and education on the 
benefits of international hunting; 

http://www.regulations.gov/
http://www.regulations.gov/
http://www.regulations.gov/
http://www.regulations.gov/
mailto:joshua_winchell@fws.gov
mailto:joshua_winchell@fws.gov
mailto:joshua_winchell@fws.gov
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reviewing and making 
recommendations for changes, when 
needed, on all Federal programs, and/or 
regulations, to ensure support of 
hunting as: (a) An enhancement to 
foreign wildlife conservation and 
survival, and (b) an effective tool to 
combat illegal trafficking and poaching; 
recommending strategies to benefit the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s permit 
office in receiving timely country data 
and information so as to remove barriers 
that impact consulting with range states; 
recommending removal of barriers to 
the importation into the United States of 
legally hunted wildlife; ongoing review 
of import suspension/bans and 
providing recommendations that seek to 
resume the legal trade of those items, 
where appropriate; reviewing seizure 
and forfeiture actions/practices, and 
providing recommendations for 
regulations that will lead to a reduction 
of unwarranted actions; reviewing the 
Endangered Species Act’s foreign listed 
species and interaction with the 
Convention on International Trade in 
Endangered Species of Wild Flora and 
Fauna, with the goal of eliminating 
regulatory duplications; and 
recommending methods for 
streamlining/expediting the process of 
import permits. 

The Council will meet approximately 
two times per year. The Secretary will 
appoint members and their alternates to 
the Council to serve up to a 3-year term. 
The Council will not exceed 18 
discretionary members and 4 ex officio 
members. 

Ex officio members will include: 
• Secretary of the Interior or 

designated DOI representatives; and 
• Secretary of State or designated 

Department of State representatives. 
The remaining members will be 

selected from among, but not limited to, 
the entities listed below. These 
members must be senior-level 
representatives of their organizations 
and/or have the ability to represent their 
designated constituency. 

• Wildlife and habitat conservation/ 
management organizations; 

• U.S. hunters actively engaged in 
international and/or domestic hunting 
conservation; 

• The firearms or ammunition 
manufacturing industry; 

• Archery and/or hunting sports 
industry; and 

• Tourism, outfitter, and/or guide 
industries related to international 
hunting. 

Nominations should include a resume 
providing an adequate description of the 
nominee’s qualifications, including 
information that would enable DOI to 
make an informed decision regarding 
meeting the membership requirements 
of the Council and to permit DOI to 
contact a potential member. 

Members of the Council serve without 
compensation. However, while away 
from their homes or regular places of 
business, Council and subcommittee 
members engaged in Council or 
subcommittee business that the DFO 
approves may be allowed travel 
expenses, including per diem in lieu of 
subsistence, as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 
5703, in the same manner as persons 
employed intermittently in Federal 
Government service. 

Public Disclosure of Comments: 
Before including your address, phone 
number, email address, or other 
personal identifying information in your 
comment, you should be aware that 
your entire comment—including your 
personal identifying information—may 
be made publicly available at any time. 
While you can ask us in your comment 
to withhold your personal identifying 
information from public review, we 
cannot guarantee that we will be able to 
do so. 

Certification Statement: I hereby 
certify that the International Wildlife 
Conservation Council is necessary and 
is in the public interest in connection 
with the performance of duties imposed 
on the Department of the Interior 43 
U.S.C. 1457, under the provisions of the 
Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956 (16 U.S.C. 
742a–742j), and other Acts applicable to 
specific bureaus. 

Authority: 5 U.S.C. Appendix 2. 

Dated: November 3, 2017. 
Ryan K. Zinke, 
Secretary, Department of the Interior.  
[FR Doc. 2017–24328 Filed 11–7–17; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4333–15–P 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
 

[FWS–R4–ES–2017–N156; 
FVHC98220410150–XXX–FF04G01000] 

 
Notice of Availability; Florida Trustee 
Implementation Group Deepwater 
Horizon Oil Spill Draft Phase V.2 
Restoration Plan and Supplemental 
Environmental Assessment; Florida 
Coastal Access Project 

AGENCY: Interior. 
ACTION: Notice of availability; request 
for comments. 

 
 

SUMMARY: In accordance with the Oil 
Pollution Act of 1990, the National 
Environmental Policy Act, the 
Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill Final 
Programmatic Damage Assessment and 
Restoration Plan and Final 
Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement (Final PDARP/PEIS), and the 
resulting Consent Decree, the Federal 
and State natural resource trustee 
agencies for the Florida Trustee 
Implementation Group (Florida TIG) 
have prepared a Draft Phase V.2 
Restoration Plan and Supplemental 
Environmental Assessment (Draft Phase 
V.2 RP/SEA). The Draft Phase V.2 RP/ 
SEA supplements the 2016 Final Phase 
V Early Restoration Plan and 
Environmental Assessment (Final Phase 
V ERP/EA) and describes and proposes 
the second phase of the Florida Coastal 
Access Project intended to continue the 
process of restoring natural resources 
and services injured or lost as a result 
of the Deepwater Horizon oil spill, 
which occurred on or about April 20, 
2010, in the Gulf of Mexico. 
DATES: The Florida TIG will consider 
public comments received on or before 
December 8, 2017. 

Public Meeting: The Florida TIG has 
scheduled a public meeting to facilitate 
public review and comment on the Draft 
Phase V.2 RP/SEA. Both written and 
verbal comments will be taken at the 
public meeting. The Florida TIG will 
hold an open house followed by a 
public meeting. The public meeting will 
include a presentation of the Draft Phase 
V.2 RP/SEA. The public meeting 
schedule is as follows: 

 

Date Time Location 

November 16, 2017 ............. 5:30 to 6:30 p.m.: Open house—6:30 to 8:00 p.m.: 
Public meeting (presentations and discussion). 

Robert M. Moore Administration Building, 1000 Cecil G. 
Costin Sr. Blvd., Port St. Joe, FL 32456. 

 
ADDRESSES: Obtaining Documents: You 
may download the Draft Phase V.2 RP/ 
SEA at any of the following sites: 

• 

http:// 
www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov. 

• http://www.doi.gov/ 
deepwaterhorizon. 

• 

http://dep.state.fl.us/ 
deepwaterhorizon/default.htm. 

Alternatively, you may request a CD 
of the Draft Phase V.2 RP/SEA (see FOR 

http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/
http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/
http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/
http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/
http://www.doi.gov/deepwaterhorizon
http://www.doi.gov/deepwaterhorizon
http://www.doi.gov/deepwaterhorizon
http://dep.state.fl.us/deepwaterhorizon/default.htm
http://dep.state.fl.us/deepwaterhorizon/default.htm
http://dep.state.fl.us/deepwaterhorizon/default.htm
http://dep.state.fl.us/deepwaterhorizon/default.htm


International Wildlife Conservation Council Meeting 
Department of the Interior 

1849 C Street N.W., Washington DC 
South Penthouse  

(Take first-bank of elevators to the 7th floor, then S. Penthouse elevator 1 floor up) 
 
Wednesday, October 16th   
IWCC Meeting (open to the public) 
 
9:00 a.m. - 9:15 a.m. Introductions & Opening Remarks 
    
9:15 a.m. - 10:00 a.m. U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, Office of Law Enforcement;  
    Combating International Wildlife Crime.  
 
10:00 a.m. - 10:15 a.m. Break 
 
10:15 a.m. – 11:00 a.m.  Finding Common Ground in Africa: A group conversation 

post CITES CoP.  How we can move conservation forward 
(5-10 min kick-off intro by FWS, followed by group 
discussion with Council) 
 

11:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m. Conservation as an Expression of American Values – 
Property and Environmental Research Center (PERC) – 
Catherine Semcer, Research Fellow 
 

12:00 p.m. - 1:00 p.m. Lunch 
 
1:00 p.m. - 2:00 p.m. Gerhard Damm; Integrative Wildlife Conservation and 

Habitat Protection – The Role of Hunting in Wildlife 
Conservation, Landscape Preservation and Rural 
Development 

 
 
2:00 p.m. - 3:00 p.m. Michael Coppersmith; Examples of Imports and Exports, 

Customs Brokerage – Coppersmith Global Logistics  
 
3:00 p.m. - 3:15 p.m. Break 
 
3:15 p.m. - 4:15 p.m. Dr. Brian Child; Management of Protected Areas & the 

Political Economy of Conservation in Africa  
 
4:15 p.m. - 4:45 p.m. Public Comment 
 



4:45 p.m. - 5:00 p.m. Closing Remarks 
 
5:00 p.m.   ADJOURN 
 
Thursday, October 17th 
IWCC Meeting (Open to the Public) 
 
9:00 a.m. - 9:30 a.m. Opening Remarks & DFO Instruction for Deliberations by 

Subcommittee topics 
 
9:30 a.m. – 10:15 a.m.  Policy Subcommittee Topics 
 
10:15 a.m. – 10:30 a.m. Break 
 
10:30 a.m. – 11:15 a.m.  Enforcement/Trafficking Subcommittee Topics 
 
11:15 a.m. – 12:00 p.m. Conservation Subcommittee Topics 
 
12:00 p.m. – 1:00 p.m.  Lunch 
 
1:00 p.m. – 1:45 p.m. Communications Subcommittee Topics 
 
1:45 p.m. – 2:00 p.m. Break 
 
2:00 p.m. - 2:45 p.m. Public Comment  
 
2:45 p.m. – 3:00 p.m. Closing Remarks 
 
3:00 p.m.   ADJOURN 



Michael Coppersmith
Coppersmith Global Logistics 

National Coordinator 
Hunting Trophy Division 



 Been in business since 1948

 4 Generations 

 9 Office Locations 

 Los Angeles, San Francisco, Portland, Seattle, Dallas, Houston, 

Atlanta, Chicago and New York

 Clearing Hunting Trophies since 1992

 2 Dedicated Specialists in each office



 Documents being LOST by Airlines 
 Cause and Effects
 Requirements for Replacements 
 Plains Game vs CITES

 Suggestions for NEW Practices 
 Length of Time for Issuing of Permits in the US

 Import Permits for CITES
 Export Permits for CITES 

 Current Status for Bontebok Permits
 Huge confusion – Hunters, Outfitters and Taxidermist

 Communication –
 Brokers vs Non Brokers



 Inconsistencies Between Ports of Entry
 Number of Hunters Allowed in a Crate
 USDA physically inspecting of 100% of Crates in 

Atlanta 
 Mandatory Quarantine at Airline for Crates issued a 

1678
 1678’s Being on ALL Unfinished Trophies in the 

Texas Ports of Entry
 31-77 - USFWS Declaration for Export 
 Major Concern of PORT SHOPPING 



 Current regulations state in all ports that the ORIGINAL 
Documents must travel with the freight during its transit.
 Due to high volumes of freight and often times the freight traveling through 

several ports, we are having major issues with these documents being 
misplaced or completely lost.  Airlines are not being held accountable  
 Shipments will NOT be cleared without the ORIGINALS being presented to USFWS
 This is causing huge delays in clearances and in most cases causing very expensive 

storage charges being presented to the HUNTER and NO fault of their own.
 If shipments are not cleared within 15 days of arrival they are required to be sent to the 

General Order warehouse to be stored until replacement documents can be acquired. 
Once again causing very large storage bills.
 If not cleared within 1 year or arrival they are then sent to auction

 This is most difficult when CITES Permits are lost
 USFWS must give authorization to have replacement permits issued which 

does not always happen at which point the only option is to Re-Export freight 
to country of Origin.

 Some countries will NOT re-issue CITES Permits



 Solutions 
 Allowing copies of documents and permits to be sent with the 

freight while in transit and ORIGINAL be sent directly to the 
clearing agent  by courier or certified mail. 
 USFWS is the only agency that original documents are given 

to at the time of clearance.
 Small additional cost to Hunter to ensure they are not lost.

 Document Imaging System on ACE
 US Customs new system ACE 
 Automated Commercial Environment
 Document and Permits can be scanned into this system where all 

active agencies can view the original if needed.
 USDA and USFWS are still in testing phase 



 US CITES Import Permits
 Permits for CITES 1 Import Permits are suppose to be issued 

within 90 of receiving the application.
 In the past we had no issue of getting these permits within 

this time frame.  Currently they are taking much longer then 
this.  

 As a result we have many unhappy Hunters that do not 
understand the delays.

 Some recent permits for Leopards have taken over a year to 
receive.  This often causes issues on the exporting side in 
foreign countries as their Export CITES Permits are expiring 
and having to be reissued.  
 Additional costs to the hunter  



 US Export Permits
 CITES Permits
 We have been exporting Hunting Trophies for years and 

never ran into delays.  
 Currently it is taking as long as 6 months to have permits 

issued by USFWS Headquarters.
 Again causing huge delays and many unhappy foreign 

hunters. 
 Causes of these new delays are uncertain as that is not been 

revealed to us. 



 There is major confusion on the issuing of Bontebok
permits.
 This extends to the Hunter, the Outfitters, Taxidermists and Foreign 

Shippers.
 Most of these animals were taken well before the lawsuit with SCI and 

NRA with no notice of any restrictions on them being imported.
 Currently we have a large number of hunter that have been waiting 

almost 3 years for their permits.  USFWS is not stating a ban on them, 
only that they are being issued on a case-by-case basis. Meanwhile we 
have not seen a single 1.

 Additional costs are being placed on hunters for storage by foreign 
taxidermist.  Many hunters have chosen to send other parts of their 
shipments separate while waiting for their import permits.  This is also 
causing additional cost.

 Request that USFWS does issue Import Permits for them.



 Brokers
 Having great relationships with the agencies allows us to do 

our job well.  Most of our employees have personal 
relationships with their inspectors as most of them have been 
doing this for years.

 We are also able to obtain needed information from USFWS 
Headquarters in a timely manner.  Usually within 24 hours of 
request.  Again allowing us to do our best in aiding our clients.

 As in all relationships, COMMUNICATION is KEY! Thank you

 Hunters
 We are constantly hearing from hunters themselves that the 

communication with USFWS is not very good and we are often 
approached because they are not able to get the information 
that they need.



 Although the regulations facing each Port of Entry 
are written the same, they way that they are being 
enforced are different in each port.

 The way the are enforced is based on the Port 
Director in each Designated Port of Entry 

 This causes confusion for all parties involved in 
these shipments 

 One of our largest problems, especially having 
offices in so many Ports.
 Most brokers handling trophy shipments have only 1 

location.



 The number of hunters that maybe in a crate at the 
time of entry.  Enforced by US Customs 
 Currently in our 9 ports, 5 allow their to be multiple hunters 

in a single crate and 4 of them require each hunter to be in a 
separate crate.

 Individual Permits and Documentation is required for each 
hunter in ALL Ports

 Ports allowing Multiple Hunters
 Atlanta, New York, Chicago, San Francisco & Seattle

 Ports NOT allowing Multiple Hunters
 Los Angeles, Portland, Dallas and Houston 
 Only exception is an adult with a hunter under the age of 18 

 Once ACE becomes official, all ports will be changed to single 
hunter in a crate.



 USDA is now required to open and inspect 100% of all 
crates in the port of Atlanta
 Due to some crates getting through that were claimed as Finished 

Trophies that were NOT and the discovery of undeclared animals, 
there is new enforcement requiring ALL crates to be inspected.
 Being that USDA will NOT open crates themselves Brokers are now 

required to send staff to each airline to meet with USDA to inspect 
crates.  
 This is causing additional costs to presented to hunters for actual 

clearance and additional storage cost due to delays in release from USDA 
 This is also causing major headaches for brokers that do not have offices 

in Atlanta 

 This is causing foreign shippers to “Port Shop” and avoid 
Atlanta as Port of Entry.
 Inspections should go back to original practices or should be 

enforced in ALL Ports to avoid SHOPPING 



 Mandatory Quarantine at Airlines for shipment 
containing 1678 animals or crates that have 1678s 
issued on them 
 1678s are issued on crates that contain Swine, Humanoid or 

Birds
 Most common Bushpig/Warthog, Baboon/Monkeys & Ostrich 
 These shipments are required to be sent to a USDA 

Approved Establishment 
 These shipment were once allowed to be moved to a bonded 

warehouse upon USDA inspections and release.  
 This is causing large storage bills for hunters as Airlines only 

give 2 to 3 days of storage before daily rates go into effect
 Our company is in the process of making ALL our warehouse 

USDA Approved Facilities.  Large costs to Brokers 



 As of recently, Texas Ports of Entry (Dallas & Houston) are 
now issuing 1678s on ALL trophies that are Unfinished 
 1678s should only be issues on UNFINISHED SKINS of the 

previously mentioned animals.  1678s are issued on animals with 
concern of disease. This is the practice in every other port.
 Example – Unfinished trophies coming from Argentina that have the first 

port of entry being Houston are now being issued 1678s.
 This is causing a major confusion for Hunters and foreign shippers when 

they are advising customers.
 Also causing difficulty for brokers trying to explain to customers why 

they are going to face these additional costs.
 Seems to be that USDA in Texas is trying to make more taxidermists to 

become USDA Approved.
 Additional costs and required practices for the US taxidermist.



 In the Port of Los Angeles, Export documents are 
only able to get their 31-77 release once the 
shipment has actually been delivered to the Airline 
vs getting its release on the day of travel.
 This is not allowing us to be able to put the actual release 

from USFWS and often times makes it impossible to send 
actual document with the shipment.  We are having to 
scan and send color copies after shipment has left.

 This can cause major delays or even stopping the freight 
in route if it is traveling through other countries on its 
way to the final destination.

 All other ports issue release prior to the arriving at the 
airlines.  Being enforced by the Port Director.



Michael Coppersmith 
michael@coppersmith.com

404-366-1650   Ext #13

mailto:michael@coppersmith.com


U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
Office of Law Enforcement

1

David Hubbard 
Special Agent in Charge 
International Operations 



Mission Statements

USFWS:
The mission of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is 
working with others to conserve, protect, and enhance 
fish, wildlife, and plants and their habitats for the 
continuing benefit of the American people. 

The Office of Law Enforcement:
To protect wildlife and plant resources. Through the 
effective enforcement of Federal laws, we contribute to 
Fish and Wildlife Service efforts to recover endangered 
species, conserve migratory birds, preserve wildlife 
habitat, safeguard fisheries, combat invasive species, and 
promote international wildlife conservation.



International Operations Unit
USFWS Office of Law Enforcement Attaches

Mexico 
City 

 Support U.S.-based international criminal investigations

 Coordinate transnational investigations & information sharing

 Leverage USG assets for host-nation CWT efforts & investigations

 Capacity Building, Training, & Professionalization of foreign government partners.

Brasilia,
Brazil 

Lima

Mexico City

Brasilia
Libreville Nairobi

Pretoria

Dar es Salam

Bangkok

Beijing
Hanoi

London AFRICOM



OLE Intelligence Unit
Supporting Investigations 

Formed in 2016
The Intel Unit provides operational intel support to investigations, support to 

international operations, and technical advice in standing up a fully-functioning Intel 
Unit. 

The Intel Unit is expected to continue expanding it's capacity to support investigations 
in the coming years, to acquire additional personnel to provide more robust and 

responsive support, and to gradually place less reliance on contract employee expertise.

Special Agent in Charge at HQ
Intelligence Analyst at HQ
Intelligence Analyst at the Commercial Targeting and Analysis Center
Special Agent at the National Targeting Center
Technical Advisor for Intel Unit; at HQ
Special Investigations Unit Support; at HQ
International Operations Unit Support; at HQ
Analyst/Operational Support; at IOC2 SOD in Chantilly, VA
Analyst at the OCDETF Fusion Center in Reston, VA



• In 2011, the undercover team working for 
the Special Operations Division was 
renamed the Special Investigations Unit 
(SIU). Senior Special Agents strategically
assigned and located throughout the U.S.

• Focus investigative efforts on international 
wildlife trafficking with emphasis on 
disrupting and dismantling high-level  
criminal organizations and syndicates.

• Conduct large, complex criminal 
investigations globally working with our 
Attaches other USG Law Enforcement and 
foreign partners .

Special Investigations Unit (SIU) 
(2011 to present)

strategically  



Global Illegal Wildlife Trade and Impacts to the U.S.



• Dramatic increases in the scope and scale of 
poaching to supply illegal trade;

• Landscape-scale losses of wildlife populations, 
both iconic and little known;

• Wildlife trafficking undermines security, weakens 
institutions and exacerbates official corruption;

• More than 1,000 rangers have died in the past 
decade.

So what gets this issue on our 
significant threat radar? 



2016: President Trump Executive Order to Strengthen 
Efforts to Combat Trans-National Organized Crime (Narcotics; 
Guns; Human Trafficking…and Wildlife Trafficking) 



Uganda Assist Background

 Joint investigation with FWS and DEA, initiated in late 2016 and focused on 
transnational criminal organizations involved with wildlife trafficking in 
Eastern Africa

 Executive Order 13773 called for a comprehensive and decisive approach to 
dismantling organized crime syndicates, highlighting wildlife trafficking as 
one of four areas to be addressed

 In February 2017 Moazu KROMAH was arrested in Kampala, Uganda, 1.3 
tons of ivory was seized by UG authorities 

 Phones belonging to KROMAH were seized during the arrest 
 Analysis of the phones produced evidence identifying KROMAH as a major 

wildlife trafficker of elephant ivory and rhinoceros horn
 June 2017 through present, began covertly working multiple subjects involved 

in wildlife and narcotics trafficking in Africa, including KROMAH



Current Case Study:
Money flows & Wildlife Trafficking:

Africans 
supply rhino 
horn & ivory 
to Asians & 
Africans in 
Africa…

Collected 
from multiple 
suppliers…

Ethnic Chinese Finance
acquisition of rhino horn & 
ivory & then sell upon arrival 
of product in Asia 

Asian & 
African front 
companies 
Ship from 
Africa to 
Asia…

Air cargo &
Sea Cargo

Africans in Asia 
assist w/ money 
pickups…



• Relevant Statues: 
– Conspiracy (Trafficking of wildlife and drugs)
– Lacey Act Title; 16 U.S.C. § 3372(a)(2)(A) & 3373(d)(1)(B)
– Money Laundering; Title 18 U.S.C. § 1956(a)(3)(A) or § 1956(a)(3)(B) 
– Endangered Species Act (ESA); Title 16 U.S.C. § 1538(a)(1)(F)
– Narcotics – distribution of controlled substances; Title 21 U.S.C. § 841 (a)(1)



Product offers to date
 Rhino Horn: approximately 190 kgs

($3,420,000)
 Ivory: over 4 tons($1,600,000)



• Michael HEGARTY & Richard O’BRIEN
(2010) – arrested in U.S.; sentenced to 6 
months in prison.

• Michael SLATTERY – (2014) arrested in 
NY, sentenced to 14 months in prison, 
$10,000 fine and forfeit $50,000 in 
proceeds.

• Patrick SHERIDAN – (2016) arrested in 
U.K. and extradited to US; sentenced to 12 
months in prison. 

• Michael HEGARTY - (2017) arrested in 
Belgium and extradited to the U.S.; 
sentenced to 18 months in prison.

• Richard SHERIDAN – (2019) arrested in 
U.K. and extradited to the U.S.; sentenced 
to 14 months in prison

• John SLATTERY aka FLYNN – (2014) 
indicted in U.S.; fugitive was later arrested 
in France; fled France on bail and was 
recently arrested in Ireland and awaits 
extradition to the US

7 ARRESTS OF RATHKEALE ROVERS



Thank You
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PROPERTY AND ENVIRONMENT RESEARCH CENTER

Photo: Zambezi Delta Safaris



PROPERTY AND ENVIRONMENT RESEARCH CENTER

Source: Sandbrook, C., et. al. 2019. The Global Conservation Community is Diverse but Not Divided. Nature Sustainability. 2, 
316-323 



PROPERTY AND ENVIRONMENT RESEARCH CENTER

Photo: African Leadership University



PROPERTY AND ENVIRONMENT RESEARCH CENTER

“We need to challenge the idea that Africa’s extraordinary 
biodiversity and wildlife is a diminishing resource and reframe 
conservation as a growth sector.” – Fred Swaniker, CEO African 
Leadership Group

Photo: African Leadership University



PROPERTY AND ENVIRONMENT RESEARCH CENTER

“The resources needed to make the Earth sustainable, produce 
renewable energy and restore degraded ecosystems cannot come 
from the taxpayers alone, they have to come from the leaders of 
the private sector.” – Inger Anderson, Executive Director, United 
Nations Environment Program



PROPERTY AND ENVIRONMENT RESEARCH CENTER

Source: Credit Suisse Group AG and McKinsey Center for Business and the Environment. 2016. Conservation Finance, From 
Niche to Mainstream: Building and Institutional Asset Class
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Photo: Zambia Reports



PROPERTY AND ENVIRONMENT RESEARCH CENTER

Source: G. Dry. 2015. The Case For Game Ranching: A Biodiversity Economy Imperative. South Africa DEA Workshop on Game Breeding 
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Photo: Daily News
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Photo: Komaza
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Photo: Komaza
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Photo: Komaza



PROPERTY AND ENVIRONMENT RESEARCH CENTER

Source: USAID 2018 Investor Survey on Land Rights: Perceptions and Practices of the Private Sector on Land and 
Resource Tenure Risks
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Photo: USAID
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Photo: Northern Rangelands Trust
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Finding Common 
Ground in Africa: A 

Group Conversation
Rosemarie Gnam, Ph.D. & Laura Noguchi

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, International Affairs



Outcomes for CITES CoP18 Species 
Proposals on Megafauna Mammals

 Proposal #2: Saiga antelope (both species, Saiga tatarica and Saiga borealis) – A 
proposal amended and adopted by consensus to have the species remain in Appendix II 
with a zero quota for the export of wild specimens for commercial purposes.

 Proposal # 5: Giraffe –A proposal to include the species in CITES Appendix II was 
amended to exclude Southern African populations but this proposal was rejected by a 
secret ballot vote of 96 Parties against, 29 in support, and 6 abstentions.  Then the 
proposal to have the entire species included in Appendix II was adopted by a vote of 106 
Parties in support, 21 Parties opposed, and 7 abstentions.

 Proposal #8: Southern white rhino (SWR) - A proposal by Eswatini (formerly 
Swaziland) to remove the existing annotations for their Appendix II population of SWR 
and thus, allow legal commercial trade in southern white rhino horn was rejected by a 
secret ballot vote with 25 Parties in support, 102 Parties against, and 7 abstentions.

 Proposal #9: Southern white rhino (SWR) - A proposal by Namibia to transfer their SWR 
populations from Appendix I to Appendix II for the purpose of allowing commercial trade 
in live rhinos and hunting trophies.  The proposal was rejected by a secret ballot vote 
with 39 Parties in support, 89 Parties against, and 11 abstentions.



Outcomes for CITES CoP18 Species Proposals 
on Megafauna Mammals

 Proposal #10: A proposal by Zambia to transfer their population of African elephant 
from Appendix I to Appendix II with an annotation to allow trade in registered raw ivory 
to approved trading parties, trade in hides and skins, and trade in hunting trophies for 
non-commercial purposes.  The proposal was amended to remove the ivory trade and 
was rejected by a vote with 22 Parties in support, 102 Parties against, and 13 
abstentions.  

 Proposal #11: A proposal by Botswana, Namibia, and Zimbabwe to amend the 
Annotation to the listing of their African elephant populations in Appendix II to remove 
certain restrictions for trade in registered raw ivory. The consequence of the adoption 
of this proposal would be to allow trade for commercial purposes in registered 
government owned stocks of raw ivory. The proposal was rejected by a secret ballot 
vote with 23 Parties in support, 101 Parties against, and 18 abstentions. 

 Proposal #12: A proposal by Burkina Faso, Cote d’Ivoire, Gabon, Kenya, Liberia, Niger, 
Nigeria, Sudan, Syrian Arab Republic, and Togo to transfer the annotated African 
elephant populations of Botswana, Namibia, South Africa, and Zimbabwe from 
Appendix II to Appendix I.  This proposal was rejected with 51 Parties in support, 67 
Parties against, and 22 abstentions.

 Proposal #13: A proposal by Israel to include the extinct wooly mammoth in CITES 
Appendix II. The proposal was withdrawn and decisions were adopted to examine 
Mammoth ivory trade. 



Eighteenth meeting of the Conference of the Parties 
(CoP18)

Geneva, Switzerland
August 2019

 What We Saw & Heard: 

 At CoP16 and since then, the divide among southern African Parties and Central, 
Eastern (Kenya), and West African Parties continues to grow and concern for its impact 
on the effectiveness of CITES grows too.

 At CoP18, the views and interventions in Committee I discussions of species proposals 
were polarizing, disparate, and the most divisive heard to date with threats by Southern 
African countries to evoke Article 18 to dispute resolutions, take reservations, and to 
withdraw from CITES.  This is a concern for the United States.

 While CoP discussions center on elephants, rhinos, and other charismatic mammals, 
there is a need to move from species-centric discussions to encompass continent-wide 
conservation challenges. 

 There is a  need to bring the African Parties together to address continent-wide concerns 
such as wildlife trafficking and supporting community engagement and livelihoods. 

 How do CITES Parties in Africa find common ground and rebuild trust and promote 
cooperation and collaboration?  



Example of a continent wide conservation 
challenge – African Vulture Crisis 



Addressing Continent-Wide Conservation 
Challenges



Council Discussion
Insights and Perspectives

Finding Common Ground in Africa to 
Foster Trust, Cooperation and 
Collaboration in Conservation 
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Integrative Wildlife Conservation and Habitat 

Protection: The Role of Hunting in Wildlife 

Conservation, Landscape Preservation and Rural 

Development 

 

Gerhard Damm, Conservation Frontlines Foundation 

www.conservationfrontlines.org 

 

The positive role of hunting in conservation is supported by clear scientific 

evidence.  

On the other hand,  

 bad governance in some hunting systems,  

 wildlife management focused solely on monetary gain,  

 unacceptable behavior of some hunters, and  

 disregarding the aspirations of those people who live with wildlife 

are providing the adversaries of hunting with ample ammunition. 

Anti-use organizations, their paid lobbyists and influencers feed carefully 

selected information and images. This relentless anti-use propaganda 

machine uses scientific evidence only where it fits. It also totally ignores—

or distorts—information on the conservation contribution of hunting.  

The momentum of the anti-conservation drive is gaining speed. The daily 

sensationalist news stream is an accelerant for social media storms and 

torpedoes regional conservation strategies. In consequence, the sovereign 

rights of governments and people in Africa and Asia are curtailed. 

http://www.conservationfrontlines.org/
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Recently, this process has reached the venerable IUCN. A UK-based ant-

hunting site published a dated opinion on ‘trophy’ hunting. The piece 

reflects the personal opinion of six environment law professors. Within 

hours, it was picked up around the globe and sold as IUCN policy.  

Valid IUCN position statements and standing IUCN policy which recognize 

the positive role of regulated hunting in wildlife and habitat conservation 

were ignored.  

None of the cleverly engineered attacks on hunting mentions the 

significant habitat and wildlife recovery. In fact, hunting earns more per 

specific area than other uses in Africa and Asia. Especially in areas where 

wildlife related income is returned to landholders. ‘Unused’ wildlife 

species, or ‘unused’ habitat quickly lead to the loss of both. This ‘tragedy 

of the commons’ doesn’t fit into the current anti-use frenzy. 

It’s a misconception that photo tourism provides viable stand-alone 

solutions for conservation. Anti-use activists also like to boast that photo 

tourism is benign and non-consumptive. Have they ever seen a top-end 

game lodge in Africa? Have they ever measured the ecological foot print 

of photo safari outfits? Have they ever taken note that individual staff in 

these camps probably makes less in a year than what lodge guests spend 

for a night? 

Yet, te public silence of pro sustainable use protagonists—hunters, and 

non-hunting conservation scientists alike—is almost deafening.  

With a few exceptions, scientists, hunting associations or governmental 

wildlife management agencies don’t address the public through the 

media. Coordinated and strategic campaigns for sustainable use are 

conspicuously lacking. And critical individual response to animal rightist 

propaganda is muted at best.  
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This unfortunate scenario conveys a false impression. There is no 

widespread societal consensus that hunting is wrong. There is no 

consensus that it should be banned.   

Nevertheless, there is clear evidence that hunting is an irreplaceable 

conservation tool. Not only in Africa and Asia, but also in Europe and 

North America, and around the world.  

But the hunting tool in incentive-driven conservation has to be used 

properly and with circumspection. Just like with other activities, things 

can go wrong. We have to address a range of issues in our hunting world.  

 This includes governance at regional and national level.  

 This includes respect for the sovereign rights of private and 

community shareholders in wildlife areas.  

 This includes fair economic returns for them.  

 This includes political, economic and cultural stability for rural 

communities and individuals.  

 This includes strict enforcement of national laws and international 

regulations.  

 This includes ecological issues like the evolutionary impact of 

hunting animals with specific traits (like large horns, antlers or 

bodies), selecting target animals for age and sex, fencing of 

wilderness areas or interruption of migration corridors, intensive 

wildlife ranching practices like line breeding and genetic 

manipulation, wildlife diseases, and so on.  

 Last not least the impacts of climate change, 

We are aware that some hunting systems are in need of reform. In fact, 

all hunting systems should undergo periodic reviews, even if they are 

demonstrably successful. There is no reason that they couldn’t be more 

successful still. Let’s get inventive. Let’s create incentives to speed up the 
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will to improvement. Incentives are a good way to accelerate reform 

processes. 

President Roosevelt started successful wildlife restitution, conservation 

and protection here in America. With sensible laws and enlightened 

management no wildlife species have been lost. Most species of larger 

North American wildlife are now rated from common to abundant, and 

even overabundant.  

Europe has a very different wildlife conservation model. It’s just as 

successful. Never in history have there been so many roe deer or wild 

boar across the continent. The European ibex, once reduced to a few 

individuals, is thriving all over the Alps. Hunting opportunities increase 

year by year.  

What I said about North America and Europe also applies to other parts of 

the world. Not all, I admit. Some countries who banned hunting decades 

ago, Kenya comes to mind, experience serious wildlife losses; others, with 

hunting, fight with endemic corruption, or remain inaccessible due to civil 

strife. 

But the community conservancies of Namibia, Northern Territories in 

Australia, Tajikistan and Pakistan are shining examples that incentive-

driven conservation produces win-win scenarios.  

There are more elephants and lions in Namibia than ever before in the 

past four decades. The two rhino species thrive. The saltwater crocodile 

was on the brink of extinction in northern Australia in the 1960s—today 

the populations numbers exceed 100,000. Communities make money 

from breeding crocs and selling the hides, a limited number of crocs is 

hunted.  

Tajikistan’s Markhor population was—not so long ago—close to being 

critically endangered; it’s now restored to healthy levels, bringing with it a 
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rebounding snow leopard population. These programs create much 

needed (and substantial) income for communities in remote mountain 

villages. The same can be said for Khyber-Pakhtunkhwa, Gilgit-Baltistan 

and Baluchistan provinces in Pakistan. In both regions several urial 

species made a comeback too. All this is a result of regulated hunting 

programs.  

The privately-run wildlife reserves in South Africa have led to an economic 

and ecologic revolution. Never before in recent history was that much 

land under some sort of conservation management. Never before have we 

counted that many animals on these lands. Yes, this has also caused 

problems and these need to be addressed decisively.   

Botswana’s counterproductive 2014 hunting ban has been reversed. New 

and rigorous management systems promise similar successes as in 

neighboring Namibia. Large private reserves in Zimbabwe, where hunting 

is one cornerstone of economic survival, are generally doing well and 

donating elephants, rhinos, lions and other wildlife to depleted areas 

state-owned in Zimbabwe and Mozambique. The CAMPFIRE areas in 

Zimbabwe show also some success.  

The flipside of these successes is that private, community and state-

owned hunting concessions are being driven into economic obsolesce by 

overly restrictive import regulations in the United States and some 

European countries. As a result, a substantial number of hunting blocks 

are being converted to other uses than wildlife.  

You can look where you want around the globe—hunting can’t be that bad 

for wildlife conservation as our opponents try to make the public believe.  

So, apparently, incentive-driven-conservation is the solution. Now we 

need to focus on practical solutions and best practices to make it work, 

and to show that world  that it works: 
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Transparent and documented processes are the basis for focused 

information campaigns, and 

 provide opportunities to comment, criticize, contribute;  

 encourage user feedback, and user-supplier interaction;   

 allow monitoring, adapting and refining the sustainability of 

extractive and non-extractive use options;  

 set standards for better or best practices. 

Many papers, opinion pieces, concepts, plans, project proposals etc. have 

been written and discussed. Many experts from many fields have been 

involved.  

But I am afraid that few, if any practical reform results have emerged.  

 The development of Principles, Criteria and Indicators of 

Sustainable Hunting outside Europe didn’t even reach the pilot 

phase;  

 the adaptation of a European Charter on Hunting and 

Biodiversity is a reality, but the follow-up in some countries 

seems weak;  

 the efforts to advance the case of a Charter for Hunting Wildlife 

Conservation and Habitat Protection in Africa have stalled; 

 certification of hunting and/or hunting areas is a recurring topic 

with inputs from many. Last year’s conference arranged by the 

Spanish government in Seville/Spain and the IUCN SULi concept 

proposal ‘Hunting ASSETS’ are but two examples. Hunting 

stakeholders rejected these emerging suggestions as too 

complicated, impractical or too expensive. 

The time has come that we take decisive action – and this IWCC meeting 

is a good starting point. 
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Today you will hear a rough outline of three interlinked tools. This could 

be the hunters’ contribution towards a more integrative wildlife 

conservation and habitat protection approach.  

They are almost ready to be used in pilot projects.  

I hope that my presentation will convince the IWCC to recommend that 

the international branches of the Fish & Wildlife Service, and the 

Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies join hands with similar agencies 

in Africa and Asia.  

Of course, this cooperation of government agencies would be incomplete 

without experts from the IUCN/SSC Sustainable Use & Livelihoods 

Specialist Group and a variety of species specialist groups, as well as 

private and community wildlife and habitat shareholders in the range 

countries.  

We can create regionally diverse win-win situations for wildlife 

conservation, landscape preservation and rural development. 
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The Citizen-Scientist Hunter 

Citizen science programs can yield a wealth of information that would not 

be possible otherwise, given the limitations of research funding and 

personnel. A past president of the Wildlife Society defined citizen science 

well. It’s a program of scientific work designed and overseen by scientists. 

A network of volunteers performs or manages tasks such as observation 

or data collection Hunters can demonstrate practical and intellectual 

conservation leadership within such a citizen science project.   

For the conservation and sustainable use of wildlife in Africa and Asia, the 

value of citizen science is obvious.  

Hunting citizen scientist volunteers do not need specific scientific training. 

They have extraordinary tools to collect, store and distribute information 

at almost no additional cost, and with acceptable additional effort. Their 

tools of trade include modern optics and range finders, accurate satellite 

maps, on-line data collecting systems, and mobile gadgets of all 

descriptions. They also have safe and user-friendly methods of collecting, 

transporting and storing DNA material.  

We can generate a broad database of morphometric measurements and 

physical descriptions of hunted animals. We can create detailed 

information on wildlife populations and their demographics in the hunting 

area. We assist in refining maps of distribution ranges and contribute 

towards resolving taxonomic questions. We help to evaluate the impacts 

of anthropogenic and natural selection pressures on the demographic 

structure of wildlife populations. And much more. 

Information on hunter-harvested animals, collected over a long period, is 

extremely important to assess changes in wildlife population structure, 

habitat and climate. The interpretation of the data sets supports 

management decisions. They help to understand complex interactions 
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regarding the sustainability of extractive and non-extractive use of 

wildlife.  

The combined data generated by hunters, researchers and local 

communities allow better interpretation of population dynamics and lead 

to improved harvest strategies within national and transboundary 

management plans. When combined with social data relating to human 

presence and activities, we can identify best practice approaches that 

combine good conservation with economic development and rural 

traditions and cultural values.  

The data sets will also be sources of valuable information for national 

regulatory and management agencies, law enforcement, and the parties 

to multinational agreements, like the Convention on Biological Diversity 

(CBD), Convention on Migratory Species (CMS) and the Convention on 

International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES).   

All we need are standardized reporting forms containing sections on 

morphometrics and pelage, hunting area and camp, hunting team, 

weather and climate, landscape and vegetation, socio-economics, status 

of other local wildlife, etc.  

Filling out such forms demands some additional work and special 

dedication: interviewing guides, camp staff and local residents; making 

notes of daily field observations; taking photos, measurements and 

correlating the bits of information. But if we want to perpetuate regulated 

hunting, such additional effort is a small price to pay. 

Ultimately, data generated by citizen-scientist hunters will assist in 

making wildlife management more transparent. Conclusions drawn from 

these data will reassure a watchful public of the integrity and 

effectiveness of hunting related conservation methods. 
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Principles, Criteria and Indicators (PCI) for Sustainable Hunting 

Almost 20 years ago Austrian university institutions developed a PCI 

system in cooperation with hunters, landowners and government 

agencies. Over the years the system was refined and adapted to changing 

circumstances. About a year ago the actual final version was put online by 

the Austrian government.  

The individual pillars of this system are: 

Principles  

... basic generalizations accepted as true that can be used as a 

basis for reasoning or conduct 

Criteria 

... reference points against which other things can be evaluated 

Indicators 

...scores or values derived from a series of observed facts 

describing the stages from sustainable to non-sustainable conditions 

The Principles, Criteria and Indicators for Sustainable Hunting provide a 

simple structured assessment system to measure the impact of hunting 

activities.  

The detailed matrix of ecological, economical and socio-cultural 

parameters gives a reasonably accurate, objective and transparent 

description of the status quo of habitat-wildlife-people interactions. The 

unit of observation is the defined hunting area.  

The system incorporates a grading system that lets landowners, 

management authorities and users assess the ecologic, economic and 

socio-cultural viability of hunting areas.  
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It also provides practical suggestions for decision makers wishing to 

implement adaptive management strategies.  

The PCI process is clearly not a certification system. However, the data, 

together with experience gained in the process, may eventually lead to a 

peer-driven quasi-certification system of policies, approaches and 

methods. A framework of logical checks and expert reviews safeguards its 

integrity.  

At significantly lower cost than traditional certification systems and with 

low administrative effort, the outcomes enable a triple bottom line 

evaluation of hunting. The results will demonstrate its ecological, 

economic and societal benefits. 

This project was developed in Austria. It can be adapted to African and 

Central Asian scenarios to assess hunting activities and hunting areas in 

regional or multiregional contexts. It can also be used species-specific or 

a combination of both. The PCI-Matrix is not limited to game species and 

hunting activities. It includes the interactions of game- and non-game 

wildlife species, and anthropogenic impacts. It also covers interfaces with 

other land use options such as photographic tourism, pastoral and 

agricultural activities, wildlife research activities and more. 

The PCI approach  

 focuses on the conservation and/or restoration of wildlife species, 

their genetic diversity, life cycles and population dynamics, and the 

ecosystems which they inhabit, 

 investigates the capability of hunting activities to yield economic 

benefits for conservation projects and local communities,  

 facilitates cooperation with other forms of land use,  

 explores the traditional connection of rural people and wildlife,  

- the public interest in hunting,  

- the principles of animal welfare, and  
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- the hunters’ aspirations concerning opportunities to hunt  

 highlights the links between hunting and conservation  

 assists hunters in accepting the necessity of fair, legal and 

environmentally sound hunting practices 

In short – the PCI methods provides a simple method of measuring the 

impact of hunting activities with a structured evaluation system for 

different eco-regions. 

The PCI approach ties in with the recently published resolution of the 

Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (United States) on Reaffirming 

Support for Sustainable Use and Regulated Trade. This resolution 

stipulated, inter alia, that  

“well managed, regulated hunting, fishing, and trapping supports 

and promotes biodiversity conservation, can affirm strong cultural 

ties, and is a heritage activity across eons”.  

The PCI method is inexpensive, since it largely based on self-assessment 

with input from the user and supplier sides. It considers the interface of 

hunting with other forms of land use like agriculture, livestock, and eco-

tourism; the economic imperatives of local communities and private 

enterprise; the interest of the state and the global community, and last 

not least the interest of habitat, wildlife and the hunter. 
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Charter for Hunting, Wildlife Conservation and Habitat Protection 

in Africa and Central Asia 

In November 2015—in my capacity as president of the Applied Science 

Division of the CIC—I organized a meeting of senior government officials 

from Namibia, Zambia, Mozambique and Tanzania and conservation NGOs 

from the region.  

The purpose of the meeting: We wanted to explore the potential of the 

existing European Charter on Hunting and Biodiversity in connection with 

the threats and opportunities for wildlife, wild landscapes and sustainable 

use in the SADC region.  

Could a similar charter for Africa help solve issues of governance, 

transparency, and accountability in wildlife-based land use?  Could this be 

a way to improve existing hunting systems on private and community 

land? 

The participants clearly felt that this was the case! In several follow-up 

meetings we explored the issues and went as far as drafting the Charter 

for Hunting, Wildlife Conservation and Habitat Protection in Africa.  

Hunting, in the charter context, is seen as a recreational and cultural form 

of utilization and management of habitats and wildlife. It is integrated into 

broader conservation initiatives. Explanatory notes explain terms and 

concepts, and illustrate guiding principles for a wildlife management 

system, where hunting is one component. Th Charter is a platform for the 

protection and advancement of biodiversity.  

The draft charter text contains many aspirational elements which address 

the needs of national and local conservation shareholders. Care has been 

taken that it conforms to the existing frameworks of global and regional 

agreements on biodiversity and sustainable use.  
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The charter frame work is underpinned by the acknowledged principles 

laid down years ago in the Addis Ababa Principles and Guidelines for the 

Sustainable Use of Nature. Of course, it is supported by operational 

guidelines. 

The draft clearly stipulates that hunting must not only be ecologically 

sustainable, but enhance biodiversity conservation and safeguard animal 

welfare. Hunting must be embedded in socio-cultural context of the 

country, and the Charter does not only encourage, but mandates the 

participation and buy-in of rural communities living with wildlife, as well 

as their local knowledge, traditions.  

Last not least: The principal rights owners—rural communities and private 

entities, as the case may be—must receive their fair share of economic 

benefits. 

These points, and more, are defined within the Charters in the Principles, 

Criteria and Indicators matrix, and operational guidelines.  

The system has a structured evaluation system to monitor, measure and 

assess the ecological, economical and societal implications of hunting 

related activities. The diverse shareholders are accountable to the public. 

This purpose is served with standardized periodic reports on the state of 

hunting and the conservation of wildlife habitats and biodiversity in the 

signatory countries. 

The development of trust-building instruments is essential to drive 

biodiversity conservation in Africa and Asia. Aspirational, regionally 

adapted Charters for Hunting, Wildlife Conservation and Habitat 

Protection will create trust across sectors and even borders. This is 

essential for long-lasting success for wildlife, habitats and local 

livelihoods. 
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Conclusion 

Unfortunately, the Charter development process stopped and progress 

stalled. Apparently, Namibian authorities continue to build nationally on 

the work we started a few years ago, but the Namibian efforts should 

again be embedded in a regional plan. 

Therefore, I call on the international hunting community to support 

 the restart of a comprehensive consultative process with  

- the IUCN Species Survival Commission (and its Specialist 

Groups), and 

- with country and region-specific wildlife interests (citizens, local 

resource stewards, protected area managers, government 

agencies and conservation NGOs),  

 mobilize adequate funding, and 

 commence with a couple of pilot projects in Africa and Central Asia. 

This will create the groundwork for truly Integrative Wildlife 

Conservation and Habitat Protection activities, and it will show the 

global audience the important role hunting plays. It will mainstream 

Wildlife Conservation and Habitat Protection as lucrative investment.  

The information obtained in the process will assist  

 national regulatory, research and management entities,  

 national and international hunting associations,  

 non-hunting conservation NGOs who support sustainable use, 

 authorized law enforcement personnel, and  

 the secretariats of multilateral environmental agreements like CBD, 

CMS and CITES.  

Expert data interpretation will assist in the development, review and 

adaptation of national and transboundary habitat and wildlife 
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management plans. The legal national and international movement of 

mementos of harvested animals (at some time in the past also known as 

‘trophies’) could even be supported by an integrated identification system.   

Ultimately, data and processes will improve transparency, and reassure a 

watchful public of the integrity and effectiveness of regional wildlife 

conservation methods.  

Integrative Wildlife Conservation and Habitat Protection needs a 

supporting champion like the IWCC and the good will of its 

members.   
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Getting to Half Earth in

Southern Africa: 

… a $30 billion wildlife 

economy by 2030 future …

10X as much wildlife and wild land



Conservation – how well are 

we doing?



Global trends in wild biomass

Wildlife

Livestock

Humans

Ripple et al (2015). "Collapse of the world’s largest herbivores." American Association for the 

Advancement of Science(1 May 2015): 12.

What are the threats to 

wildlife?

Are we focusing on the 

right threats?

Not to mention…
• Loss of insects
• Loss of birds
• Land degradation

• Climate change
• Chemical and plastic pollution

2-4%



African is the only place with a full 

suite of large animals

(Pleistocene megafauna)



African population 

and wildlife range 

retractions

8 out of ten new people will be African 2008-50

(50% of global workforce)



The big drivers 

Agriculture and people (recent expansion)

the 

poorest 

people 

live with 

the 

richest 

wildlife



Semi-Desert     Dryland Savanna Agricultural Zone Forests and mountains
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WILDLIFE ECONOMY

Agricultural 

Sweet Spot

Expansion of people and 

commodities into forests
Expansion of people 

into drylands

We are replacing high value and complex 

multi-species systems with low-value simple 

commodity production systems…

AGRICULTURE COMMODITY 

ECONOMY



Wildlife is recovering in only two places

North America

 Public model

 About 70% (?) financed 

by hunting/fishing 

(Pittman-Robinson, etc.)

 50 Fish&Wildlife

Agencies

 500 wildlife schools

Southern Africa

 Combine public with 

private/community 

model

 Wildlife economy 

landscapes

 Parks

 10,000 private 

landholders

 180+ community areas
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(but could be SA, 
Zim?)



Reminder - Wildlife policy emerges from excesses 

on the frontier of the Industrial Revolution 

Bison 

skulls

Destruction of 

wildlife on the 

frontier of the 

industrial 

revolution



What are the causes of 

wildlife extirpation?

Greed?

Markets?

 Frontier economy?

 Increasing profitability 

of using wildlife

 In the absence of 

rules to control use

 i.e. absence of tenure 

and wildlife ownership

Bison 

skulls



Wild resources become public goods
e.g. wildlife, Theodore Roosevelt, and the Colonial Powers 

(London Conventions of 1900 and 1933) 

1. National parks

2. Commercial use of wildlife banned

3. Public ownership and management of wildlife

 “North American Model”  /Public Trust Doctrine

Wild 

resources
• Wildlife
• Forests
• Fisheries
• Etc.



But have we learned the wrong 

lesson from Theodore?

 Too much focus on taking wildlife out of the 

marketplace (demand reduction)

 Too little focus on:

 Ownership of wildlife by people who live with it

 Decentralised, democratic choices

 Putting wildlife back into the marketplace



Southern Africa – state, private 

and community conservation



Land was developed for cattle  

(at huge expense to wildlife)

Over 57,000 

animals from 

more than 36 

species were 

shot. 

“We can’t 

farm in a zoo”



Change agents of yesteryear –

Graham Child (and many colleagues)

Graham Child – first 

ecologist in game 

department. 

Game Rescue (1950s)
Epiphany in the Kalahari 

(1965-69)



Zimbabwe Midlands 

1984

Most land 

ranched for 

cattle

One or two 

maverick game 

ranchers

… surely wildlife 

was a better 

land use …



SARCCUS MUNC -Standing 
Committee for nature 
conservation (1968-1980)

 Park administrators in southern 
Africa meet for a week every 
year for 12 years from 1968

 Leads to transformation of 
wildlife legislation in southern 
Africa based on

 Private wildlife ownership

 Maximise price

 Humane use

Southern African Sustainable Use 
Specialist Group (1990-

 CBNRM

 Sustainable use and trade

Col Vincent

Alec 

Campbell

Graham Child

Ted Riley

• Chair – Roelf Attwell (Zim)

• VC – Graham Child 

(Zim/Bots)

• Bernabé de la Bat(Namibia)

• Ted Riley- Swaziland

• Col Vincent, Natal Parks 

Board

• Alec Campbell (Botswana)

• Transvaal

• Mozambique

Regional communities of practice –

policy as an adaptive experiment



Parks as economic engines

Maximize value to society

Provided biodiversity is intact

 Align value with society –
jobs and economic growth

 Use parks as beachheads to 
build wildlife economy 
landscapes with private and 
community conservation



South Luangwa



South Luangwa National 

Park, Zambia

Make political/financial case for 

investing in parks

Track complex tourism money flows



$38 m Park economy and 

vulnerability pyramid

Financial viability:

Income: $3m

Expenditure: $3m ($5m)

Economic impact:

Taxes:         $6.1

Jobs:           4-6,000

GDP:           $38 m



Impact on households near 

the park is doubled



Tourism growth creates local 

business growth



Return on investment

$50-100m

Return on Investment 

9% financial

30% economic
 Double economy to $76m,

 Park fees to $6m, 

 Tax to $12m

 Local jobs to 3,600

 Total jobs 8,000, etc.

All-weather roads ($50-100m)

Fund park property ($2.5m grant, declining)

Encourage private sector (lower fees, new sites)



Greater Kruger Economy

 R6.6 billion industry 

($600m)

 22,000-100,000+ jobs

 Park does most of the 

conservation

 Private sector 

generates higher 

returns/ha



What is ecotourism role in 

Half-Earth?

 Tourism is a cluster 

industry – not a 

landscape industry

 High returns from small 

areas

 Most economy 

wrapped up in 

hospitality, not land 

management (unlike 

hunting)



Are parks conserving biodiversity 

or satisfying tourists?
 Political restrictions on 

management

 Over-abundance of 

elephants and 

predators

 Squeeze out 

herbivores

 Trees replaced by 

shrubs

 Loss of biodiversity

 Restocking herbivores 

(disease)

Herbivores

Elephants

Rhinos

Lions

Lion food

Only shrubs survive in Chobe



Half Earth

Only 10/85 parks in 

southern Africa are 

performing

Parks in USA generate 

$350 billion.

Southern Africa is +-$2 

billion

Performing well

Under performing

Neglected



Victoria Falls – 600,000 visitors

Yellowstone 5m+

Cape Town Waterfront – 1.5m +

Risks and lost 

opportunities



Victoria Falls / Chobe –

tourism or transport hub

Hundreds of trucks 

choke Vic Falls Border



The sustainable 

governance framework

Conservation on the 40% (outside public 

lands)



Zimbabwe Midlands 

1984

Most land 

ranched for 

cattle

One or two 

maverick game 

ranchers

… surely wildlife 

was a better 

land use …



Excludable Non-

excludable

Gets use up 

(rivalrous)

Private goods Common goods

Infinite 

(non-

rivalrous)

Club goods Public goods

Redefine wildlife accurately, 

and match it to institutions

Private good, with 
common pool 
properties, that often 
provides public benefits

Do we have a 
mismatch?

• Public management

• Of private/common 
goods

• On private/ 
community land



Conservation Policy London Convention 1900, 

1933

Sustainable Use Approach

1. Protected Areas Established to conserve 

Fauna & Flora

Conserve, but provide public 

goods suited to society (jobs, 

economic growth)

2. Wildlife

Ownership

Centralise in the state PROPRIETORSHIP: Devolve to 

landholders / communities

3. Commercial Use 

of Wildlife

Restrict and/or ban PRICE: Make as valuable as 

possible (provided humane)

But key to recovery of 

wildlife 

• not technical or 

ecological, 

• but carefully crafted 

legal / institutional 

measures that 

addressed market 

failure



Beyond states and markets



Zimbabwe
(adopts soil conservation districts from US 

dustbowl)

Markets, communities, 

and states
 Privatize 

 Devolve ownership to 
landholders

Parks & Wildlife Act, 1975

 Collective 
 Devolve self-regulation to 

neighbourhoods and 

associations
 Build scale

Natural Resources Act, 1941

 Role of public agency
 Frame rights
 Extension / education
 Last resort custodian

Excludable Non-

excludable

Gets use up 

(rivalrous)

Private goods Common goods

Infinite 

(non-

rivalrous)

Club goods Public goods



Model behind Sustainable 

Use Approach 

Rangeland Production System

$ Primary 
Production

Secondary 
Production$ Profit $

Soil, water, 
sunlight

Agricultural Production System

Primary 
Production

$ Profit $

Soil, water, 
sunlight

Rainfall (land productivity)

P
ro

fi
ta

b
ili

ty
 o

f 
la

n
d

 u
se

Wildlife more profitable 
according to ‘natural’ 

prices

Agriculture more 
profitable a in areas of 

high rainfall & soil fertility

Policy failures drive 
down price of wildlife

Subsidies inflate 
profit of livestock

+- 600-
700mm

(figure developed by Greg Stuart-Hill and Chris Brown)

maximize the value of wildlife to 

people living with it



0

1,000,000

2,000,000

3,000,000

4,000,000

5,000,000

6,000,000

7,000,000

8,000,000

9,000,000

1770 1820 1870 1920 1970 2020LI
V

E
S
TO

C
K

&
 W

IL
D

LI
F
E
 N

U
M

B
E
R

S

YEAR

Variability of economic and 

ecosystem outcomes (LOTS OF 

ROOM FOR IMPROVEMENT)

Wildlife and Livestock 
populations outside 

parks in Namibia

Wildlife populations 
in parks in Africa

Policy reform (wildlife 

ownership rights, cbnrm)

Wildlife recovery



Counterfactual - loss of 

wildlife in Kenya

Ogutu, J. O., H.-P. Piepho, M. Y. Said, G. O. Ojwang, L. W. Njino, S. C. Kifugo and P. W. Wargute

(2016). "Extreme Wildlife Declines and Concurrent Increase in Livestock Numbers in Kenya: What 

Are the Causes?" PLOS One( http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0163249).

Losses (perhaps) driven by trade / demand

Losses driven by land use change (lack of 

ownership)

http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0163249


Politicians and communities who HATED 

wildlife now support it passionately

Presidents 

• Masisi (Botswana

• Lungu (Zambia)

• Munangagwa (Zim)

• Geingob (Namibia)

• Acting Pres (Angola)

• Expect 2-300; 1,300 people 

arrived

COMMUNITY DECLARATION

Voices of the Communities: 

A New Deal for rural communities and 

wildlife and natural resource

Shareholders not stakeholders
• Reduce poverty at household level
• Turn wildlife into a rural economic engine
• Achieve self-determination and security of 

rights and tenure
• Develop strong community institutions to 

govern wildlife sustainably

Africa Wildlife Economy Summit 2019

Hosted by the African Union and United 

Nations Environment Programme, June 25, 

2019

POLITICIANS

COMMUNITIES & LANDHOLDERS



No Hope Economy

Domestic plants and animals 

replace by priceless but 

worthless wildlife

Frontier Economy

(tragedy of the commons)

Bison

Public Model (subsidized)

• Public lands

• Public financing.

Sustainable Use Approach

Private / community 

conservation

low                           Price                     high

w
eak

      P
ro

p
rieto

rsh
ip
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n

g

Proprietorship-Price Model



No Hope Economy Frontier Economy 

Public Model (subsidized) Sustainable Use Approach

low                           Price                     high

w
eak

      P
ro

p
rieto

rsh
ip

stro
n

g

Proprietorship-Price Model

RISK 1:

Illegal wildlife 

trade, markets

RISK 2:

Agriculture and 

land use



No Hope Economy Frontier Economy 

Public Model (subsidized) Sustainable Use Approach

low                           Price                     high

w
eak

      P
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rieto
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g

Demand reduction (risk 1)

- Price

FLAWS
1. Lowers 

incentives for 

conservation 

(habitat loss is 

the greatest 

threat)

2. What is the 

funding 

model?
3. How do you 

stop demand?

4. Shifting market 

into criminal 

hands

5. No information, 

no adaptive 

management



No Hope Economy Frontier Economy 

Public Model (subsidized)

Sustainable Use Approach

Wild resources conserved: 

• they  are valuable 

• value is captured by 

landholders and 

communities.

low                           Price                     high

w
eak

      P
ro

p
rieto

rsh
ip

stro
n

g

Sustainable Governance Model

+
 p

ro
p

ri
e

to
rs

h
ip

CHALLENGES
1. Creating 

proprietorship 

is politically 

challenging

2. But it works

3. It has a 

financing 

model



Lesson 1: Private / community land

Must treat public 

lands very 

differently from 

private / community 

land

South Africa

Private Parks

Area 
(hectares)

17-20.5m 3.75m NP
3m Prov Parks

Percent 14-17% 3% National
3%? provincial

Animals 6 million 0.5-1 m

Rhinos 13,510 5,450

Rare 
species

30,606 268,065

Dry, G. (2010). Why Game Farming should be taken seriously. Farmer's Weekly. 14 

May 2010: 5-6.

Taylor et al (in review) Wildlife ranching is a productive use of marginal lands in 

South Africa



Lessons 2:

Hunting pays for 

80% of wild land

Wildlife Economy in South Africa

Hunting

Live game

Ecotourism

Meat

Park ecotourism

DEA (2015). Situation Analysis of Four Selected Sub-Sectors of the 
Biodiversity and Conservation Sector in South Africa, and 
Transformation Framework. Pretoria, Department of Environmental 
Affairs, South Africa.

Parks

Private 

land

Trophy 

hunting

49%

Biltong 

hunting

12%

Live sales

10%

Lives sales -

rare spp

18%

Ecotourism

8%

Game 

meat

3%

Income sources for Private Wildlife landholders

Rubino, E. C. and E. F. Pienaar (in review). "Rhinoceros Ownership and 

Attitudes towards Global Horn Trade Legalisation within South Africa’s 

Private Wildlife Sector.“ Sample: n=171



Lessons 3: Wildlife has a comparative 
advantage in drylands

 Wildlife replaced livestock 

on private land because it 

was more profitable.

 It converts grass into 

livelihoods

 More profitably

 More sustainably

 80%+ of wildlife land is paid 

for by hunting

Private Landholders

Meat Meat

Hunting

Eco-Tourism

Ec
o

n
o

m
ic

 o
u

tp
u

t

Meat Viability

Bio-experience economy 

versus

Agro-extractive monocultures



Hunting is critical for +- 80% 

of land conservation

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

Tourism

Prime

Tourism

elsewhere

Multiuse Livestock

Profitability of Wildlife and 

Livestock (by source)

Tourism Hunting Meat Live sales
Data modified from Taylor et al (in review) 

Wildlife ranching is a productive use of 

marginal lands in South Africa

• Tourism powerful (only) 

in prime areas (<20%)

• Tourism does not 

outcompete livestock 

on most private land

• Multiple use, based 

around trophy hunting, 

3X as profitable as 

livestock (80% of land)

$500/ha

D
o

lla
r 

p
e

r 
h

e
c

ta
re



Scale is important 

for biodiversity

fences

Species richness and farm size



Community based natural 

resource management:

using wildlife to create democracy and 

property rights

this is the growth area for huge wild 

landscapes



Farmers are the hungriest people –

agriculture is failing people in drylands

People are hungry – often  They may look like 

farmers, 

 But most livelihood is 

from natural resource or 

off-farm

Money 

from 

outside

Wild 

resource

s

Livestock 

& crops

Money 

from 

outside

Wild 

resources

Livestock 

& crops

PhD and Masters students
Shylock Muyengwa
Alexadra Sprague
Antonietta Egurn
Leandra Metz



Conservation farming

 Definitely improves yields

 From 1-3 tonnes (on a 

good day)

 But cost $2 for every $1 in 

output (hardly viable in 

drylands)

<1tonne

1-3 

tonne

Conservation farming

Traditional farming



Social capital in rural Africa 

(drylands)

 Authoritarian

 Low 

associational 

activity

 Low levels of 

trust, 

especially 

leaders
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Africa’s 

Dark Ages. 

• Slavery (1500-

1880)

• Colonialism (1880-

1960)

• Centralised 

socialism, one 

party rule, state 

capture (1960-

now)



CBNRM – addressing ungoverned / 

de-institutionalised spaces

CBNRM is the process of re-
institutionalization 
(democracy and free 
markets)

 Restore property rights

 Rebuild social and 
organizational capital

 Re-capitalize depleted 
environments

 Markets for wildlife

African communal lands 
reflect feudal institutions 
of the Dark Ages

 Weak protection of person 
and property

 Weak/no land rights

 Weak/no resource rights

 Markets for wildlife closed

 Low social capital

 Organization

 Authoritarian (despite 
“elections”)

 Undemocratic – excluded 
from decisions about 
resources

Prevents people and 
communities from fulfilling 
their potential



Constituents

Central 
Government

Micro-
governance

2

3

devolution

Common pool wild resources

B
e

n
e

fi
ts

1

C
o

n
se

rv
e

4

We know how to do CBNRM effectively 
(failure reflects incompetence or worse)

1. Devolve rights (title) 

and benefits (100%)

2. Generate biodiversity 

benefits

3. Micro-governance 

and village companies

4. Natural resource 

management



Participatory activity-based budgeting

All people affected by decisions participate in making them 
(Ostrom, 1990)

Re-building social capital



Get 100% of benefits to communities, and 

households

Member gets full share of 

wildlife income in cash

Each person pays “tax” 

into buckets for projects as 

agreed



Scale and Dunbar’s number

 Humans cooperate well 

in groups of 150-220 

decision-makers

 But not as large groups

 Haves / Have nots

 Elite capture, etc.

Primate brain size and 

cooperative ability



Inclusive governance matters a LOT!

Performance 

metrics

Committee-based

Representative

Community-based

Inclusive

• Cash 0 21,000 people

• Projects 10 152 schools, clinics, 

wells etc.

• Corruption 40-80% money missing <1% missing

• Participation 300 days 75,000 days

• Attitudes

Perpetuates 

quasi-feudal 

authoritarian 

rule?

Ostrom’s radical 
democracy?



Face-to-face communities 

demonstrate accountability

Summary of Money unaccounted for from 1999 
CBNRM disbursements

Total VAG income (42 VAGs) 400,000,000

Msoro 400,000

Malama 1,000,000

Jumbe 600,000

Mnkhanya 200,000

Nsefu 1,150,000

Kakumbi -

Total money missing from VAGs 3,350,000

Money unaccounted for by ADCs

Nsefu ADC 10,000,000

Senior Chief Nsefu (recorded loan) 
10,500,000

Chief Kakumbi (no records) 24,000,000

Total missing in ADCs/Chiefs 44,500,00040-80%

0.8%



Community prove energetic and 

resourceful (15 X as many projects, after 

taking cash!)

Summary of Projects (1996 to 1999)

Type of Project Number

Teacher’s houses 16

School block renovation or construction 36

Clinic or health projects 14

VAGs doing wells 26 (about 100 wells)

Other projects (maize, electric fence, sport, 

women’s clubs, chief’s vehicle, road maintenance, 
local court, ADC office, bus shelter, toilets).

60

TOTAL PROJECTS 152

Top-down phase, leaders/NGO kept all 

money for projects, no cash payments
<10



Central 

Government

Local 

Government

Representational 

Democracy

Participatory 

Democracy

Representational

Top-down

Participatory

Bottom up

1. Participation

2. Benefits

3. Projects

4. Accountability

5. Attitudes to 
wildlife

6. Investment in 
wildlife

7. Wildlife 
trends

PERFORMANCE 
METRICS

100’s

Few, public

10?

40-80% money 

missing

-86%

0%

down

Representational

75-100,000

20,500 people 
got cash

230+

0.8%

+90%

18% of 

income

Stable/up

Participatory

Representational versus participatory Governance

Results from Luangwa Valley, Zambia
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Community benefits versus community size

Single Village 
CBOs

Multi village CBOs

Committee based 

governance

Community size and accountability

Small, 

participatory 

villages
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Representation

al budgeting

Economic/Governance ‘Games’

Equitable Benefit Sharing

Representational Participatory

OWS workshop 20% 80%

Maun, Group 1 44% 67%

Maun, Group 2 43% 69%

% benefits people 36% 72%

Participatory

budgeting

1

3 3

2

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Representative

Budget

Participatory

Budget

Level of satisfaction 1= v low; 10=high

F
re

q
u

e
n

c
y

Satisfaction with Budget Process



Lesson - scale down before 

scaling up

Committee Based Management 
(representational democracy)

Community Based Management 
(participatory democracy)



CBNRM with Devolution 
(100% to community) Namibia

Growth

 Business: <10 to over 100

 N$72,2m for communities.

 6,472 jobs (increasing fast)

 500,000 kg of meat for local 

communities - 2 million high protein 

meals.

 Rapidly growing national economic 

impact

Donor support 
- $10m/year

Community Wildlife 
Economy

25 year input



Masoka in Zimbabwe – from 

inclusive to extractive regime

CAMPFIRE Rule of law

 Inclusive regime in 
Masoka

 School

 Clinic

 Cash benefits

 Jobs

 Land use planning

 Accounts

 Meetings 

 Understanding

Zimbabwe as an Extractive 
regime

 Masoka

 Systems break down

 Only the elites are 
eating

Muyengwa, S. and B. Child (in 
press). "Re-assertion of elite 
control in Masoka’s wildlife 
program, Zimbabwe." Journal 
of Sustainable Development 



CBNRM without devolution:
100% of wildlife revenues not reinvested in parks or communities

Lindsey, P. A., et al. (2014). 

"Underperformance of African 

Protected Area Networks and the Case 

for New Conservation Models: Insights 

from Zambia." PLOS ONE 9(5).

Comparison of:

• actual wildlife numbers

versus 

• carrying capacity



Tourism luxury and 

community poverty

Luxury and Environment Poverty and livelihoods

We need to tackle the 

paradox that frequently 

Africa’s poorest people and 

most beautiful wildlife share 

the same land



Hunting Ban, Sankuyo, 

Botswana

Household Income

 56% from wildlife 
(mainly hunting) 

 <1%) from agriculture

 40% from town

 Hunting 
 takes people of 
Sankuyo out of poverty 
ban turns them back 
into destitute



Wildlife on private land.

Trophy

hunting

Sport hunting

Venison sales

Tourism

Live sales

Livestock on 
private land

Communal 
Conservancies

Financial returns from wildlife in 

communities in Namibia

Progress but still much potential for growth:

• Land use discipline / reorganization in communities

• Impact investors (guided by NGOs)



Conclusions

How do we save wildlife?



Key lessons from a 70 year 

policy experiment

Lessons about rewilding

 Demand reduction 
precludes rewilding

 Hunting funds 80% of 
rewilding

 Ecotourism is important but 
will not lead to rewilding at 
scale

 But trade in products 
 Rhino $1b opportunity 

cost/year)
 Elephant skin ($250m+?)

Political and economic choices

 Can we rely on western 
markets (CITES?)

 Should we switch to eastern 
markets?

 What is the US/EU policy 
going forward? How do they 
keep relevant?

Internal choices

Growth (7% annually) could be 
much faster

 Facilitate scale and 
collective action

 Biological red tape

 100% revenue to landholders



Evidence based management and 

adaptive policy 
IUCN - Southern African Sustainable Use Specialist Group 

(1990-2005)

Principles also included in:

• National Legislation

• SADC Wildlife Protocol

• CBD Sustainable Use Principles

• IUCN / CITES resolutions

Related books

The “Harry Potter” series



Conclusions

 The primary threat to 

wildlife is lack of value 

to the people who live 

with it

 Focus first on property 

rights (100% benefit) 

and democracy

 Markets/ IWT are a 

secondary effect

 Enormous danger of 

political / special 

interest sidelining 

technical management

 Centralised and 

politicized 

management is a 

greater threat to wildlife 

than the illegal wildlife 

trade



Is Big (Global) Government good at 

solving complex problems?

 Do we get fair, considered, honest 

solving of complex local problems?

 Do people listen respectfully to each 

other?

 Effect of dark money and special 

interest …

 A new colonialism? VERY SENSITIVE

 Democratic failure

 Sidelining of technical competence 

in decision making



What can the USA do?

“Science” needs to emphasize 

governance/ democracy and 

economics much more (than 

biology) in permitting imports

PROPOSED METRICS (also CITES): 

Encourage trade if:

1. 100% of free market value gets 

to landholder / community 

(easy to measure)

2. Community compliance with 

governance principles i.e. 

human rights / democracy 

(more difficult to measure)

 Scrutinize sustainability if this is 

not the case



This is how I measured 

variable 1 in CAMPFIRE

Data on prices 

from each 

concession

Used comparative 

data  of 

INCOME/ANIMAL to 

address poor 

performers

Resulted in rapid 

increase in 

performance



How can the US help southern Africa 

of Half Earth / $ 30 billion economy

 Support re-creation of 
local commons (3rd

generation CBNRM)

 Investment

 Human leadership / 
capacity (education)

 Business plan for $30 
billion wildlife economy

 Aid - e.g. make parks 
economic engines

 Indirectly – set up 
structures / training to 
facilitate impact 
investments



What am I doing?
 Documenting and 

conceptualizing 70 years of 
experience

 Running policy experiments 
in the field (democracy, 
property rights)

Promoting African Education 
into Impact

 Sustainable governance 
approach

 Economics

 Governance

 Influence policy through 
training of young talent in 
positions of influence

 Create property rights 
(communities)

 Unlocking bureaucracy

 Facilitate impact 
investment



Conservation = Development
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Division of Scientific Authority 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

 

18th MEETING OF THE CONFERENCE OF THE PARTIES TO CITES 
Geneva (SWITZERLAND), August 17 – 28, 2019 

 

OUTCOMES: SPECIES PROPOSALS 

As of August 28, 2019 
 

Species proposals highlighted in blue are U.S. submissions. The Appendices will enter into effect 90 days after the CoP on 26 November 

2019 unless otherwise indicated. 
 

 
Higher taxa 

Species  
(and common name) 

Proposal No. & 
Proponents 

 Proposal & Outcome  
Tentative Position 

Bovidae Capra falconeri heptneri 
(Heptner's markhor) 

CoP18 Prop. 1 
 
Tajikistfaan 

  

 

Transfer the population of Tajikistan 
from Appendix I to Appendix II 
 
WITHDRAWN at CoP 

Not Support the transfer of the Tajikistan 
population of Tajik or Heptner’s markhor 
(Capra falconeri heptneri) from Appendix I to 
Appendix II of CITES.  The subspecies does 
not qualify for a transfer to Appendix II of 
CITES, in accordance with paragraph A. 2) a) 
of Annex 4 of Resolution Conf. 9.24 (Rev. 
CoP17).  Capra falconeri heptneri still meets 
the criteria for inclusion in Appendix I and 
satisfies Criterion A. v) in Annex 1 of 
Resolution Conf. 9.24 (Rev. CoP17)—the 
wild population of Capra falconeri heptneri in 
Tajikistan is small, and is characterized by a 
high vulnerability to extrinsic factors 
(poaching; stable and increasing 
subpopulations are restricted to areas with 
sustainable hunting management and 
protected areas - were these conservation 
activities to cease in the future, poaching 
would likely increase, possibly changing 
positive trajectories in these areas 
downward). Annex 3 of Resolution Conf. 9.24 
also provides guidance that listing of a 
species in more than one Appendix should be 
avoided in general in view of the enforcement 
problems it creates and that taxonomic 
names below the species level should not be 
used in the Appendices unless the taxon in 
question is highly distinctive and the use of 
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Higher taxa 

Species  
(and common name) 

Proposal No. & 
Proponents 

 Proposal & Outcome  
Tentative Position 

the name would not give rise to enforcement 
problems; these considerations are not 
adequately addressed in the proposal 

 Saiga tatarica 
(Saiga antelope) 

CoP18 Prop. 2 
 
Mongolia and United 
States of America 

  

 

Transfer from Appendix II to Appendix 
I 
 
Adopted: Species remains in 
Appendix II with a zero export quota 
for wild specimens traded for 
commercial purposes. (for both 
Saiga tatarica and Saiga borealis) 

Support 

Camelidae Vicugna vicugna 
(Vicuña) 

CoP18 Prop. 3  
 
Argentina 

  

 

Transfer the population of the Province 
of Salta (Argentina) from Appendix I to 
Appendix II with annotation 1 
 
 
Adopted 

SUPPORT the proposal by Argentina to 
transfer the vicuña (Vicugna vicugna) 
population in the Province of Salta from 
CITES Appendix I to Appendix II with 
Annotation 1, in accordance with the criteria 
set out in Resolution Conf. 9.24.  The vicuña 
population of Salta Province, Argentina, does 
not meet the biological criteria for retention in 
Appendix I.  The species, however, is in 
trade.  The proposal to transfer the Salta 
vicuña population to Appendix II with 
Annotation 1 is based on a successful 
program in neighboring Jujuy and Catamarca 
Provinces, also in Argentina, that have been 
in operation and live-shearing vicuña wool for 
20 and over 15 years, respectively, with no 
evident problems.  It would appear therefore 
that precautionary measures set out in Res. 
Conf. 9.24 (Rev. CoP17) are met. 
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Higher taxa 

Species  
(and common name) 

Proposal No. & 
Proponents 

 Proposal & Outcome  
Tentative Position 

 Vicugna vicugna 
(Vicuña) 

CoP18 Prop. 4  
 
Chile 

  

 

Amend the name of the population of 
Chile from "population of the Primera 
Región" to "populations of the region 
of Tarapacá and of the region of Arica 
and Parinacota" 
 
 
Adopted 

Support the proposal by Chile to modify the 
annotations for the Vicugna vicugna species 
included in Appendices I and II for the 
populations in Chile. The purpose of this 
technical change is to revise/amend the 
name of the populations in that area of Chile 
to clarify implementation of the existing listing 
and annotation for that country.  This is a 
political-administrative change that reflects 
changes to the regional place names under 
new Chile Law 20.175 and does not result in 
any actual change to the listings of the vicuña 
populations already included in Appendix II 
with Annotation 1 and Appendix I. 
 

Giraffidae Giraffa camelopardalis 

(Giraffe) 

CoP18 Prop. 5 

 

Central African 

Republic, Chad, 

Kenya, Mali, Niger 

and Senegal 

  

 

Include in Appendix II 

 

Adopted. (SADC countries 
expressed they will take a 
reservation) 

Support the inclusion of giraffe in CITES 

Appendix II.  The species is affected by trade 

as defined in Annex 5 of Resolution Conf. 

9.24 (Rev. CoP17) part i): “it is known to be in 

trade . . . , and that trade has or may have a 

detrimental impact on the status of the 

species.” G. camelopardalis also meets the 

criteria for inclusion in Appendix II under 

Article II, paragraph 2 of the Convention and 

satisfies Criterion B in Annex 2a of 

Resolution Conf. 9.24 (Rev. CoP17)—

regulation of trade in the species is required 

to ensure that the harvest of specimens from 

the wild is not reducing the wild population to 

a level at which its survival might be 

threatened by continued harvesting or other 

influences.  Accordingly, the species qualifies 

for inclusion in Appendix II. To the extent 

there is uncertainty whether certain 

populations meet Criterion B of Annex 2a, 

those populations would additionally meet the 

criteria of Annex 2b. Additionally, to the 

extent there is uncertainty regarding the 

status of a species or the impact of trade on 

the conservation of a species, paragraph 2 of 

Resolution Conf. 9.24 (Rev. CoP17) provides 

that the Parties shall act in the best interest of 

the conservation of the species concerned. 

Adoption of this proposal will continue to 

allow legal trade and will ensure that trade in 
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G. camelopardalis, including subspecies that 

are Critically Endangered, Endangered, 

Vulnerable, declining and small, can be 

adequately monitored and subject to non-

detriment and legal acquisition findings 

Mustelidae Aonyx cinereus 
(Small-clawed otter) 
[According to the 
standard 
nomenclature 
reference adopted by 
the Conference of the 
Parties, this species is 
named Aonyx 
cinerea.] 

CoP18 Prop. 6 
 
India, Nepal and the 
Philippines 

  

 

Transfer from Appendix II to Appendix 
I 
 
Adopted 

Support the transfer of small-clawed otter 
from Appendix II to I. Based on the information 
in the proposal, as well as the additional 
information collected, TRAFFIC Reports 
obtained, and information provided by the 
OSG Co-Chair, we support the proposal by 
India, Nepal, and Philippines to transfer the 
small-clawed otter (Aonyx cinereus) from 
CITES Appendix II to CITES Appendix I, in 
accordance with Article II, paragraph 1, of the 
Convention.  A species qualifies for inclusion 
in Appendix I if it is or may be affected by trade 
and meets, or is likely to meet, at least one 
biological criterion for Appendix I.  Based on all 
the information it appears that the severity of 
the threats to this taxon were understated in 
the proposal and, as a consequence, the 
biological criteria of Annex 1 Paragraph C (ii) 
are met.  Specifically:  the area of riparian 
forest (-1.515% annual decline) and wetlands 
(64–71% total reduction) has decreased; the 
quality of small-clawed otter habitat has 
decreased rangewide due, for example, to 
pollution and siltation;  and high levels of 
poaching have been demonstrated and 
documented.   

 Lutrogale 
perspicillata 
(Smooth-coated 
otter) 

CoP18 Prop. 7 
 
Bangladesh, India and 
Nepal 

 

 

Transfer from Appendix II to Appendix 
I 
 
Adopted 

Support transfer of smooth-coated otter from 
Appendix II to I. Based on the information in 
the proposal, as well as the additional 
information collected, TRAFFIC Reports 
obtained, and information provided by the 
OSG Co-Chair, we support the proposal by 
Bangladesh, India, and Nepal to transfer the 
smooth-coated otter (Lutrogale perspicillata) 
from CITES Appendix II to CITES Appendix I, 
in accordance with Article II, paragraph 1, of 
the Convention.  A species qualifies for 
inclusion in Appendix I if it is or may be 
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affected by trade and meets, or is likely to 
meet, at least one biological criterion for 
Appendix I.  It appears that the severity of the 
threats to this taxon were understated in the 
proposal and as a consequence the 
biological criteria of Paragraph C (ii) are met.   

Rhinocerotidae Ceratotherium simum 
simum (Southern 
white rhinoceros) 

CoP18 Prop. 8  
 
Eswatini 

  

 

Remove the existing annotation for the 
population of Eswatini [currently 
referred to as population of Swaziland] 
 
Rejected 

Not support the proposal to remove the 
existing annotation on the Appendix II listing 
of Eswatini’s southern white rhino population 
that would permit the regulated legal and 
commercial trade in Eswatini’s white rhinos, 
their products including horn and derivatives.  
This position is based on the following 
considerations: 
 
A) Could promote additional poaching in 

southern white rhino range countries.--
Given the continuous high levels of rhino 
poaching and illegal trade in rhino horn 
(from 6–25 rhinos per year during 2000–
2007 to > 1000 rhinos per year during 
2013–2015), it is premature to agree on 
a resumption of commercial  trade.  
Information provided in the proposal 
does not provide satisfactory evidence 
that permitting trade would not fuel 
demand for rhino horn. 

 
B) The proponent does not demonstrate that 
the proposal can be effectively 
implemented.—There are a number of 
unresolved questions about this proposal and 
the proponent’s ability to implement it. Even 
more worrisome is that the potential negative 
impacts to rhinos of re-opening the 
commercial and legal trade in rhino horn are 
unknown.  Could effective control measures 
be implemented to ensure that trade would 
originate only from Eswatini?  Could Eswatini 
ensure that trade be limited only to the 
southern white rhino?  Could Eswatini ensure 
that only legally harvested rhino horns 
entered into trade?  Could all of those rhino 
horns be adequately identified and tracked 
across international borders?  It does not 
appear therefore, that precautionary 
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measures set out in Res. Conf. 9.24 (Rev. 
CoP17) are met. 
 
[Note:  Eswatini has been a Party since 1997.  
They are a Category 3 Party under the 
National Legislation Project (“legislation that 
is believed generally not to meet the 
requirements for the implementation of 
CITES”; CoP18 Doc. 26; SC70 Doc. 25; 
SC70 Inf. 12 (Rev. 1)).] 
 
 

 Ceratotherium simum 
simum (Southern 
white rhinoceros) 

CoP18 Prop. 9 
 
Namibia 

  

 

Transfer the population of 
Ceratotherium simum simum of 
Namibia from Appendix I to Appendix 
II with the following annotation: 
"For the exclusive purpose of allowing 
international trade in: 
a) live animals to appropriate and 
acceptable destinations; and 
b) hunting trophies. 
All other specimens shall be deemed 
to be specimens of species included in 
Appendix I and the trade in them shall 
be regulated accordingly." 
 
Rejected 

Not Support  the proposal to transfer the 
population of the southern white rhino of 
Namibia from Appendix I to Appendix II with 
the following annotation as proposed by 
Namibia: For the exclusive purpose of 
allowing international trade in: a) live animals 
to appropriate and acceptable destinations 
and b) hunting trophies.  
 
We are concerned that Namibia has indicated 
that it intends to sell and export live animals 
in commercial trade, which would not be in 
keeping with the guidance adopted by the 
Conference of the Parties provided in 
Resolution Conf. 11.20 (Rev. CoP17) 
paragraph 2.  We have concerns regarding 
rhinos being exported from other range states 
to be used to stock Asian farms with plans for 
commercial harvest of their horns and seek 
clarity from the proponent as to how they will 
eliminate the risk of similar exploitation.  
Additionally, it is unclear from the proposal as 
to how Namibia plans to distribute money for 
anti-poaching measures, acquiring 
equipment, law enforcement, education, 
community initiatives, infrastructure and 
habitat management especially since the 
majority of rhinos are in private ownership.    
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Elephantidae Loxodonta africana 
(African elephant) 

CoP18 Prop. 10 
 
Zambia 

  

 

Transfer the population of Zambia from 
Appendix I to Appendix II subject to: 
1. Trade in registered raw ivory (tusks 
and pieces) for commercial purposes 
only to CITES approved trading 
partners who will not re-export.; 
2. Trade in hunting trophies for non-
commercial purposes; 
3. Trade in hides and leather 
goods.; and 
4. All other specimens shall be 
deemed to be specimens of species 
in Appendix I and the trade in them 
shall be regulated accordingly. 
 
Rejected 

Oppose the transfer of the African elephant 
population of Zambia from Appendix I to 
Appendix II.  The species is or may be 
affected by trade, as it is known to be in trade 
and that trade has or may have a detrimental 
impact on the status of the species.  Based 
on the currently available population 
information and data for the African elephant 
population of Zambia, it does not appear to 
meet the biological criteria in Annex 1 of 
Resolution Conf. 9.24 (Rev. CoP17) for 
inclusion in Appendix I, at this time—the 
national population does not have a restricted 
range, nor is it small, nor is it undergoing a 
marked decline.  However, the precautionary 
measures of Annex 4 of Resolution Conf. 
9.24 (Rev. CoP17) have not been met in the 
information provided in the proposal, in 
particular, measures on controlling trade in 
ivory, such as stockpile management and law 
enforcement measures. 
 
In addition, the United States opposes the 
following portion of the proposed annotation: 
 
1.  Trade in registered raw ivory (tusks 
and pieces) for commercial purposes only to 
CITES approved trading partners who will not 
re-export. 
 
The consequence of the adoption of this 
particular portion of the annotation language 
would be to allow commercial trade in 
registered raw elephant ivory. This would 
undermine the recommendations outlined in 
Resolution Conf 10.10 (Rev. CoP17) to close 
domestic ivory markets.  Given the 
continuous high levels of elephant poaching 
and illegal ivory trade, the United States 
believes it is premature to agree to a 
resumption of trade in ivory at this time. The 
only safeguards for any future exports of raw 
ivory would be the basic requirements of 
Article IV of the Convention for trade in 
Appendix II species (non-detriment findings 
and legal acquisition findings). The proposal 
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does not provide details as to how the 
proposed trade would be assessed for 
sustainability and controlled. 
 
The United States believes that re-opening 
international trade in ivory, at this time, will 
further endanger elephant populations across 
Africa.  Illegal ivory trade is driving a dramatic 
increase in African elephant poaching, 
threatening the very existence of elephants in 
Africa.  It is extremely difficult to differentiate 
legally acquired ivory from ivory derived from 
elephant poaching. USFWS criminal 
investigations and anti-smuggling efforts 
have clearly shown that the legal ivory trade 
can serve as a cover for illegal trade to 
launder illegal obtained ivory.  Therefore, 
allowing legal ivory to enter the marketplace 
could mask trade in illegal ivory and 
contribute to increased elephant poaching 
and undermine the efforts to date that 
reduced poaching slightly in some range 
countries or areas.  
 
 

 Loxodonta africana 
(African elephant) 

CoP18 Prop. 11 
 
Botswana, Namibia 
and Zimbabwe 

  

 

This proposal seeks to amend the 
Annotation (2) to the listing of the 
elephant populations of Botswana, 
Namibia, South Africa and Zimbabwe in 
Appendix II with respect to removing 
certain restrictions for trade in registered 
raw ivory  
 
Rejected 

Oppose the amendment of annotation 2 
pertaining to the African elephant populations 
of Botswana, Namibia, South Africa, and 
Zimbabwe.  The consequence of the 
adoption of the proposal would be to allow 
trade for primarily commercial purposes in 
registered government-owned stocks of raw 
ivory from Botswana, Namibia, South Africa 
and Zimbabwe, subject to Article IV of the 
Convention and the restrictions agreed at 
CoP14, contained in subparagraphs i), ii), iii), 
and vi) of paragraph g).  The main effect of 
amending the annotation in the manner that 
is proposed would allow Botswana, Namibia, 
South Africa, and Zimbabwe to establish 
regular commercial trade in registered raw 
elephant ivory. This would undermine the 
recommendations outlined in Resolution Conf 
10.10 (Rev. CoP17) to close domestic ivory 
markets.  Given the continuous high levels of 
elephant poaching and illegal ivory trade, the 
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United States believes it is premature to 
agree to a resumption of trade in ivory at this 
time. Although trading partners would need to 
be verified by the Secretariat, in consultation 
with the Standing Committee, no formal and 
specific mechanisms are proposed to 
oversee any trade, except that the Standing 
Committee (based on a proposal from the 
Secretariat) would be able to decide to cause 
this trade to cease partially or completely in 
the event of non-compliance by exporting or 
importing countries, or in the case of proven 
detrimental impacts of the trade on other 
elephant populations. The only safeguards 
for any future exports of raw ivory would be 
the basic requirements of Article IV of the 
Convention for trade in Appendix II species 
(i.e. non-detriment findings and legal 
acquisition findings). The proposal does not 
provide details as to how the proposed trade 
would be assessed for sustainability and 
controlled. 
 
The United States believes that re-opening 
international trade in ivory, at this time, will 
further endanger elephant populations across 
Africa.  While the current MIKE data shows 
that the trends in PIKE at the continental level 
for the reporting African MIKE sites have 
followed a steady downward trend since its 
peak in 2011, illegal ivory trade is still a 
significant driver of African elephant 
poaching, threatening the very existence of 
elephants in Africa.  It is extremely difficult to 
differentiate legally acquired ivory from ivory 
derived from elephant poaching. USFWS 
criminal investigations and anti-smuggling 
efforts have clearly shown that the legal ivory 
trade can serve as a cover for illegal trade to 
launder illegally obtained ivory.  Therefore, 
allowing legal ivory to enter the marketplace 
could mask trade in illegal ivory and 
contribute to increased elephant poaching, 
undermining the efforts to date that may have 
resulted in the slight reduction in poaching 
observed in some range countries or areas. 
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 Loxodonta africana 
(African elephant) 

CoP18 Prop. 12 
 
Burkina Faso, Côte 
d'Ivoire, Gabon, 
Kenya, Liberia, Niger, 
Nigeria, Sudan, 
Syrian Arab Republic 
and Togo 

  

 

Transfer the populations of 
Botswana, Namibia, South Africa 
and Zimbabwe from Appendix II to 
Appendix I 
 
Rejected 

Oppose the transfer of the African elephant 
populations of Botswana, Namibia, South 
Africa, and Zimbabwe from Appendix II with 
Annotation 2 to Appendix I.  The species is or 
may be affected by trade, as it is known to be 
in trade and that trade has or may have a 
detrimental impact on the status of the 
species.  However, based on the currently 
available population information and data, for 
each of the African elephant populations of 
Botswana, Namibia, South Africa, and 
Zimbabwe, it does not appear to meet the 
biological criteria in Annex 1 of Resolution 
Conf. 9.24 (Rev. CoP17) for inclusion in 
Appendix I, at this time—for each of these 
four populations, the national population does 
not have a restricted range, nor is it small, 
nor is it undergoing a marked decline.  
Retention of these populations in Appendix II 
with Annotation 2 would maintain the 
measures that have been adopted by the 
Parties for these populations. 

Mammuthus primigenius 
(Woolly mammoth) 

CoP18 Prop. 13 
 
Israel 

  

 

Include in Appendix II 
 
Withdrawn at CoP. Replaced with 
Decisions to examine Mammoth 
ivory trade.  

Oppose the inclusion of wooly mammoth in 
CITES Appendix II.  We do not find Israel and 
Kenya’s enforcement arguments for the need 
to regulate the mammoth ivory trade 
particularly persuasive or convincing. While 
The United States recognizes the difficulty in 
identifying ivories from different species and 
their look-alikes in the trade, the listing of 
mammoth ivory is not supported as a needed 
stopgap measure in combatting the illegal 
ivory trade. 
   
We have found that there is little to no 
evidence to suggest that extant ivories are 
being intentionally identified as mammoth 
ivory to evade detection. Office of Law 
Enforcement (OLE) has no records that show 
extant elephant ivories have been declared 
as mammoth ivory. OLE records do, 
however, show that extant elephant ivories 
have been smuggled in with food and 
furniture commodities. 
   
Inclusion of the mammoth may cause an 
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enforcement issue where previously there 
was none in the form of smuggling of 
mammoth ivories.  This would take valuable 
resources away from conserving the extant 
species. 

Muridae Leporillus conditor 
(Greater stick-nest rat) 

CoP18 Prop. 14 
 
Australia 

  

 

Transfer from Appendix I to Appendix 
II 
 
Adopted 

Support this proposal to transfer Greater 
stick-nest rat from CITES Appendix I to 
CITES Appendix II, in accordance with 
provisions of Resolution Conf. 9.24 (Rev. 
CoP17), Annex 4 precautionary measures A1 
and A2a(i).  In the periodic review process for 
this species, the Animals Committee at its 
30th Meeting, found the species met the 
criteria for transfer to Appendix II and 
encouraged Australia to submit a proposal to 
CoP18. 

 Pseudomys fieldi 
praeconis 
(Shark Bay mouse) 

CoP18 Prop. 15 
 
Australia 

  

 

Transfer from Appendix I to Appendix 
II 
 
Adopted 

Support this proposal to (i) transfer 
Pseudomys fieldi praeconis from Appendix I 
to Appendix II in accordance with Resolution 
Conf. 9.24 (Rev. CoP17) Annex 4 
precautionary measures A1 and A2a(i) and to 
(ii) amend the nomenclature to Pseudomys 
fieldi (Waite, 1896) in compliance with 
standard nomenclature.  In the periodic 
review process for this species, the Animals 
Committee at its 30th Meeting, found the 
species met the criteria for transfer to 
Appendix II and encouraged Australia to 
submit a proposal to CoP18. 

Xeromys myoides 
(False swamp rat) 

CoP18 Prop. 16 
 
Australia 

 

 

Transfer from Appendix I to Appendix 
II 
 
Adopted 

Support this proposal that False swamp rat 
be transferred from Appendix I to Appendix II 
in accordance with Resolution Conf. 9.24 
(Rev. CoP17) Annex 4 precautionary 
measures A1 and A2a(i). In the periodic 
review process for this species, the Animals 
Committee at its 30th Meeting, found the 
species met the criteria for transfer to 
Appendix II and encouraged Australia to 
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 submit a proposal to CoP18. 

Zyzomys 
pedunculatus (Central 
rock rat) 

CoP18 Prop. 17 
 
Australia 

 

 
 

Transfer from Appendix I to Appendix 
II 
 
Adopted 

Support this proposal to transfer Central rock 
rat from Appendix I to Appendix II in 
accordance with Resolution Conf. 9.24 (Rev. 
CoP17) Annex 4 precautionary measures A1 
and A2a(i).  In the periodic review process for 
this species, the Animals Committee at its 
30th Meeting, found the species met the 
criteria for transfer to Appendix II and 
encouraged Australia to submit a proposal to 
CoP18. 

Phasianidae Syrmaticus reevesii 
(Reeves's pheasant) 

CoP18 Prop. 
18 
China 

 

 
 

Include in Appendix II 
 
Adopted 

Undecided on this proposal to include the 
endemic Reeves’s Pheasant in CITES 
Appendix II to help monitor and regulate 
international trade. The main purpose for 
trade of this species is for fashion decoration 
and specimen display.  There are over 60 
institutions in China and abroad who currently 
breed this species in captivity and it has been 
introduced to other countries outside of China 
since the beginning of the last century.  
Specimens appearing in international trade 
may be coming from these introduced 
populations. An Appendix III inclusion may be 
more appropriate to regulate the legal trade 
in this endemic species.  

Gruidae Balearica pavonina 
(Black crowned- crane) 

CoP18 Prop. 19 
Burkina Faso, Côte 
d'Ivoire and Senegal 

 

 
 

Transfer from Appendix II to Appendix 
I 
 
Adopted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Support this proposal to transfer the Black 
crowned crane in CITES from Appendix II to 
Appendix I to address the illegal trade in this 
species, ban commercial trade, and regulate 
international non-commercial trade of this 
species. The species meets the criteria for 
inclusion in Appendix I in Annex 1 of Res. 
Conf. 9.24 (Rev. CoP17): paragraph C) i): A 
marked decline in the population size in the 
wild has been observed as ongoing and 
paragraph C) ii): A marked decline in the 
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 population size in the wild which has been 
inferred or projected on the basis of levels or 
patterns of exploitation and a decrease in 
area of habitat. Evidence of rapid population 
declines of the taxon is expected to continue 
in the future.  

Muscicapidae Dasyornis broadbenti 
litoralis 
(Lesser rufous 
bristlebird) 

CoP18 Prop. 
20 
Australia 
 
 

 

 
 

Transfer from Appendix I to 
Appendix II 
 
Adopted 

Support this proposal to transfer Lesser 
roufous bristlebird from Appendix I to 
Appendix II in accordance with Resolution 
Conf. 9.24 (Rev. CoP17) Annex 4 measures 
A1, A2a(i), and the provisions regarding 
extinct species outlined in Annex 4 D.).  In 
the periodic review process for this species, 
the Animals Committee at its 30th Meeting, 
found the species met the criteria for transfer 
to Appendix II and encouraged Australia to 
submit a proposal to CoP18. 

Dasyornis 
longirostris 

CoP18 Prop. 
21 

 

 

Transfer from Appendix I to 
Appendix II 
 
Adopted 

Support this proposal to transfer Long-billed 
bristlebird from Appendix I to Appendix II in 
accordance with Resolution Conf. 9.24 (Rev. 
CoP17) Annex 4 precautionary measures A1 
and A2a(i).  In the periodic review process for 
this species, the Animals Committee at its 
30th Meeting, found the species met the 
criteria for transfer to Appendix II and 
encouraged Australia to submit a proposal to 
CoP18. 

(Long-billed bristlebird)  
Australia 
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Crocodylidae Crocodylus acutus 
(American crocodile) 

CoP18 Prop. 22 
 
Mexico 

 

 

Transfer the population of Mexico 
from Appendix I to Appendix II 
 
Adopted: Transferred to 
Appendix II with a zero export 
quota for wild specimens 
traded for commercial 
purposes. 

Undecided pending consultation with the 
other range states and regional stakeholders 
on the impacts to their American crocodile 
populations from a split-listing. Support if 
Mexico amends with an annotation for 
inclusion of a zero quota for harvest of 
specimens from the wild and produces an 
information document that explains in more 
detail the precautionary measures that they 
plan to adopt to minimize any impacts to 
American crocodile populations outside 
Mexico. 

Agamidae Calotes nigrilabris 
and  
Calotes 
pethiyagodai 
(Garden lizards) 

CoP18 Prop.23 
 
Sri Lanka 

  

  
  

 

Include in Appendix I 
 
WITHDRAWN at CoP 

Support this proposal.  The best available 
information demonstrates that these species 
endemic to Sri Lanka meet the criteria for 
inclusion in Appendix I because they have 
small fragmented populations in a restricted 
area of distribution which are declining from 
habitat destruction and modification and other 
threats (pesticides, road kill, predation, illegal 
trade). These species are affected by trade 
and are being illegally smuggled out of the 
country and placed in the pet trade.  
Accordingly, these species should be 
included in Appendix I.   

Ceratophora spp. 
(Horned lizards) 

CoP18 Prop. 24 
 
Sri Lanka 

  

 

Include in Appendix I 
 
Adopted as follows. 
 
Ceratophora aspera & Ceratophora 
stoddartii  Included in Appendix II 
with a zero export quota for wild 
specimens traded for commercial 
purposes. (+ Decisions for Animals 
Committee to review their trade as 
produced in captivity) 
Ceratophora erdeleni, Ceratophora 
karu, & Ceratophora tennentii were 
included  in Appendix I 

Support this proposal.  The best available 
information demonstrates that these species 
endemic to Sri Lanka meet the criteria for 
inclusion in Appendix I because they have 
small fragmented populations which are 
under threat from habitat destruction and 
modification, and are apparently being 
illegally smuggled out of the country and 
placed in the pet trade.  Accordingly, these 
species should be included in Appendix I.   
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Cophotis ceylanica and  
Cophotis dumbara 
(Pygmy lizards) 

CoP18 Prop. 25 
 
Sri Lanka  

 

 

Include in Appendix I 
 
Adopted 

Support this proposal.  The best available 
information demonstrates that these species 
endemic to Sri Lanka meet the criteria for 
inclusion in Appendix I because they have 
small fragmented populations which are 
under threat from habitat destruction and 
modification, and are apparently being 
illegally smuggled out of the country and 
placed in the pet trade. Accordingly, these 
species should be included in Appendix I.   

Lyriocephalus scutatus 
(Hump-nosed lizard) 

CoP18 Prop. 26 
 
Sri Lanka 

 

 

Include in Appendix I 
 
Adopted amended proposal: Include 
this species Appendix II with a zero 
export quota for wild specimens 
traded for commercial purposes. (+ 
Decisions for the Animals Committee 
to review this species traded as 
produced in captivity) 

Undecided on this proposal.  This species is 
found, in low numbers, in international trade, 
and it is believed that all trade is being 
sourced through illegal wild harvest from Sri 
Lanka. There are no current monitoring 
programs or abundance estimates, and it has 
not been shown that this illegal harvest is 
driving the species toward extinction, though 
trade may have a detrimental impact on the 
status of the species.  Habitat loss, which is 
the primary threat, is also negatively 
impacting the species but the extent of this 
impact has not been fully defined.  It is 
doubtful that the biological criteria for an 
Appendix I listing of this species has been 
met. However, it could meet the biological 
and trade criteria for a CITES Appendix II 
inclusion, if the proposal is amended. 
 
 

Eublepharidae Goniurosaurus spp.  
(Leopard geckos) 

CoP18 Prop. 27 
 
China, European 
Union and Viet Nam 

  

 
 

Include the species from China and 
Viet Nam in Appendix II 
 
Adopted (except species native to 
Japan) 

Support the proposal to include the 13 
species of leopard gecko in China and Viet 
Nam under Appendix II of CITES. The current 
status of Goniurnosaurus spp. meets the 
criteria of CITES Resolution Conf. 9.24 
Annex 2(a), criteria A and B; it is known, or 
can be inferred or projected, that the 
regulation of trade in the species is 
necessary to avoid it becoming eligible for 
inclusion in Appendix I in the near future; and 
it is known, or can be inferred or projected, 
that regulation of trade in the species is 
required to ensure that the harvest of 
specimens from the wild is not reducing the 
wild population to a level at which its survival 
might be threatened by continued harvesting 
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or other influences. Inclusion of this species 
in Appendix II will help mitigate threats 
associated with trade and ensure legal and 
sustainable trade. The U.S. annually imports 
a significant amount of live specimens of 
leopard geckos from range countries.    

Gekkonidae Gekko gecko 
(Tokay gecko) 

CoP18 Prop. 28 
 
European Union, 
India, Philippines and 
United States of 
America 

  

 
 

Include in Appendix II 
 
Adopted 

Support 

Gonatodes daudini 
(Grenadines clawed 
gecko) 

CoP18 Prop. 29 
 
Saint Vincent  
and the 
Grenadines 

  

 
 

Include in Appendix I 
 
Adopted 

Support the proposal to include Union Island 
gecko in Appendix I. This species qualifies for 
Appendix I in accordance with Res. Conf. 
9.24 (Rev CoP17): Annex I Criterion B (i), (iii) 
and (iv) and Criterion C (i). 

Paroedura androyensis 
(Grandidier's 
Madagascar ground 
gecko) 

CoP18 Prop. 30 
 
European Union and 
Madagascar 

  

 

Include in Appendix II 
 
Adopted 

Support the proposal to include Grandider’s 
Madagascar ground gecko in Appendix II. 
This species qualifies for inclusion due to 
range-restrictions as an endemic species, a 
decrease in quality habitat as forest cover 
disappears and overharvest of wild 
specimens. 
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 Proposal & Outcome  
Tentative Position 

Iguanidae Ctenosaura spp. 
(Spiny-tailed iguanas) 

CoP18 Prop. 31 
 
El Salvador 
and Mexico 

  

 

Include in Appendix II 
 
Adopted 

Support inclusion in Appendix II. It is known 
that habitat loss and illegal harvest, for both 
human consumption and the pet trade, is 
negatively impacting these species but the 
extent of this impact has not been fully 
evaluated.  While it is doubtful that the 
biological criteria for inclusion in Appendix II 
has been met for all 14 unlisted species, 
some species, such as C. conspicuosa and 
C. nolascensis may already meet the criteria 
for an Appendix I listing.  Also, if harvest for 
the pet trade is increased on one species, 
driving down its population, then another 
similar looking species could be substituted, 
causing a boom and bust cycle among the 
species within this genus.  This boom and 
bust cycle could be especially important for 
species within this genus because it is 
believed that all species within this genus, 
especially during their juvenile stage, would 
meet the look-alike criteria identified in Conf. 
9.24 (Rev CoP17), Article II Paragraph 2(b), 
criteria A and B.  Including all 18 species in 
CITES Appendix II would provide for better 
monitoring and regulation of international 
trade. 

Viperidae Pseudocerastes 
urarachnoides 
(Spider-tailed horned 
viper) 

CoP18 Prop. 32 
 
Iran 

  

 

Include in Appendix II 
 
Adopted 

Support this proposal to include Spider-tailed 
horned viper in Appendix II. Given that 
collection from the wild for the pet trade is 
known for both the other two Pseudocerastes  
(P. persicus and P. fieldi) snake species, 
causing local extinction of some populations; 
trade in this species may follow a boom and 
bust pattern.  

Geoemydidae Cuora bourreti 
(Bourret's box turtle) 

CoP18 Prop. 33 
 
Viet Nam 

  

 

Transfer from Appendix II to Appendix 
I 
 
Adopted 

Support this proposal because we have 
determined that the criteria of Resolution 
Conf. 9.24 (Rev. CoP17)  
Annex 1 A v) (intrinsic vulnerability) and C i) 
(past and ongoing severe decline due to 
exploitation) have been met. We also 
determined that the criteria were met when 
Bourret’s box turtle was originally proposed 
for transfer to Appendix I at CoP16. The 
species is in high demand in the international 
pet trade and the Asian market consumption 
trade.  In the periodic review process for this 
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species, the Animals Committee at its 28th 
Meeting, found the species met the criteria 
for transfer to Appendix I and encouraged 
Viet Nam to submit a proposal to the CoP. 

Cuora picturata 
(Vietnamese box turtle) 

CoP18 Prop. 34 
 
Viet Nam 

  

 

Transfer from Appendix II to Appendix 
I 
 
Adopted 

Support this proposal because we have 
determined that the criteria of Resolution 
Conf. 9.24 (Rev. Cop17)  
 Annex 1 A i) and A v) (small population in 
decline, intrinsic vulnerability), B iii) and B iv) 
(restricted area of distribution, declining 
population, intrinsic vulnerability) and C i) 
(past and ongoing severe decline due to 
exploitation) have been met.  We also 
determined that the criteria were met when 
Vietnamese box turtle was originally 
proposed for transfer to Appendix I at CoP16. 
The past and ongoing pattern of local, casual 
exploitation combined with unsustainable 
targeted collection for illegal trade in its highly 
restricted area of occurrence will likely 
continue unless stronger measures are 
implemented, and the slow recruitment and 
late maturity make the species intrinsically 
vulnerable to exploitation. In the periodic 
review process for this species, the Animals 
Committee at its 28th Meeting, found the 
species met the criteria for transfer to 
Appendix I and encouraged Viet Nam to 
submit a proposal to the CoP. 

Mauremys annamensis 
(Annam leaf turtle) 

CoP18 Prop. 35 
 
Viet Nam 

  

 

Transfer from Appendix II to Appendix 
I 
 
Adopted 

Support this proposal because we have 
determined that the criteria of Resolution 
Conf. 9.24 (Rev. Cop17) Annex 1 A i), A ii), A 
v), B i), B iii), B iv), and C i) have been met.  
We also determined that the criteria were met 
when Annam leaf turtle was originally 
proposed for transfer to Appendix I at CoP16 
by Viet Nam. In the periodic review process 
for this species, the Animals Committee at its 
28th Meeting, found the species met the 
criteria for transfer to Appendix I and 
encouraged Viet Nam to submit a proposal to 
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the CoP. Illegal collection is frequent and 
there are small numbers of turtles in the wild, 
indicating that the species is now extremely 
rare. 

Testudinidae Geochelone elegans 
(Star tortoise) 

CoP18 Prop. 36 
Bangladesh, India, 
Senegal and Sri 
Lanka 

  

 

Transfer from Appendix II to Appendix 
I 
 
Adopted 

Support this proposal to include Geochelon 
elegans (Indian Star Tortoise) in Appendix I. 
We believe the current status of this taxon, 
the high volume of illegal trade (this species 
is the single most seized species of tortoise 
or freshwater turtle worldwide and is thought 
to represent around 11% of global seizures 
involving these taxa) meets criteria C of 
CITES Resolution Conf. 9.24 (Rev. CoP17) 
Annex 1. 

Malacochersus tornieri 
(Pancake tortoise) 

CoP18 Prop. 37 
Kenya and United 
States of America 

  

 
 

Transfer from Appendix II to Appendix 
I 
 
Adopted 

Support 

Centrolenidae Hyalinobatrachium spp.,  
Centrolene spp., 
Cochranella spp., and 
Sachatamia spp. 
(Glass frogs) 

CoP18 Prop. 38 
 
Costa Rica, El 
Salvador, and 
Honduras 

  

  
  

 

Include in Appendix II 
 
Rejected 

Undecided, pending consultations with range 
countries.  At a recent meeting of CAFTA-DR 
countries, there was broad support for the 
adoption of this proposal by Central American 
range countries but the U.S. has not heard 
views of the individual South American range 
countries yet.  While some of the species 
within this listing proposal may be threatened 
by their illegal presence in international trade, 
many of the species are known to have wide 
distributions and to be abundant within at 
least a portion of their range.  It is known that 
international trade is occurring in several of 
these species and since some trade is only 
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reported to the generic level, it is possible 
that some rare species may be experiencing 
declines.  Without information on the trade in 
individual species, and baseline assessments 
of the population numbers or trends, declines 
in the natural populations can only be 
estimated based on the loss or degradation 
of suitable habitat. 
 
Using a precautionary approach an Appendix 
II listing would provide a conservation benefit 
and still allow the commercial trade in these 
species.  It is known that some species do 
have large populations and wide distributions, 
but other look-alike species may have both 
small populations and small distributions.  In 
order to protect all species within the four 
genera of glass frogs identified in this 
proposal an Appendix II listing would be 
warranted. 

Salamandridae Echinotriton 
chinhaiensis and 
Echinotriton 
maxiquadratus 
(Spiny newts) 

CoP18 Prop. 39 
 
China 

  

 
 

 

Include in Appendix II 
 
Adopted 

Support the proposal to include the Chinese 
spiny newts (Echinotriton chinhaiensis and 
Echinotriton maxiquadratus) in Appendix II. 
We find that they would meet the biological 
criteria for inclusion in Appendix II because of 
their population size and highly specialized 
habitat requirements. 

Paramesotriton spp. 
(Asian warty newts) 

CoP18 Prop. 40 
 
China and European 
Union 

  

 

Include in Appendix II 
 
Adopted 

Undecided on the proposal to include 13 
species of warty newts within the genus 
Paramesotriton spp. in Appendix II of CITES 
in accordance with Resolution Conf. 9.24 
(Rev. CoP17) pending the views from other 
range countries. We find that on the basis of 
the information in the supporting statement, it 
is difficult to determine which species of the 
genus Asian warty newts might satisfy the 
criteria A or B of Annex 2a of Resolution 
Conf. 9.24 (Rev. CoP17) for inclusion on 



 

 

 

21 

 
Higher taxa 

Species  
(and common name) 

Proposal No. & 
Proponents 

 Proposal & Outcome  
Tentative Position 

Appendix II 

Tylototriton spp. 
(Crocodile newts) 

CoP18 Prop. 41 
 
China and European 
Union 

  

 

Include in Appendix II 
 
Adopted 

Undecided on the proposal to include 25 
species of crocodile newts within the genus 
Tylototriton in Appendix II of CITES in 
accordance with Resolution Conf. 9.24 (Rev. 
CoP17) pending the views from other range 
countries. 

Lamnidae Isurus oxyrinchus 
and Isurus paucus 
(Mako sharks) 

CoP18 Prop. 42 
 
Bangladesh, Benin, 
Bhutan, Brazil, 
Burkina Faso, Cabo 
Verde, Chad, Côte 
d'Ivoire, Dominican 
Republic, Egypt, 
European Union, 
Gabon, Gambia, 
Jordan, Lebanon, 
Liberia, Maldives, 
Mali, Mexico, Nepal, 
Niger, Nigeria, Palau, 
Samoa, Senegal, Sri 
Lanka, Sudan 
and Togo 

  

  
  

 

Include in Appendix II 
 
Shortfin mako shark is being proposed 
by the Government of Mexico and others 
for inclusion in CITES Appendix II; 
longfin mako shark is being proposed for 
listing due to its similarity in appearance. 
 
Adopted 

Not Support  Given the low productivity of 
this species, declines to 30 percent of historic 
levels, or a decline of 70%, would meet the 
criteria for listing in CITES Appendix II.  
Analyses by NOAA’s National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the United 
Nations’ Food and Agriculture Organization 
(FAO) Expert Advisory Panel determined that 
shortfin mako does not meet the criteria for 
inclusion in CITES Appendix II. In addition, 
there are management measures in place 
domestically in the United States and 
regionally for mako sharks, including ICCAT 
measures.  We are aware of the Report of 
the 2019 Shortfin Mako Shark Stock 
Assessment Update provided by ICCAT in 
May 2019 and are reviewing it.  
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Glaucostegidae Glaucostegus spp. 
(Guitarfishes) 

CoP18 Prop. 43 
 
Bangladesh, Benin, 
Bhutan, Brazil, 
Burkina Faso, Cabo 
Verde, Chad, Côte 
d'Ivoire, Egypt, 
European Union, 
Gabon, Gambia, 
Maldives, Mali, 
Mauritania, Monaco, 
Nepal, Niger, Nigeria, 
Palau, Senegal, Sierra 
Leone, Sri Lanka, 
Syrian Arab Republic, 
Togo and 
Ukraine 

  

 

Include in Appendix II 
 
The Government of Senegal and other 
co-sponsors propose the inclusion of 
blackchin guitarfish (Glaucostegus 
cemiculus) and sharpnose guitarfish 
(Glaucostegus granulatus) in CITES 
Appendix II; other Glaucostegus spp. 
(giant guitarfish) are also being 
proposed for inclusion based on 
similarity in appearance. 
 
Adopted 

Support  Despite the limited quantitative data 
available to determine the exact extent of 
population declines, we have  determined 
based on the best available information that 
there is sufficient anecdotal evidence to infer 
high levels of decline that meet the CITES 
criteria. No species from the guitarfish family 
is explicitly provided international protections 
and there are no regional management 
measures in place for giant guitarfish. In 
addition, lack of data and sustainable 
management in some areas, high values for 
fins, and the vulnerability of these species 
due to their low productivity and susceptibility 
to fisheries, imply that a CITES Appendix II 
listing could potentially provide conservation 
benefits. 
 

Rhinidae Rhinidae spp. 
(Wedgefishes) 

CoP18 Prop. 44 
Bangladesh, Benin, 
Bhutan, Brazil, 
Burkina Faso, Cabo 
Verde, Chad, Côte 
d'Ivoire, Egypt, 
Ethiopia, European 
Union, Fiji, Gabon, 
Gambia, India, 
Jordan, Kenya, 
Lebanon, Maldives, 
Mali, Mexico, 
Monaco, Nepal, 
Niger, Nigeria, Palau, 
Philippines, Saudi 
Arabia, Senegal, 
Seychelles, Sri Lanka, 
Sudan, Syrian Arab 
Republic, Togo and 
Ukraine 

  

 

Include in Appendix II. 
 
The Government of Sri Lanka and others 
are proposing the inclusion of bottlenose 
wedgefish (Rhynchobatus australiae) 
and whitespotted wedgefish 
(Rhynchobatus djiddensis) in CITES 
Appendix II; all other species of 
wedgefish in the Family Rhinidae are 
being also being proposed for inclusion 
based on similarity of appearance. 
 
Adopted 

Support  Although it is difficult to evaluate 
the population status of R. australiae and R. 
djiddensis quantitatively with the information 
available, there is extensive anecdotal 
evidence suggesting that the species are 
heavily fished throughout their range and that 
significant declines have likely occurred. Most 
of the data presented in the proposal and 
outlined here come from inferred declines 
based on changes in fisheries catch, visual 
surveys and qualitative observations across 
the species’ projected range. CITES Res. 
Conf. 9.24 (Rev. CoP17) allows for inferred 
declines; the best available information 
indicates that the CITES criteria and 
definitions of “decline” are met. 
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Holothuriidae Holothuria (Microthele) 
fuscogilva, Holothuria 
(Microthele) nobilis, 
Holothuria (Microthele) 
whitmaei 
(Sea cucumbers) 

CoP18 Prop. 45 
 
European Union, 
Kenya, Senegal, 
Seychelles and 
United States of 
America 

  

 
 

Include in Appendix II 
 
Adopted (12 months delayed 
implementation, until 28 August 
2020) 

Support 

Theraphosidae Poecilotheria spp. 
(Ornamental spiders) 

CoP18 Prop. 46 
 
Sri Lanka and United 
States of America 

  

 

Include in Appendix II 
 
Adopted 

Support 

Papilionidae Achillides chikae 
hermeli 
(Mindoro peacock 
swallowtail) 

CoP18 Prop. 47 
 
European Union and 
Philippines 

  

 

Include in Appendix I 
 
Adopted. 
 
Note: The scientific name was 
changed to coincide with 
nomenclature proposed by Page and 
Treadaway (2004). Formerly known 
as Papilio hermeli (Mindoro peacock 
swallowtail), the Philippines proposed 
to include this as a subspecies in 
CITES Appendix I, alongside its sister 
subspecies Achillides chikae 
chikae (formerly known as Papilio 
chikae; Luzon peacock swallowtail). 

Support this proposal to include the Mindoro 
peacock swallowtail in CITES Appendix-I as 
well as the recommendation to follow the 
nomenclature of Page and Treadaway (2004) 
that considers this and the related, CITES 
Appendix-I listed Luzon peacock swallowtail 
to be related as subspecies. The Philippines 
reports that there has been no legal export in 
either of theses endemic species since a 
1994 prohibition on export for commercial 
purposes of wild-caught specimens of 
terrestrial fauna. Unregulated wild collection 
for international trade has the potential to 
negatively impact the survival of this species 
due to intrinsic vulnerabilities of the taxon 
(restricted distribution, and short lifespan and 
high predation and parasitism during all 
phases of their life cycle of closely related, 
surrogate species) 

Parides burchellanus 
(Riverside swallowtail) 

CoP18 Prop. 48 
 
Brazil 

  Include in Appendix I 
 
Adopted 

Support this proposal to include the 
Riverside Swallowtail in CITES Appendix I. It 
is endemic to Brazil, is nationally listed as 
threatened, and its commerce is forbidden in 
Brazil.  This taxon is in international trade 
including in the U.S. and is commanding high 
prices.  Unregulated wild collection for 
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international trade has the potential to 
negatively impact the survival of this species 
due to intrinsic vulnerabilities of the taxon 
(small population size, declining population 
trend, and restricted and specialized habitat), 
and extrinsic factors that put pressure on the 
wild population (harvest for international 
trade, overcollection and ongoing illegal 
trade, and degredation to its habitat). 
 
We believe this taxon qualifies for Appendix I 
of CITES.  The current status of this taxon 
meets Criteria A i, ii, v; B i, iii, iv and C ii of 
Annex 1 of CITES Resolution Conf. 9.24 
(Rev. CoP17) on Criteria for amendment of 
Appendices I and II as identified by the 
proponent.   

Bignoniaceae Handroanthus spp., 
Tabebuia spp. and 
Roseodendron spp. 
(Trumpet trees) 

CoP18 Prop. 49 
 
Brazil 

  

 

Include in Appendix II with annotation 
#6 
 
WITHDRAWN by Brazil (March 2019) 

None - WITHDRAWN 

Cupressaceae Widdringtonia whytei 
(Mulanje Cedar) 

CoP18 Prop. 50 
 
Malawi 

  

 

Include in Appendix II (without 
annotation) 
 
Adopted 

Support. Given that this endemic species is 
critically endangered and that all international 
trade is illegal under Malawi law, we support 
its inclusion in Appendix II without an 
annotation.  The species meets the biological 
criteria for inclusion in CITES Appendix II. The 
species continues to be traded for commercial 
purposes and although the volumes appear to 
be small, it should be noted that the species is 
considered commercially extinct and all 
international trade is illegal. We note that in 
Resolution Conf. 9.24 (Rev. CoP17), CITES 
Parties resolved that “in case of uncertainty 
regarding the status of a species or the impact 
of trade on the conservation of a species,” 
Parties shall act in the best interest of the 
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conservation of the species.  

Leguminosae 
(Fabaceae) 

Dalbergia sissoo (North 
Indian rosewood) 

CoP18 Prop. 51 
 
Bangladesh, Bhutan, 
India and Nepal 

  

Delete from Appendix II 
 
Rejected 

Not Support.  As its removal from the genus 
listing of all species of Dalbergia would 
present timber identification issues and affect 
the enforcement efforts for all Dalbergia 
species. The species continues to meet the 
criteria of Annex 2b of Res. Conf. 9.24 (Rev. 
CoP17). 

Dalbergia spp., 
Guibourtia demeusei, 
Guibourtia 
pellegriniana, and 
Guibourtia tessmannii 
(Rosewoods, 
Palisanders and 
Bubingas) 

CoP18 Prop. 52 
 
Canada and 
European Union 

  

 

Amend annotation #15 as 
follows: 
 
"All parts and derivatives, 

except: 
a) leaves, flowers, pollen, fruits, and 

seeds; 
b) finished products to a maximum 

weight of wood of the listed species 
of 500g per item; 

c) finished musical instruments, 
finished musical instrument parts 
and finished musical instrument 
accessories; 

d) parts and derivatives of 
Dalbergia cochinchinensis, 
which are covered by 
annotation # 4; and 

e) parts and derivatives of 
Dalbergia spp. originating and 
exported from Mexico, which are 
covered by annotation # 6." 
 
Adopted: with the following 
revision to Annotation #15 

 

Revised Annotation #15 

All parts and derivatives, except: 

Tentatively Support. The proposed 
amended annotation, which was endorsed by 
the CITES Standing Committee at its meeting 
in fall 2018, excludes finished musical 
instruments, finished musical instrument 
parts, and finished musical instrument 
accessories; and finished products that 
contain less than 500 grams (17.6 ounces) of 
the listed rosewood species. 
 

While the amended annotation represents an 
improvement insofar as it excludes musical 
instruments made of the Appendix-II listed 
rosewood species from CITES controls, the 
exemption based on the weight of the wood 
of the listed species in the item will present a 
challenge for enforcement and inspection 
personnel who will be responsible for 
determining whether an item includes more 
than 500 g of the rosewood species.  
 

Recognizing that the proposed revised 
annotation was endorsed by consensus at 
the Standing Committee meeting, and that it 
represents a significant improvement over the 
current annotation, the United States is 
seeking the support of other CITES Parties 
for the proposed amendment to the 
annotation, and is also interested in receiving 
input into the development of guidance for 
enforcement personnel if the amended 
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a) Leaves, flowers, pollen, fruits, and 

seeds; 

b) Finished products to a maximum 

weight of wood of the listed species 

of up to 10 kg per shipment; 

c) Finished musical instruments, 

finished musical instrument parts and 

finished musical instrument 

accessories; 

d) Parts and derivatives of Dalbergia 

cochinchinensis, which are covered 

by Annotation # 4; 

e) Parts and derivatives of Dalbergia 

spp. originating and exported from 

Mexico, which are covered by 

Annotation # 6. 

  

Definitions to be included in the 

Interpretation section of the 

Appendices 

  

Finished musical instruments 

  

A musical instrument (as referenced 

by the Harmonized System of the 

World Customs Organization, Chapter 

92; musical instruments, parts and 

accessories of such articles) that is 

annotation is adopted at CoP18. 
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ready to play or needs only the 

installation of parts to make it 

playable. This term includes antique 

instruments (as defined by the 

Harmonized System codes 97.05 and 

97.06; Works of art, collectors' pieces 

and antiques). 

  

Finished musical instrument 

accessories 

  

A musical instrument accessory (as 

referenced by the Harmonized System 

of the World Customs Organization, 

Chapter 92; musical instruments, 

parts and accessories of such 

articles) that is separate from the 

musical instrument, and is 

specifically designed or shaped to be 

used explicitly in association with an 

instrument, and that requires no 

further modification to be used. 

  

Finished musical instrument parts 

  

A part (as referenced by the 

Harmonized System of the World 

Customs Organization, Chapter 92; 
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musical instruments, parts and 

accessories of such articles) of a 

musical instrument that is ready to 

install and is specifically designed 

and shaped to be used explicitly in 

association with the instrument to 

make it playable. 

  

Shipment (definition of “Shipment” 

amended at suggestion of EU in CoP18 

Com. I Rec. 15; final presentation of text 

not yet clear) 

  

Cargo transported under the terms of 

a single bill of lading or air waybill or 

worn, carried or included in personal 

baggage, irrespective of the quantity 

or number of containers, packages, or 

pieces. 

  

10 kg per shipment 

  
For the term "10 kg per 
shipment", the 10 kg limit 
should be interpreted as 
referring to the weight of the 
individual portions of each 
item in the shipment made of 
wood of the species 
concerned. In other words, the 
10 kg limit is to be assessed 
against the weight of the 
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individual portions of wood of 
Dalbergia/Guibourtia species 
contained in each item of the 
shipment, rather than against 
the total weight of the 
shipment. 

Pericopsis elata (African 
rosewood, Afrormosia) 

CoP18 Prop. 53 
 
Côte d'Ivoire and 
European Union 

  

 

Expand the scope of the annotation 
for Pericopsis elata (currently #5) to 
include plywood and transformed 
wood as follows: 
"Logs, sawn wood, veneer 
sheets, plywood, and 

transformed wood1." 
 

1 Whereby transformed wood is 
defined by HS code 44.09: Wood 
(including strips, friezes for parquet 
flooring, not assembled), continuously 
shaped (tongued, grooved, v- jointed, 
beaded or the like) along any edges, 
ends or faces, whether or not planed, 
sanded or end-jointed. 
 
Adopted 
 
A new Annotation #17 for Pericopsis 
elata was adopted as follows "Logs, 
sawn wood, veneer sheets, plywood, 
and transformed wood".   
 
A definition of the term ‘transformed 
wood’ to be included in the 
interpretation section of the 
Appendices was adopted as follows 
“Transformed wood is defined by HS 
code 44.09: Wood (including strips, 
friezes for parquet flooring, not 
assembled), continuously shaped 

Undecided. The proponents assert that 
CITES controls are being circumvented 
because of a loophole in the present 
annotation.  Although we understand from 
discussions that the proponents believe that 
the addition of plywood and transformed 
wood to the annotation will address this 
problem, the proposal itself provides little 
substantive information to indicate the need 
for amending the annotation.*  
 
If the proposal is adopted by the Conference 
of the Parties, we will clarify that the definition 
is not intended to be part of the annotation 
and should be included in the Interpretation 
section of the Appendices and Resolution 
Conf. 10.13 (Rev. CoP15) on Implementation 
of the Convention for timber species. This 
would be consistent with the 
recommendations of the Parties at CoP17 
(ref. CoP17 Doc. 83.2 on Report of the 
Annotations Working Group).  

                                                 
* The CITES Parties have adopted recommended principles to be followed as standard guidance when drafting annotations for plants (in Resolution Conf. 11.21 (Rev. CoP17) on Use of 

annotations in Appendices I and II) that CITES controls should concentrate on those commodities that first appear in international trade as exports from range countries and those commodities 
that dominate the trade and the demand for the wild resource.   
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(tongued, grooved, v-jointed, beaded 
or the like) along any edges, ends or 
faces, whether or not planed, sanded 
or end-jointed”. 

                                                 
We have a general concern that there are several proposals on the CoP18 agenda to expand timber annotations or to include timber without an annotation to counter apparent efforts to 
circumvent CITES controls by some by minimally processing wood beyond the commodities covered by the listing. Parties should be reminded of the guidance they have adopted regarding 
controls. CITES Authorities have the authority to question imports and not allow trade where minimal transformation has taken place to circumvent CITES controls. [Note: The United States 
has done this in cases where an exporting country has failed to issue CITES documents for wood that has been minimally transformed.] 
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Pterocarpus 
tinctorius 
(African padauk, 
mukula) 

CoP18 Prop. 54 
 
Malawi 

  

 

Include in Appendix II (without 
annotation) 
 
Adopted with Annotation #6  

Tentatively support this proposal with an 
appropriate annotation (we recommend 
annotation #6, and we could alternatively see 
merit in annotation #5 or expanded 
annotation #5 if the Pericopsis elata proposal 
goes forward (CoP18 Prop. 53). We would 
oppose the proposal without an appropriate 
annotation.*  
 
Meets the biological and trade criteria for 
inclusion in Appendix II. Given the 
precipitous increase in demand and decline 
within several range states, it clearly qualifies 
for inclusion in Appendix II under Criterion B. 
in Annex 2a, it is known, or can be inferred or 
projected, that regulation of trade in the 
species is required to ensure that the harvest 
of specimens from the wild is not reducing 
the wild population to a level at which its 
survival might be threatened by continued 
harvesting or other influences.* 

Liliaceae Aloe ferox 
(Bitter aloe) 

CoP18 Prop. 55 
 
South Africa 

 

Amend annotation #4 as follows: 
"All parts and derivatives, except: 
a) seeds (including seedpods of 

Orchidaceae), spores and pollen 
(including pollinia). The exemption 
does not apply to seeds from 
Cactaceae spp. exported from 
Mexico, and to seeds from 
Beccariophoenix madagascariensis 
and Dypsis decaryi exported from 
Madagascar; 

b) seedling or tissue cultures obtained 
in vitro, in solid or liquid media, 

Tentatively not support. It appears that the 
current harvest and management regime 
(although informal) combined with limited 
number of businesses and the industry 
licensing and permitting regulations may be 
sufficient to ensure that wild-harvest 
continues to be sustainable in the Western 
Cape. However, it is unclear what measures 
are in place to manage the unsustainable 
harvest reported from the Eastern Cape. It is 
not clear what proportion of exports come 
from the Eastern Cape versus the Western 
Cape. Moreover, although the current 

                                                 
* The CITES Parties have adopted recommended principles to be followed as standard guidance when drafting annotations for plants (in Resolution Conf. 11.21 (Rev. CoP17) on Use of 

annotations in Appendices I and II) that CITES controls should concentrate on those commodities that first appear in international trade as exports from range countries and those commodities 
that dominate the trade and the demand for the wild resource.   
 
We have a general concern that there are several proposals on the CoP18 agenda to expand timber annotations or to include timber without an annotation to counter apparent efforts to 
circumvent CITES controls by some by minimally processing wood beyond the commodities covered by the listing. Parties should be reminded of the guidance they have adopted regarding 
controls. CITES Authorities have the authority to question imports and not allow trade where minimal transformation has taken place to circumvent CITES controls. [Note: The United States 
has done this in cases where an exporting country has failed to issue CITES documents for wood that has been minimally transformed.] 
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Higher taxa 

Species  
(and common name) 

Proposal No. & 
Proponents 

 Proposal & Outcome  
Tentative Position 

 

transported in sterile containers; 
c) cut flowers of artificially propagated 

plants; 
d) fruits, and parts and derivatives 

thereof, of naturalized or artificially 
propagated plants of the genus 
Vanilla (Orchidaceae) and of the 
family Cactaceae; 

e) stems, flowers, and parts and 
derivatives thereof, of naturalized or 
artificially propagated plants of the 
genera Opuntia subgenus Opuntia 
and Selenicereus (Cactaceae); and 

f) finished products1 of Aloe ferox and 
Euphorbia antisyphilitica packaged 
and ready for retail trade. 
1 This term, as used in the CITES 
Appendices refers to product, shipped 
singly or in bulk, requiring no further 
processing, packaged, labelled for final 
use or the retail trade in a state fit for 
being sold to or used by the general 
public. 
 
Adopted 

conservation and management measures will 
remain in place, there are no field monitoring 
programs in place for the species and the 
direct effects of harvest on wild populations 
still need to be elucidated. In addition, we are 
concerned that this exemption might spur 
increased leaf harvest to satisfy the value-
added finished products market, which would 
be exempted from CITES controls. This 
proposal appears to be premature, as South 
Africa is currently gathering data needed to 
quantify the total annual harvest and a 
biodiversity management plan for A. ferox is 
under development with no estimate of but 
not yet final or implemented. 

Malvaceae Adansonia 
grandidieri 
(Grandidier's 
baobab) 

CoP18 Prop. 56 
 
Switzerland 

  

 

Amend annotation #16 "Seeds, fruits, 
oils and living plants" to the listing of 
Adansonia grandidieri in Appendix II 
by deleting reference to live plants, so 
as to read: #16 "Seeds, fruits and 
oils" 
 
Adopted 

Support both amendments proposed by 
Switzerland.  The amendment to annotation 
#16 would be in accordance with Article I, 
paragraph (b) of the Convention and the 
preamble of Resolution Conf. 11.21 (Rev. 
CoP17) on Use of Annotations in Appendices 
I and II. 
 
The current annotation was included at 
CoP17 on the basis that seeds, fruits, oils 
and living plants are all in international trade. 
Annotation #16 is an “inclusive” annotation, 
one that specifies only certain parts and 
derivatives to be regulated under CITES. Live 
plants of A. grandidieri are in trade, and the 
term “living plants” was included in the 
annotation to emphasize and clarify that they 
too would be regulated under this listing.   
 
However, including the term “living plants” in 
the annotation is unnecessary and redundant 
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Higher taxa 

Species  
(and common name) 

Proposal No. & 
Proponents 

 Proposal & Outcome  
Tentative Position 

because whole specimens, whether alive or 
dead, are always subject to the provisions of 
the Convention in accordance with Article I, 
paragraph (b) which states: (b) "Specimen" 
means: (i) any animal or plant, whether alive 
or dead; 
 
With regard to the proposed amendment of 
Paragraph 7 of the Interpretation Section, we 
support considering this issue under agenda 
item CoP18 Doc. 101 on Annotations in 
Committee II as per the Secretariat’s 
recommendation, although we are undecided 
whether we fully support the approach 
proposed by the Standing Committee in that 
document as modified by the Secretariat. 

Meliaceae Cedrela spp. (Cedars) CoP18 Prop. 57 
 
Ecuador 

  

   

 

Include in Appendix II (without 
annotation) 
 
Adopted : amended with Annotation 
as follows Cedrela spp.#6 (Logs, 
sawn wood, veneer sheets and 
plywood. ) (population of 
neotropics) (entry into effect 
delayed by 12 months, until 28 
August 2020) 

Not support unless the proposal is amended 
to include an annotation. 
 
With regard to annotation, noting that logs 
may not be the only commodity leaving range 
countries, we would suggest another more 
inclusive timber annotation would be 
appropriate.  
#5 Logs, sawn wood and veneer 
sheets. 
#6 Logs, sawn wood, veneer sheets 
and plywood. 
 
In addition, the proposal should only include 
the species found in the Neotropical range 
states, not timber from plantations outside the 
species’ natural range.* 
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Presenters included: 

Dave Hubbard 
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Gerhard Damm Joint Editor in Chief at Conservation Frontlines 

Michael Coppersmith  Coppersmith Global Logistics 

Catherine Semcer PERC, Research Fellow 

Dr. Brian Child Professor, University of Florida 

 

 

 

 

 



9:15 a.m. - 10:00 a.m. U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, Office of Law Enforcement; Combating 

International Wildlife Crime.  

 

Notes from presentation 

 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Office of Law Enforcement, David Hubbard; Combatting 

International Wildlife Crime 

- Spoke about how OLE combats wildlife trafficking 

o focuses on international wildlife trafficking through the disruption of high-level 

criminal organizations and syndicates 

- Considers wildlife trafficking to be a national security threat to the U.S.; wildlife 

trafficking has significant connections and convergence to other disparate criminal 

sectors including the financing of terrorist activities, human trafficking, smuggling of 

radioactive material, and narcotics trafficking, showing binding international criminal 

networks. 

 

10:00 a.m. - 10:15 a.m. Break 

 

10:15 a.m. – 11:00 a.m.  Rosemarie Gnam; Finding Common Ground in Africa: A group 

conversation post CITES CoP.  How we can move conservation 

forward  

 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service International Affairs, Rosemarie Gnam; Finding Common 

Ground in Africa: A Group Conversation Post CITES CoP. How we can move conservation 

forward 

 

Notes from Presentation 

 

- Provided a summary of the mega fauna decisions at the CITES CoP. 

- There was a discussion among the Council covering the benefit from the decision to 

change the black rhino quota from a number to a percentage and its success.  

- Discussions continued about tensions in South Africa about increasing elephant 

population without the ability to be involved in trade, and the possibility of changes in 

redistribution of populations and the ability to award grants to take this action through the 

African Elephant Conservation Act. 

- Discussions concluded with the listing of the giraffe and the extent of the involvement in 

international trade of bones to Asia and the effect it may have on beneficial conservation 



efforts, including measures of effectiveness, impact of trade on live rhinos because of 

farming, creating demand in non-host countries. 

 

11:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m. Catherine Semcer; Conservation as an Expression of American 

Values – Property and Environmental Research Center (PERC)  

 

Property and Environmental Research Center, Catherine Semcer; Conservation as an 

Expression of American Values – Property and Environmental Research Center (PERC)  

 

Notes from Presentation 

 

- Spoke about assumptions of the positive effects of trophy hunting to conservation efforts. 

- Spoke about how trophy hunting policies and programs should ensure not only the 

conservation of sport-hunted trophy species, but free-market capitalism, democracy, and 

human rights, spoke of the negative impacts for local African communities if trophy 

hunting is banned. 

- Spoke that the sentiment in many African countries show the desire for free-market 

conservation rather than reliance on tax-payer money and command and control so that 

the money can be placed into investable projects on the ground, for example, the ranch 

along the great migration corridor in Zambia increased prey species four-fold. 

- Emphasized that NGOs are setting up venture capital funds for conservation of 

sustainable land use and the positive impact on allowing property rights and tenure rights, 

which allow conservation to flourish. 

 

12:00 p.m. - 1:00 p.m.  Lunch 

 

1:00 p.m. - 2:00 p.m.  Gerhard Damm; Integrative Wildlife Conservation and 

Habitat Protection – The Role of Hunting in Wildlife Conservation, 

Landscape Preservation and Rural Development 

 

Joint Editor in Chief at Conservation Frontlines, Gerhard Damm; Integrative Wildlife 

Conservation and Habitat Protection – The Role of Hunting in Wildlife Conservation, Landscape 

Preservation and Rural Development 

 

 

 

 

 



Notes from Presentation 

 

- Spoke about the significant habitat and wildlife recovery of trophy hunting where the 

returns are given to the landowners over the returns from traditional land use in Asia and 

Africa, particularly with the ecological footprint per hunter. 

- Suggested we hear a lot of anti-hunting sentiment, but do not hear much from hunting 

advocates on hunters being used for proper conservation and the economic stability that 

is given for the cultural and economic aspirations of the community. 

- Spoke about the impact of species due to habitat fragmentation and climate change on 

conservation of native African species. 

- Spoke about species that are stable, abundant, or overabundant in North America despite 

the hunting culture. 

- Spoke about the community-involved successes of saltwater crocodiles in Australia, 

Markhor and snow leopard in Tajikistan, elephants in South Africa, and black rhinos in 

Namibia, and the negative impact on species in southern African countries from import 

regulations in the United States. 

- Suggested incentive driven conservation with best practices are required for 

conservation-based hunting to work, including a written guideline for hunters, like a 

charter or protocol, to be made for Africa to develop actions that make hunting 

streamlined rather than a point of contention. 

- Tools for such a written guideline, including citizen science for provisions of hunting 

data, should be provided. The USFWS should have the capacity to be involved to 

cooperate internationally with shareholders and stakeholders. 

 

2:00 p.m. - 3:00 p.m. Michael Coppersmith; Examples of Imports and Exports, Customs 

Brokerage – Coppersmith Global Logistics  

 

Coppersmith Global Logistics, Michael Coppersmith; Examples of Imports and Exports, 

Customs Brokerage  

 

Notes from Presentation 

 

- CGL, in business since 1948, has been clearing trophies since 1992, and has 9 offices 

across the country. 

- Discussed original documents being lost by airlines, particularly CITES permits where 

replacement is not feasible. If clearance is not complete by 15 days, shipments are sent to 



storage facilities with liens placed on the shipment, which is an economic burden and not 

covered by the airline that lost the document. Suggests the USFWS should be able to 

send a copy of these documents in the interim. Suggests a document imaging system 

(Automated Commercial Environment, ACE) to send original documents to USDA, 

USFWS, and CPB. 

- Discussed length of time it takes to import/export permits past the 90 days it is suggested 

to take, often having to reissue the foreign CITES export permit, continuing the delay. 

Rosemarie Gnam, Chief of the Division of Scientific Authority discussed that leopards, 

being an Appendix I species and listed under the ESA 4d rule, allows regulation to fall to 

the CITES authority. General advice for evaluations were made until a lawsuit in 2017. 

Now, however, an individual finding has to be made for each import, causing a delay in 

the permitting process. 

- Relayed that there has been confusion over the status of bontebok, with some applicants 

waiting up to 3 years, causing economic expense for storage; South Africa is issuing 

export permits, but the import permits are not being issued. Currently the response is that 

they’re issued on a case-by-case basis, with the risk of not receiving this permit during 

the time of the hunt. Mary Cogliano, Chief of Branch of Permits, stated that the Branch 

of Permits is currently in communication with South Africa and for those applicants with 

questions should e-mail Mary Cogliano on any details on the specific information needed 

from South Africa that is holding things up. Although South Africa has issued export 

permits, the South African CITES scientific authority has not shown a non-detriment 

finding for bontebok. Discussed the increase in Bontebok over time, and the need for this 

to be resolved shortly. Discussion on how the decrease in trade causes reduction in the 

value of import from hunters.  

- Discussed the need for additional communication with brokers and hunters. 

- Spoke about the inconsistencies in enforcement at different ports of entry around the US, 

including the number of trophies that are allowed in a crate, mandatory quarantine for 

1678 animals (swine, humanoid, or bird flu risk animals), and increasing the cost to 

maintain USDA approved facilities. Dallas/Houston is requiring further processing from 

USDA approved taxidermists for animals that are not 1678 animals. In Atlanta, USDA is 

now required to inspect all shipments, however brokers are sending employees to do this. 

In LA, declaration forms are getting cleared after arrival rather than the day of travel. 

 



 

3:00 p.m. - 3:15 p.m. Break 

 

3:15 p.m. - 4:15 p.m. Dr. Brian Child; Management of Protected Areas & the Political 

Economy of Conservation in Africa  

 

University of Florida, Dr. Brian Child; Management of Protected Areas & the Political 

Economy of Conservation in Africa 

 

Notes from Presentation 

 

- Discussed that Africa is one of the last places with a full suite of large animals from the 

Pleistocene, but they are in a downward trajectory because of such a large population 

boom in Africa. Stated the poorest people typically live with the richest wildlife. 

- North American public model is one successful wildlife recovery model, financed by 

hunting/fishing, including many fish and wildlife agencies and wildlife schools to 

enhance this. Another example is the Southern African model. As wild resources become 

public goods, there has been too much focus on taking wildlife out of the marketplace in 

the North American public model. 

- Discussed maximizing the value to society while maintaining biodiversity is the goal 

through community partner conservation; parks generate millions in GDP outside of just 

park fees, and double the livelihood of those living next to it compared to those outside of 

the vicinity of a park. 

- Discussed that ecotourism is a cluster industry and is very successful, but only in one 

area. For example, where there is an overabundance of these safari species for tourism, it 

can ruin the ecosystem in these areas, additionally ecotourism brings in negative human 

impact around these areas. 

- Suggested redefining wildlife accurately and match it to institutions now; that it is a 

private good with common good properties that often provides public benefits. Countries 

should open markets as much as possible. For example, in Zimbabwe, they decentralize 

management and let the community self-regulate.  

- The value of wildlife should be able to outcompete livestock, therefore the value of 

wildlife must be increased. Instead of subsidizing livestock, countries must value wildlife 

and provide economic outcomes for recovery. Politicians and communities that used to 

have conflict with wildlife now support it through different value systems.  



- Wildlife becomes a rural economic engine. A combination of high price and strong 

proprietorship creates a sustainable use approach. However, the government must allow 

for this privatization. The return per animal for safari hunting is much more lucrative for 

the community than the return for meat for far less impact, especially in drylands. 

Hunting, additionally, pays for 80% of wild land, which is much more lucrative than 

agriculture because of its multiple use, compared to the failed farming in drylands where 

subsidies are the only means of livelihood. 

- Emphasized the use of wildlife to create democracy and property rights using wildlife, 

including the trust level with their leaders. Return of full benefits and teaching how to 

manage wildlife in communities are both necessary for a community-run management 

regime. Data shows that inclusive community-based governance creates much more 

revenue and establishes more projects than a community representative that represents 

the community. Breaking the decision-making down to communities minimizes 

corruption due to increased accountability, and communities working together creates 

larger ecosystem-scale conservation. Working with the communities is necessary to make 

this happen, and requires partnerships by NGOs. 

- Proposed that the US looks past just permitting and biological scrutiny, but additionally 

encourages the free market value and governance. 

 

4:15 p.m. - 4:45 p.m. Public Comment 

 

4:45 p.m. - 5:00 p.m. Closing Remarks 

 

5:00 p.m.   ADJOURN 

 

 

Thursday, October 17th (Notes, not verbatim) IWCC Meeting (Open to the Public) 

 

9:00 a.m. - 9:30 a.m. Opening Remarks & DFO Instruction for Deliberations by 

Subcommittee topics 

 

DOI Attendees; Rob Wallace, FWP, David Bernhardt, Margaret Everson & Aurelia Skipwith 

attended opening remarks 

Council Attendees present:  Bill Brewster, Margaret Everson, Jenifer Chatfield, Erica Rhoad, 

Chris Hudson, Keith Mark, John Jackson, Mike Ingram, Jon Harrison (arrived late), Rowena 

Watson (arrived late) 

Council Attendees who called in:  Peter Horn, Olivia Opre, Terry Maple (arrived late) 

 



Secretary David Bernhardt expressed deep appreciation for their willingness to serve. 

 

Opening remarks - Rob Wallace thanked the council; Margaret thanked the council, Aurelia 

thanked the council. 

 

Rather than breaking for subcommittee discussions, the Council chose to remain as a full 

committee open to the public, so that subcommittee topics would be discussed openly and 

transparently.  

 

9:30 a.m. – 10:15 a.m.  Policy Subcommittee Topics 

 

Notes: John Jackson made a comment about short term and long term 

permitting changes (permit by permit basis). Suggests a need for 

rule-making on a region by region basis (if it takes 3 years); he 

said that we should increase International Affairs’ budget). 

 

 Jenifer Chatfield asked if Dr. Brian Child had any comments. 

Brian suggested doing regional planning, and to look at where the 

money is going.  Brian said he could assist in developing voluntary 

criteria. 

  

 Chris Hudson:  we should incentivize in the local communities; we 

need a valuable economic model.  Trophy hunting and photo 

safaris both have a place in this.  Chris said we need to allow Law 

Enforcement to do their job.  Can we lower the regulatory burden – 

two buckets; U.S. dollars and private money. 

 

 John Jackson:  it is not a blame-game.  We need to secure the 

habitat; don’t blame the communities.  

 

 Chris Hudson.  Seems to be a disconnect between FWS and 

consumptive use abroad; suggested that we follow the Ducks 

Unlimited model.  Difference between the theory and the practice; 

economic activity.  We can encourage U.S. citizens to participate 

abroad; we need to cure the permitting quagmire.  There is a 

bureaucratic  issue.    Chris cited the “three amigos” case in Texas. 

 

 John Jackson:  there were several anti-poaching units 5 years ago 

that are no longer present. 

 

 Bill Brewster:  no further discussion at this point. 

 

 

10:15 a.m. – 10:30 a.m. Break 



 

10:30 a.m. – 11:15 a.m.  Enforcement/Trafficking Subcommittee Topics 

 

Notes: Bill Brewster discussed the problems as an example in Kruger 

National Park. Discussed use of dogs in finding poachers as an 

example.  It’s important to have the community involved.   

 

 John Jackson – indicated seizures by U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service has been a problem in the past.  Asked if the procedures 

have been changed in the FWS Service Manual? 

 Ed Grace, U.S. FWS, OLE, responded that he wasn’t aware of 

what was provided to Greg Sheehan.  Bill asked if what was 

discussed in a former council meeting with Greg had been 

provided to OLE.  Ed Grace indicated he would look into it.  Bill 

Brewster asked if there was anything that they could do to assist 

OLE.  Ed Grace said that the presentation given by Coppersmith 

was helpful to know the challenges that the brokers face. 

 

 John Jackson said that over 40 hunters sent a letter to a Director 

and mentioned a Director’s order that Ed Grace would look into. 

 

 Can a member of the public go to our website to search for a 

species to find out how a species is listed?  Yes.  Bill Brewster 

asked us to send information on this comprehensive database.   

 

 Public comment:  Dr. Thomas Snitch (Bowling Green State 

University) indicated that community involvement is vital.   

 

Action items: None noted. 

 

11:15 a.m. – 12:00 p.m. Conservation Subcommittee Topics 

 

Notes: Dr. Chatfield, summarized comment from a presentation yesterday 

that conservation efforts should be less single-species focused.  

John Jackson noted that FWS is species-focused by law.  John 

asked if there might be another way to look at (protect) species. Dr. 

Chatfield noted that it would be nice if the Service could focus 

more on a habitat basis rather than by species.  Bill asked if it 

would be possible to view the information regarding the grants that 

are issued.  Eric Alvarez indicated the grant information is all 

publicly available on the website and he would share the link on 

the IWCC website.  (Break early for lunch.) 

 

Action items: None noted. 



 

12:00 p.m. – 1:00 p.m.  Lunch 

 

1:00 p.m. – 1:45 p.m. Communications Subcommittee Topics 

 

Notes: Olivia called in on the phone; she appreciated the perspectives 

shared by the presenters and will consider them.  Keith Mark, 

noted that everyone is trying to do the right thing.  Keith Mark 

invited members of the public to speak up and voice their 

comments.  If its community-based, it’s a win for everyone.  

Hunting is a tool that should and must be used for these 

communities to survive and flourish and for the habitat to remain.  

The economic benefit to the communities.  When the 

subcommittee concludes, Keith hopes they leave a record devoid 

of emotion; but that is full of facts; to help the health of the 

wildlife.  

 

 John Jackson; the wildlife depends on the local communities and 

the integrity of the habitat.  Protection of the habitat is key.  The 

anti-poaching units need the basic operating revenue.  John 

suggested that U.S. FWS should have more organized 

communications with range nations.   

 

 Bill Brewster – we have attempted to make it informational as 

possible; we’ve invited members from all sides to participate and 

people who are directly affected by countries.  Conservation equals 

management.  In Africa, many people have to figure out on a daily 

basis, how they are going to find food for their families.  None of 

us have ever been in a situation like that.  

 

 Keith Mark – hopes we are not so arrogant as Americans, with our 

wealth and privilege, to think that what works for us will work for 

them.   

 

 Bill Brewster – received many suggestions from presenters for the 

Council members. 

 

Action items: The IWCC will put together a summary of the last two years (over 

the next few days; they hope to have it completed 30-45 days from 

now). 

 

1:45 p.m. – 2:00 p.m. Break 

 

2:00 p.m. - 2:45 p.m. Public Comment.   



Notes: Bill Brewster asked who was filming in the members of the public 

section.  Bill Snape was filming, Keith Mark asked him to speak to 

the Council.  Keith Mark asked Bill Snape to speak; but he 

declined.  Bill Brewster thanked Bill Snape for his attending as a 

member of the public. 

 

 

2:45 p.m. – 3:00 p.m. Closing Remarks 

 

Notes:  Bill Brewster asked for folks to provide comments for by November 1; regarding 

the thoughts regarding the presentations given.  Bill Brewster indicated that they all had the same 

intention of protecting the wildlife; sustaining the wildlife for grandchildren and other children to 

come.  Jenifer thanked Elena and Mary for attending to be available for questions from the 

IWCC.  Jenifer thanked the speakers and presenters and the members of the public who came to 

witness the meeting.  Mike Ingram thanked the council members and the DFO (Eric Alvarez.).  

Bill Brewster concluded in thanking the FWS staff who attended.  Motion to adjourn, motioned 

seconded.  Meeting adjourned. 

 

 

 

 

3:00 p.m.   ADJOURN 
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6/20/2018

6/22/2018

6/22/2018

6/22/2018

6/27/2018

6/27/2018

6/27/2018

7/3/2018

8/3/2018

8/13/2018

8/13/2018

8/13/2018

8/13/2018

8/13/2018

8/14/2018

8/16/2018

8/21/2018

8/30/2018

9/6/2018

9/18/2018

9/26/2018

10/3/2018

10/3/2018

10/3/2018

10/3/2018

10/4/2018

10/18/2018

10/26/2018



10/26/2018

10/31/2018

11/6/2018

11/9/2018

11/15/2018

11/27/2018

11/28/2018

12/18/2018

1/28/2019

1/28/2019

1/28/2019

2/1/2019

2/5/2019

2/5/2019

2/7/2019

2/8/2019

2/26/2019

3/5/2019

3/6/2019

3/12/2019

3/14/2019

3/14/2019

4/10/2019

4/16/2019

4/16/2019

4/16/2019

4/23/2019

4/24/2019

5/10/2019

5/10/2019

5/24/2019

5/24/2019

5/29/2019

5/30/2019

5/30/2019

6/7/2019

6/21/2019

7/1/2019

7/2/2019

7/5/2019

8/1/2019

8/15/2019

9/13/2019

9/27/2019



 
Updated Agenda 

DFW Airport Marriott South, 4151 Centreport Drive,  
Fort Worth, TX 76155. 

 
 
March 13, 2019 
 

• Travel to Dallas, TX. Overnight at the DFW Marriot South. Prepare the meeting 
space for March 14 – 15 meeting. 

 
March 14, 2019 (9:00 am - 5:00 pm)  
 
 

• Open Council meeting – DFW Marriott (9:00am – 9:30) 

- Introduce Council members to the public in attendance (15min) 

- Introduce topics that will be discussed at the Council meeting, including the 

planned time to meet in subcommittee (15min).   

 
• Presentations from invited NGOs/Govt. Officials (9:30 – noon) 

- Richard Sowry-South Africa National Parks. (9:30 – 10:30) 
o Responsible Conservation Based Resource Use in Protected Wildlife Areas.  

 A summary of the Conservation based approach to utilizing and 

managing the resources of a Wildlife Area, being promoted and 

utilized in the ‘Greater Kruger’ Area of South Africa. 
 

- Kurt Alt - Wild Sheep Foundation (10:30 – 11:30) 
o Central Asia Conservation Initiative 

 A summary of projects in Kazakhstan and Sustainable use. 

 
- Panel discussion about presentations with opportunity to ask more questions 

on specifics pertaining to their developing recommendations. (11:30 – noon) 
 

• Lunch (noon – 1:00) 
 

• Presentations continued (1:00 – 4:00) 

- Hannah Downey- Property and Environment Research Center solutions (1:00 

– 2:00) 
o A Free Market Approach Conservation in Africa. 



 
 Focus on market-based and community-based approaches to 

conservation in Africa and some of the pressing threats as well as 

recommendations on actions going forward.  
- Corey Mason - Dallas Safari Club (2:00 – 3:00) 

o Conservation Through Hunting.   
 Topics will include:  an overview of DSC, identifying management 

issues in Africa, needs, and what DSC is doing to address the issues. 
 

- Peyton West-Frankfurt Zoological Society (3:00 – 4:00) 

o Biodiversity loss and the importance of buffer zones in Africa 

 Summary: An introduction to FZS’s conservation projects in 

national parks in Tanzania, Zambia and Zimbabwe, the 

importance of the buffer zones adjacent to these parks, and 

the urgent challenges these buffer zones currently face. 

 
- Panel discussion about presentations with opportunity to ask more questions 

on specifics pertaining to their developing recommendations.  
(4:00 – 4:30) 
 

• Public comment (30min) 
 

End  
 

March 15, 2019 (8:00 am – 10:00 am closed; 10:00 am – noon public) 
 

• Closed subcommittee sessions. Minutes will be recorded for the public. (8:00 am 

– 10:00 am) 

 
• Public report out from the subcommittee meetings for discussion in full 

committee, to include discussion of next steps in developing recommendations. 
(10:00 – 11:30) 
 

•  Public comment period (11:30 – noon) 
 

• Adjourn at noon.  
 
 

End  
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• Introduction

• Habitat management and NA 
model
• Greatest challenges

• DSC’s action plan
• Current conservation items

Overview



• Bachelor’s and Master’s degrees in 
Wildlife Management

• Certified Wildlife Biologist®

• Published author, including both 
popular and peer-reviewed scientific 
articles

• DSC Executive Director and CEO

• Texas Parks and Wildlife (16 years)

Corey Mason



• Mission:  “To ensure the 
conservation of wildlife through 
public engagement, education, and 
advocacy for well-regulated hunting 
and sustainable use.”

• Comprised of 6,500 members



• The sole mission of the DSC Foundation 
is to 

serve the mission and vision of DSC
• DSCF is the charitable arm of DSC that 

provides   the majority of our 
conservation grants
• 501 (c)3

DSC Foundation



• The DSC Frontline Foundation was 
created to provide financial assistance to 
eligible guides, professional hunters, 
anti-poaching staff, and 
game rangers who are seriously injured 

in the course of providing their 
professional services 
• 501 (c)3

DSC Frontline Foundation



• Purpose: To provide subject matter 
expertise with both regional and global 
perspectives on needed research, 
program development, and advocacy 

• Members: Jeff Crane, Khalil Karimov, 
Rob Keck, Shane Mahoney, Tamas 
Marghescu, Ron Regan, and Danene van 
der Westhuyzen

Conservation Advisory Board



• The International Union for 
Conservation of Nature (IUCN) is the 
global authority on the status of the 
natural world and the measures 
needed to safeguard it

• DSC became a member in 2015





Habitat Management 101
Carrying capacity = the number of animals in 

which a given habitat can healthily sustain

Varies through time and must be managed 

as such

- Drought

- Winter

- Competition with other resources



North American Model
• Recovered numerous wildlife species 

from near extinction
• User pay : public benefit

- Agency funding ($797M)
- TPWD:  $57M + $37M = $94M 

• Wildlife are managed using science





Greatest Challenges

• Habitat loss

-Human population growth

• Bushmeat 

• Poaching

• Politics and Western Influence

Emotion over Science



Habitat Loss
• Wilderness areas under increased 

pressure
• Commercial and subsistence farming
• Commercial mining and unregulated 

logging

• Population explosion
• 1950 - 228 million
• 2018 - 1.3 billion

• 2050 - 2.5 billion







Habitat Degradation



Habitat Conversion





“Well managed trophy hunting, which takes place 
in many parts of the world, can and does generate 
critically needed incentives and revenue for 
government, private and community landowners to 
maintain and restore wildlife as a land use and to 
carry out conservation actions.”

IUCN



Bushmeat and Poaching

• Meat for the pot and commercial sale

• Organized poaching syndicates

• Human : wildlife conflict





Politics and Western Influence

• Social Media driving uniformed messages
-Iconic African species targeted

• Media not objectively reporting
• Wildlife policies are increasingly driven by 

politics, not science
-Importation bans on elephant and lion
-Did anyone ask Africa what they 

needed?



The Zimbabwe Elephant 
Dilemma

• Zimbabwe elephant herd 83K 
with carrying capacity of 35K

• Zimbabwe elephant CITES 
quota 500.  Actual annual 
offtake 250-400 elephant

• 2014 USA stops elephant 
importation from Zimbabwe

• Loss of key revenue to both 
safari operators and 
Zimbabwe National Parks 
used to fight anti-poaching

• 2014-2017 USFWS 
undertakes extensive 
enhancement study

• 2017 USFWS determines 
hunting enhances elephant 
population (Positive 
Enhancement)

• 2019 Elephant importation 
ban continues

• Safari operators and 
Zimbabwe National Parks 
continue to face financial 
issues as a result of elephant 
import ban

• Elephant poaching and 
habitat loss continues…







Impacts of Hunting on Local 
Communities

• Hunting in Africa directly generates over $300M 
annually

• Hunting in South Africa alone generates $130M 
annually

• Average in-country spending is $26,000 per hunter

• Safari operators in Tanzania able to support anti-
poaching and local community projects ($9.8M in 
three years)

• Over 285,000 pounds of game meat distributed last 
year in Zambia (over 1 million meals)



Benefits to Rural Communities

• Employment (camp staff, 
trackers, skinners, game scouts, 
etc.)
• Infrastructure development 

(schools, medical clinics, etc.)
• Water
• Protein





Photo Tourism and Hunting

• Both industries provide economic benefits and conservation value to 
wildlife

• Photo safaris primarily take place in National Parks 

• High density of game populations

• Well developed road systems, infrastructure, and water 
sources

• Luxury camps

• Hunting safaris take place in remote areas

• Low density of game populations

• Very little infrastructure

• Economic incentives to rural Africans



DSC’s Action Plan



• The sole mission of the DSC Foundation 
is to 

serve the mission and vision of DSC
• DSCF is the charitable arm of DSC that 

provides   the majority of our 
conservation grants
• 22 grants funded in 2018

DSC Foundation



DSC Foundation provides grants to 
fund critical wildlife research needs 

and conservation initiatives



DSCF continues to support Zambezi 
Delta Safaris to help fund the anti-
poaching patrol over the Zambezi 

Delta in Mozambique





DSCF continues to support the Dande 
Anti-Poaching Unit in Zimbabwe. The 

funding equips scouts with proper 
equipment and allows for more 

effectiveness in the field.





DSCF provides funds to Old Nyika Safaris 
in support of anti-poaching patrols, 
conservation efforts and community 
projects in four different blocks in 

Tanzania.



Ivan Carter Wildlife Conservation 
Alliance – Giraffe Conservation 
Foundation expands the west 

African giraffe population in the 
Republic of Niger. 





Reducing Human : Wildlife 
Conflict







DSC Foundation provides grants to 
provide education critical to 
conserve the world’s wildlife.



Southern Africa Wildlife 
College

• Train and equip rangers

• Aerial surveillance
• K9 capability
• Community benefits

DSCF’s grant to SWAC continues long 
standing support for the training program 

targeted at individuals from historically 
disadvantaged communities.



What Will the Western World Do…





Botswana's elephant population was 
estimated at 130,000 against the 2011 
Elephant Management Survey having 

estimated the country's carrying 
capacity at  54,000.

Botswana

“It bamboozles me when people sit in 
the comfort of where they come from 
and lecture us about the management 

of species they don't have.”
-Botswana President, Mokgweetsi 

Masisi
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Biodiversity loss and buffer zones in Africa

Peyton West, Ph.D.

Frankfurt Society - U.S.
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How FZS works

•

•

•

•

•
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Biodiversity and wilderness
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Red:
Beyond zone of 
uncertainty
(high risk)

Yellow:
In zone of uncertainty 
(increasing risk)

Green:
Below boundary (safe)
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Source:: Threats to Biodiversity and Ecosystems; Palm Oil Co, 2016

http://news.mongabay.com/2016/01/palm-oil-co-suspends-forest-conversion-to-comply-with-w ilmars-zero-deforestation-policy/
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“Protected areas: the cornerstone of 

biodiversity conservation”
- Chape et al. 2005

Source: Chape S, Harrison J, Spalding M, Lysenko I (2005) Measuring the extent and effectiveness of protected

areas as an indicator for meeting global biodiversity targets. Philos Trans R Soc Lond, B 360:443–455. 
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Protected areas in Africa

14.03.201

9

Source: IUCN World Database on Protected Areas
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Threats to African Protected Areas
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Buffer zone:

- An area peripheral to a national park 

or equivalent reserve, where 

restrictions are placed upon resource 

use or special development measures 

are undertaken to enhance the 

conservation values of the area.

- A gradient of protection around the 

core site

14.03.201
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Bale National Park
Serengeti National Park
Selous Game Reserve
Mahale National Park
Lomami National Park
Nsumbu National park
North Luangwa National Park
Gonarezhou National Park



© FZS 2114.03.201

9

Serengeti National Park, Tanzania
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Source: Aldred, 2016; Leahy, 2017

http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2016/jul/28/biodiversity-greater-inside-earths-protected-areas-study-finds
http://www.vice.com/en_id/article/qv3ba3/the-world-spent-dollar144-billion-on-conservation-and-it-actually-worked
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Source: Aldred, 2016; Leahy, 2017

http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2016/jul/28/biodiversity-greater-inside-earths-protected-areas-study-finds
http://www.vice.com/en_id/article/qv3ba3/the-world-spent-dollar144-billion-on-conservation-and-it-actually-worked
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Protected Area financing

Source: Aldred, 2016; Leahy, 2017

http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2016/jul/28/biodiversity-greater-inside-earths-protected-areas-study-finds
http://www.vice.com/en_id/article/qv3ba3/the-world-spent-dollar144-billion-on-conservation-and-it-actually-worked
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Bale National Park
Serengeti National Park
Selous Game Reserve
Mahale National Park
Lomami National Park
Nsumbu National park
North Luangwa National Park
Gonarezhou National Park
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North Luangwa National Park, Zambia
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Rhino
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Bale National Park
Serengeti National Park
Selous Game Reserve
Mahale National Park
Lomami National Park
Nsumbu National park
North Luangwa National Park
Gonarezhou National Park
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Gonarezhou National Park, Zimbabwe
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Gonarezhou elephant movement

Sourde: E Dahwa 2016-2018
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Protected Area financing

Source: Aldred, 2016; Leahy, 2017

http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2016/jul/28/biodiversity-greater-inside-earths-protected-areas-study-finds
http://www.vice.com/en_id/article/qv3ba3/the-world-spent-dollar144-billion-on-conservation-and-it-actually-worked


© FZS 3814.03.2

019

1 About FZS

2 The Biodiversity Crisis

3 Protected Areas and Buffer Zones in Africa

4 Perspective from the Ground

5 Moving Forward



© FZS 3914.03.2

019



© FZS 4014.03.2019



© FZS 4114.03.20

19

Protected Area Spending Need in Developing Countries

Sources: James et al. BioScience, Volume 51, Issue 1, 1 January 2001, Pages 43–52; internal analysis

$3.2 B Total
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Protected Area financing

Source: Aldred, 2016; Leahy, 2017

http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2016/jul/28/biodiversity-greater-inside-earths-protected-areas-study-finds
http://www.vice.com/en_id/article/qv3ba3/the-world-spent-dollar144-billion-on-conservation-and-it-actually-worked
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Thank you



A Market Approach to 
Wildlife Conservation in 

Africa

THE HOME OF
FREE MARKET

ENVIRONMENTALISM

Hannah Downey
Policy Coordinator
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PROPERTY AND ENVIRONMENT RESEARCH CENTER

Overview
• Habitat loss
• Changing economic and political environments present 

new challenges to conservation
• Chinese influence and lack of environmental concern
• The role of the United States

• Conservation as an aspect of international diplomacy
• The importance of hunting markets for conservation

• Room for improvement



PROPERTY AND ENVIRONMENT RESEARCH CENTER

Major Threat: Habitat Loss



PROPERTY AND ENVIRONMENT RESEARCH CENTER

The African Continent

• 54 countries
• 1.2 billion people
• Food insecurity
• Lack of electricity and clean 

water
• Very real threats to survival
• Need ways to make wildlife 

an asset and a part of 
development



PROPERTY AND ENVIRONMENT RESEARCH CENTER

A Changing Continent

• Rapid economic growth
• Agriculture, Infrastructure, 

Mining, and Energy
• Competition for land use
• How do we go from wildlife 

vs. development to wildlife as 
a part of development?



PROPERTY AND ENVIRONMENT RESEARCH CENTER

International Influence: China

• China is Africa’s largest trade 
partner

• Investment in pipelines, rail 
lines, ports, and infrastructure 
to transport to and from China

• Lack of concern for 
environment

• Bad for wildlife and long-term 
growth



PROPERTY AND ENVIRONMENT RESEARCH CENTER

Koukoutamba Dam and Chimpanzees

How we do development matters for wildlife



PROPERTY AND ENVIRONMENT RESEARCH CENTER

United States Involvement

• Combine conservation and 
international development 
goals

• Prosper Africa strategy
• The role of hunting markets
• A market approach that 

makes wildlife a local asset



PROPERTY AND ENVIRONMENT RESEARCH CENTER

United States Policy: Room for Improvement

US import bans on wildlife 
trophies are changing the 
value of wildlife in Africa



PROPERTY AND ENVIRONMENT RESEARCH CENTER

Selous Game Reserve: Impact of Trophy Bans

Trophy Import Bans -> Loss of Wildlife Economic Value -> Alternative Development

● Professional hunting 
operators are 
surrendering their land

● Hydroelectric dam being 
built with Chinese support

● Land has lost value as 
habitat and is now valued 
for development

● Loss of local income from 
wildlife

● Dismantled anti-poaching 
forces



PROPERTY AND ENVIRONMENT RESEARCH CENTER

The United States can improve on both 
conservation and international development 

goals by expanding opportunities for 
international hunting markets



PROPERTY AND ENVIRONMENT RESEARCH CENTER

1. Update the US Strategy to Combat Wildlife 
Trafficking

• Remove language that identifies limiting elephant trophy imports 
as necessary for combating wildlife trafficking

• Update the strategy to recognize rural communities as a choke 
point in wildlife trafficking supply chains

• Update the strategy to recognize international hunting as a tool for 
conservation

• Explicitly recognize the value of market-based approaches to 
wildlife conservation



PROPERTY AND ENVIRONMENT RESEARCH CENTER

2. Lift de facto and de jure federal bans on trophy imports

• Obstacles to trophy importation have had severe negative impacts 
on the ability of African nations to conserve wildlife habitat and 
counter illicit wildlife trafficking

• US Fish and Wildlife Service should work with sister agencies to 
remove these obstacles



PROPERTY AND ENVIRONMENT RESEARCH CENTER

3. Pursue improvements to the Endangered Species Act

• Improve the Endangered Species Act to streamline the permitting 
process for trophy imports

• Potential Option: When a trophy is exported under a range 
nation’s CITES quota, US permits should be give to the importer on 
a “shall issue” basis, unless compelling evidence shows the trophy 
was acquired illegally



PROPERTY AND ENVIRONMENT RESEARCH CENTER

Incentives matter in wildlife conservation



PROPERTY AND ENVIRONMENT RESEARCH CENTER

Hannah Downey
PERC Policy Coordinator

hannah@perc.org

Catherine Semcer
PERC Research Fellow
catherine@perc.org



Central Asia Conservation Initiative
Kazakhstan and Sustainable Use

Kurt Alt
Conservation Director,

Montana & International Programs



MISSION

“Putting and Keeping Sheep on the Mountain”



Partnerships

Western Association of Fish & Wildlife Agencies Wild Sheep 
Working Group

International Union for Conservation of Nature (SULi & SUME)

Safari Club International Foundation MOU

Federal Agencies



INTERNATIONAL CV2025 CONSERVATION STRATEGY

Central Asia Conservation Initiative



Central Asia Conservation Initiative

Ownership in:
Conservation 

Sustainable-use
Enhancement

Science-based Foundation



Central Asia Conservation Initiative

12  Enhancement goals/program elements:

https://www.wildsheepfoundation.org/cache/DOC215_2018-08-22WSFI-
CV2025CentralAsiaConservationInitiative.pdf?20181012032739

Found - wildsheepfoundation.org
Under - Mission and Programs

https://www.wildsheepfoundation.org/cache/DOC215_2018-08-22WSFI-CV2025CentralAsiaConservationInitiative.pdf?20181012032739


1. Work w/IUCN Species Survival Commission Caprinae Specialist 
Group to sponsor, 

Facilitate and participate in Red-List assessments for
Caprinae species world-wide.

2.   Build in-country ownership and political will of stakeholders

3.  Establish wild sheep and wild goat population monitoring.

4.  Science based sustainable legal harvest expectations



5. Seasonal habitat use and population movement patterns. 

6. Habitat conservation management and enhancement strategies.

7. Disease monitoring of wild sheep and goats.

8. Genetic monitoring of wild sheep and goats.

9. Country-specific and species-specific Conservation Management Fee



WHOLE PIE REPRESENTS TOTAL WILD 
SHEEP REVENUE

LICENSE $ (RESIDENT + NON-
RESIDENT)
LICENSE $ FROM WSF 
AUCTION/SPLIT

LICENSE $ "OTHER" AUCTION + ANY RAFFLE(S)

COMBINED PERCENTAGE

WSF PERCENTAGE

Mirrors Auction Licenses in NA!



Nevada Montana



10. Short duration manager-to-manager exchanges.

11. As populations      advocate for sustainable harvest opportunities 
and international trade (CITES), 

With focus on US, EU and Central Asia.

12.  Support legal citizen hunting. 



7TH WORLD MOUNTAIN UNGULATE
CONFERENCE 

September 10 – 13, 2019

Bozeman, Montana

Hosted by:



7th World Mountain Ungulate 
Conference

caprinae
SPECIALIST GROUP

Primary Financial Sponsors:

Endorsed by:



INTERNATIONAL CV2025 CONSERVATION STRATEGY

Central Asia Conservation Initiative

Kazakhstan Conservation Program Up-date



WSF Kazakhstan Update

5 subspecies of wild sheep in Kazakhstan
Ø Altai argali, O. a. ammon - 10
Ø Karaganda argali, O. a. collium - 12337
Ø Tian Shan argali, O. a. karelini - 2467
Ø Kara Tau argali, O. a. nigrimontana - 479
Ø Urial Ovis orientalis vignei - 1500



ØMOU with WSF, SCIF and Kazakh Tourism.

ØUnder CACI Umbrella -
project w/biological justification for 3 argali - agreed with  
government agencies. 

Ø 6 TV programs about conservation and sustainable use in 
Kazakhstan.

ØSubmitted recommendation to improve trophy hunting legislation.

Ø Identified model areas for first phase.

Project Elements Completed by Kazakhstan –to date



- 2019 Field Reviews &Key Meetings -

Ø May - Field reviews/Ministry meetings. (Kurt & Jack)

Ø September - Bishkek IUCN SULi. (Brett, Gray, Jack, Kurt, Shane, Joe)

Ø September -
Kazakhstan Field review & Ministry meetings. (Brett & Gray) 

Tajikistan Field review. (Jack & Joe)



On-The-Ground Actions

Ø Ground Surveys in 3 
Geographic Areas, November 
2018.



Hands On Necropsy Training

Instructional Video
Shown and Provided to

Central Asia SULi
Russian Language



Actions for Spring 2019

Ø Formation of Kazakhstan Wildlife Foundation – end of March.
FIRST Central Asia WSF Affiliate!

Ø Map of Population #s & Permit Distribution – end of March.
No more then 2.5% harvest on any Population Unit.

Ø Repeat of Fall Survey.





PR Excise taxes
Hunting License 

Revenue

Active in State 
and 

Provincial Govt.
Season Setting

Legislature

Co-managers
Hunting

Meaningful

Political Will

Sense of Ownership

Reliable Funding

Cultural and 
Institutionalized

Conservation Ethic
Based on Good Science



People need to have access to their resources
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INTRODUCTION  

mailto:catherine@perc.org


The Property and Environment Research Center (PERC) is the home of free market 
environmentalism. Founded in 1980, PERC is a privately funded research institute dedicated to 
harnessing the power of markets and property rights to deliver solutions to conservation 
challenges. Headquartered in Bozeman, Montana, PERC draws on the experience, knowledge, 
and expertise of research fellows and senior research fellows spread across 19 academic and 
other institutions on two continents. PERC also supports outside scholars via fellowship and 
colloquium programs, encompassing research in a wide variety of disciplines, as well as a 
regular series of workshops that convene conservation practitioners, business leaders, and 
academics to have open and thoughtful discussions about pressing needs in the conservation of 
wildlife, land, and water.  

We respectfully submit this testimony for consideration by the Department of the Interior, 
International Wildlife Conservation Council (IWCC). 

THE UNITED STATES MUST RECONSIDER ITS APPROACH TO WILDLIFE 
CONSERVATION IN SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA 

To continue to aid African partners in delivering shared goals in wildlife and habitat 
conservation, the policies and programs of the United States must keep pace with a changing 
economic and political environment. Failing to align conservation policy with these new realities 
risks undermining conservationists’ ability to deliver the environmental quality that is necessary 
to ensure the sustainability of economic development in African nations and the success of broad 
U.S. goals in the region.  

Conservationists must give greater consideration to the fact that the economic climate of Sub-
Saharan Africa is changing. Sub-Saharan Africa is home to six of the world’s 10 fastest growing 
economies, and the regional economy as a whole continues to strengthen rapidly. This trend can 
be expected to continue as the African Continental Free Trade Area becomes a reality. Economic 
growth is already influencing the decision-making of African partners with regard to wildlife 
conservation. As the political, policy, and social environments of the continent change the 
conditions under which established conservation systems have developed are receding.  
Africa’s recent economic growth is due in no small part to increased Chinese investment in the 
continent. This investment is often characterized by a lack of concern for the environmental 
impacts of Chinese-backed projects. Chinese nationals working in Africa have also been 
consistently implicated in the illicit trafficking of African wildlife, an activity considered by the 
United States and its African allies to be a regional security threat. 

Degradation of the environment, including the depletion or loss of wildlife habitat and 
populations, will create obstacles to Africa’s future and sustained economic growth and 
development. With the right policy and program adjustments, the United States can help its 
African partners navigate this period of change to further our shared goals of a verdant, free, and 
prosperous Africa. 



Conservationists must also give greater consideration to the fact that the overarching policy 
environment around U.S. engagement with Africa is changing. The adoption of the Prosper 
Africa strategy has created an environment in which the right policy and program adjustments 
can be made. These legislative and strategic improvements better align U.S. engagement in 
Africa with the shared values of free markets, free enterprise, and self reliance. They present the 
United States as a strong partner that is capable of providing inputs to African economies that 
will allow them to grow and prosper in ways that are empowering, sustainable, transparent, and 
accountable. 

It is critical that concern for the environment not be lost in this realignment. This concern is a 
core feature and differentiator of existing U.S. engagement with African partners and is 
something that has been widely internalized by the American private sector. Expressing this 
concern via U.S. policy, such as through active support for African  hunting programs, will 
further U.S. and African strategic objectives by increasing the capacity of African nations to 
maintain the high levels of environmental quality necessary to deliver both prosperity and 
stability. 

Finally, conservationists must realize that the policies, programs, and postures of the Department 
of the Interior are not keeping pace with these changes. Existing departmental and agency 
policies, programs, and postures related to Africa are largely products of the post-colonial era 
and are generally based around command-and-control approaches to conservation. The status 
quo in many cases may not be adequate to allow for effective engagement in the context of new 
realities or enable the delivery of conservation capable of enhancing, advancing, and sustaining 
the shared goals of the United States and its African partners.  

The status quo must change to work with prevailing trends and better leverage the ability of 
markets, property rights, and public-private partnerships to conserve the ecosystems and natural 
resources whose health and sustainable use will help form the basis of regional peace and 
prosperity.  

Africa’s international big game hunting industry provides a turn-key sector through which shared 
wildlife conservation and international policy goals can be achieved via a market-based 
approach. With more than 70 percent of the global big game hunting market, the United States 
has significant leverage to make that industry a positive influence on Africa’s future.1 However, 
taking advantage of these existing opportunities requires that the Department of the Interior and 
other government agencies learn from past mistakes and adjust current policy positions to bring 
them more in line with the value of international hunting and the market-based approach to 
conservation it represents. Doing so will increase the chance of avoiding unintended 
consequences and improving U.S. relations with its African partners. 
                                                           
1 Killing for Trophies: An Analysis of the Global Trophy Hunting Trade. International Fund for Animal Welfare. 2016. 
Accessed March 10, 2019 at https://s3.amazonaws.com/ifaw-
pantheon/sites/default/files/legacy/IFAW_TrophyHuntingReport_US_v2.pdf 



THE NEW CONTEXT OF CONSERVATION IN AFRICA 

The context of Africa’s place in the world continues to change and so must America’s 
engagement with the nations that comprise the continent. From colonial outposts to newly 
independent nations, Africa is now home to the majority of the world’s fastest growing 
economies, with the World Bank predicting regional economic growth to average 3.6 percent in 
coming years. This is slightly more than one percentage point higher than the projected growth 
for the United States as forecast by the Congressional Budget Office. The size of African 
markets is also increasing. By 2050, Africa is projected to account for half of the world’s 
population growth, and by 2100, it is predicted to be the birthplace of one out of every three 
people.2  

In contrast to other parts of the world, Africa’s economies are liberalizing to better harness this 
positive growth trend. Later this year, the continent plans to establish the world’s largest trade 
bloc, the African Continental Free Trade Area, representing more than 1 billion people and a 
gross domestic product of $3.4 trillion. Africa’s ongoing economic opening and growth, coupled 
with proximity to key transportation routes and significant deposits of oil, gold, cobalt, timber, 
and other natural resources, have made the continent a region of geostrategic importance and a 
target for investors and trade partners. The approaches and priorities of these latter two groups 
will play a significant role in shaping the future of wildlife on the continent.  

Currently, China is Africa’s largest trade partner. And while the United States remains the largest 
source of foreign direct investment on the continent, Beijing has been working to position itself 
in that role as well. Africa has seen a significant upswing in Chinese investment since 2009. 
Africa is a key region in Beijing’s Belt and Road Initiative, a $1 trillion investment and 
development strategy intended to catapult China into position as the world’s next economic 
superpower. This strategy is heavily dependent on investment in pipelines, rail lines, ports, and 
supportive infrastructure that are capable of transporting goods to and from China.  

McKinsey & Company estimates there are 10,000 Chinese-owned businesses across Africa.3 To 
date, Chinese investment and business operations in Africa have been generally characterized by 
a lack of concern for environmental impacts.  

One example is Koukoutamba Dam being built by the Chinese state-owned firm Sinohydro in 
Guinea’s Moyen-Bafing National Park. While providing needed electricity to feed Guinea’s 
growing economy, the dam will also create a reservoir that primatologists working in the park 
estimate will kill between 800 and 1,000 western chimpanzees, an endangered species under the 

                                                           
2 United Nations. World Population Prospects: Key Findings and Advance Tables. 2017. Accessed March 10, 2019 at 
https://esa.un.org/unpd/wpp/Publications/Files/WPP2017_KeyFindings.pdf 
3 McKinsey&Company. Dance of the Lions and Dragons: How are Africa and China engaging, and how will the 
partnership evolve? June 2017. Accessed March 11, 2019 at https://www.mckinsey.com/featured-insights/middle-
east-and-africa/the-closest-look-yet-at-chinese-economic-engagement-in-africa 



U.S. Endangered Species Act that American taxpayers have invested substantial resources in 
conserving through the Great Ape Conservation Fund. 

The case above raises the related issue that, unlike the United States, China’s contributions to 
conservation efforts in Africa remain relatively small. This is due to a combination of China’s 
internal political climate being intolerant of a well-developed civil society, Chinese companies 
lacking commitments to sustainability and environmental protection, and the priorities of 
communist party officials in Beijing. 

It can be reasonably argued that this lack of concern for the environment is a feature, not a bug, 
when it comes to Beijing’s economic strategy towards Africa. China’s willingness to disregard 
environmental concerns in the name of expediency is a deliberate selling point, not an oversight. 
However, while dismissing environmental concerns may create opportunities for China and its 
African partners to achieve short-term development goals, it will ultimately result in the kind of 
environmental degradation that hinders long-term growth and prosperity. 

The Trump administration’s Proposer Africa strategy shifts the United States’ involvement in 
Africa away from aid and toward investment, trade, and expanded business relationships. This 
new strategy aims to advance trade and commercial ties between the United States and African 
countries while seeking to counter China’s influence on the continent. In December, when 
announcing this strategy, White House national security advisor John Bolton mentioned the 
contrast in levels of environmental concern between China and the United States in Africa and 
its implications, stating “[China’s] investment ventures are riddled with corruption, and do not 
meet the same environmental or ethical standards as U.S. developmental programs.”4  

By promoting private-sector investment and increased trade, the Prosper Africa strategy has the 
potential to deliver positive outcomes for African wildlife and the environment overall, but there 
is no guarantee that potential will be realized. Absent conservation-oriented social customs, 
business cultures, and economic incentives, this new context can increase the risk of 
environmental degradation. The risk to wildlife habitat is especially high. 

One place that illustrates this increasing risk of environmental degradation is Tanzania’s Selous 
Game Reserve, where industrial development supported by China and Russia is threatening 
wildlife habitat. At 20,000 square miles, an area larger than Denmark, the reserve is one of 
Africa’s largest conservation areas. Managed extensively for the sustainable use of wildlife, it 
was designated a UNESCO World Heritage Site in 1982 and is one of Tanzania’s lion 
conservation units.  

                                                           
4 Remarks by National Security Advisor Ambassador John R. Bolton on the Trump Administration’s New Africa 
Strategy. Delivered at the Heritage Foundation on December 13, 2018. Accessed March 10, 2019 at 
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/remarks-national-security-advisor-ambassador-john-r-bolton-
trump-administrations-new-africa-strategy/ 



In a country where only one-third of the population has access to electricity, the government of 
Tanzania has determined that the need to increase power generation outweighs the wildlife 
conservation values of the Selous.5 A hydroelectric dam project on the Rufiji River at Steigler’s 
Gorge, now 80 percent complete, will flood 463 square miles, an area roughly twice the size of 
Salt Lake City, in the reserve’s core. The project is being completed with the support of a 
parastatal enterprise of China’s Henan Province and will produce irreversible impacts on a 
critical area of wildlife habitat, especially during the dry season.6 

In addition to the immediate and lasting ecosystem degradation caused by the resulting reservoir, 
there is concern among conservationists that the dam will serve as an anchor for additional 
infrastructure development in the Selous that could allow for the expansion of logging, oil and 
gas, and mining projects already occurring on the reserve’s periphery. This includes uranium 
mining by the firm Rosatom, a Russian state corporation. 

 

The case of the Selous Game Reserve provides a clear illustration of the changing context of 
conservation in Africa, one where increases in political stability, market size, and investment are 
increasing development options for lands once considered best-suited for wildlife and recreation. 
It is critical that U.S. conservation policies and programs be increasingly sensitive to this new 
economic and political reality so that environmental challenges are not aggravated, U.S. 
competitive advantages are not lost, and illiberal geopolitical competitors are not empowered. 

                                                           
5 Access to Electricity (% of population). The World Bank. Accessed March 10, 2019 at 
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/eg.elc.accs.zs 
6 China Henan International Cooperation Group Company Limited is supporting the hydroelectric dam project. 



Unfortunately, current U.S. policy has not demonstrated the required sensitivity. This is 
illustrated by a U.S. ban on elephant hunting trophy imports and increased restrictions on 
imported lion trophies from the already conflicted Selous Ecosystem, as well as from Zimbabwe. 

The 2014 imposition of a U.S. ban on elephant trophy imports from Tanzania, coupled with pre-
existing Endangered Species Act restrictions on lion imports, has created a market in which 
professional hunting operations around the Selous are being forced out of business. To date, 82 
hunting blocks have been surrendered back to the Tanzanian government. The closure of these 
businesses is resulting in the loss of private sector custodianship of millions of acres of wildlife 
habitat that are now at heightened risk of development and a decrease in positive economic 
engagement between the United States and Tanzania. 

One case that highlights the current situation is that of the Pasanisi family. In a widely circulated 
message last March, Eric Pasanisi announced that his family was surrendering 6.6 million acres 
of hunting blocks around the Selous, an area roughly three times the size of Yellowstone 
National Park. He said bluntly that given the obstacles U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service policies 
created in the international big game hunting market, they could no longer book enough 21-day 
safaris to remain economically viable.7 

While import restrictions have been justified by the U.S. government as a necessary response to 
elephant poaching and other trends in Tanzania, they have had the unintended impact of 
dismantling the multi-million dollar, 100-man counter-poaching team employed by the Pasanisi 
family.8  

They have also had the widespread effect of removing wildlife-dependent businesses from the 
market, in turn decreasing the economic competitiveness of wildlife habitat. Millions of acres of 
land are now vulnerable to development in an ecosystem already stressed by a massive 
hydroelectric project and where America’s geopolitical rivals have an established business 
footprint. These impacts stand in contrast to the conservation objectives of the Endangered 
Species Act and the development goals of the Prosper Africa initiative. 

Similar shortcomings are also present in the policy posture of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
toward Zimbabwe. In 2014, the agency also banned elephant trophy imports from Zimbabwe. 
While the agency has made moves to reopen the U.S. market to Zimbabwean elephant trophies, 
these efforts have been curtailed. 

As in Tanzania, the decision to ban the importation of elephant trophies from Zimbabwe was 
originally justified as a necessary measure to counter elephant poaching. However, by denying 
the Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife Management Authority and community anti-poaching units a 
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key source of revenue, the U.S. decision undercut the capacity of indigenous anti-poaching 
programs. 

According to the Safari Operators Association of Zimbabwe, the closure of the U.S. market to 
Zimbabwean elephant trophies produced a 30-percent decline in safari bookings.9 Reduced 
revenues from international hunting had negative impacts at national and local levels. The loss of 
fees collected by the Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife Management Authority limited the agency’s 
ability to pay its anti-poaching rangers and other staff, resulting in reduced capacity and 
decreased security. In one high-profile case in 2015, the failure to pay salaries resulted in 
Zimbabwean park rangers turning to poaching themselves in Huwange National Park, where 
they poisoned 62 elephants.10  

In areas managed under the Communal Areas Management Program for Indigenous Resources 
(CAMPFIRE), safari bookings saw a 57-percent decrease following the ban, resulting in a net 
income loss of 27 percent. This translated to decreased capacity for CAMPFIRE’s 168 anti-
poaching scouts and increased engagement with the Russian hunting market in an attempt to 
make up the shortfall.11 

One additional outgrowth of the U.S. trophy import restrictions was the decision by Harare to 
begin the sale of live baby elephants to China to raise revenue that had previously been provided 
by U.S. trophy hunters. Groups such as the Humane Society and the International Fund for 
Animal Welfare have objected to these sales based on animal welfare and conservation concerns. 
In the context of contemporary realities, U.S. policymakers should also consider that these sales 
served to strengthen economic and political relations between Zimbabwe and Beijing, and did so 
in a way that produces a net outflow of African wealth to China.  

An individual elephant is worth an estimated $1.6 million dollars across its life cycle.12 Whereas 
Zimbabwe’s international hunting programs remove individual elephants from the population 
toward the end of their life cycle, allowing for the maximization of their economic value, live 
sales of baby elephants remove individuals at the beginning of their life cycle, preventing such 
maximization from being achieved by the range nation. Such outflows undermine the ability of 
African nations to “stand on their own two feet,” economically, a key strategic goal of the United 
States that stands to improve the deliver of conservation efforts over the long term. 

In the cases of both Tanzania and Zimbabwe, U.S. policymakers should engage in serious 
reflection on the unintended consequences of their decisions around African international 
hunting programs and seek to identify how better decisions might have been achieved. While the 
                                                           
9 Kuwaza, K. Safari Operations Decline by 30%. The Zimbabwe Independent. December 18, 2015. Accessed March 
10, 2019 at https://www.theindependent.co.zw/2015/12/18/safari-operations-decline-by-30/ 
10 “Zimbabwe’s Elephants ‘Poisoned by Dissatisfied Rangers.’” The Telegraph. October 27, 2015.  
11 The Role of Trophy Hunting of Elephant in Support of the Zimbabwe CAMPFIRE Program. 2016. CAMPFIRE 
Association. Mukuvisi Woodlands. Harare, Zimbabwe. 
12 Dead or Alive? Valuing an Elephant. David Sheldrick Wildlife Trust. 2014. 



scientific integrity of decision-making on wildlife conservation issues should be maintained, 
officials should take a broader view of the issues surrounding African wildlife conservation. 
They should also actively seek to enact policies that work with prevailing market and policy 
forces and further the shared goal of the United States and its partners for a future where African 
nations are verdant, prosperous, and free. 

SUGGESTED ACTION 

There are many actions the United States can take to improve its ability to positively engage 
African partners through the size and strength of the U.S. market for international big game 
hunting. We look forward to engaging the Department of the Interior and this council in further 
discussion on what those might be. Actions that should be taken in the short term include: 

Update the U.S. Strategy to Combat Wildlife Trafficking 

The current iteration of the U.S. Strategy to Combat Wildlife Trafficking takes a pejorative view 
of international hunting. Under a section titled “Using Administrative Tools to Quickly Address 
the Poaching Crisis,” the strategy identifies limiting the importation of elephant trophies as 
necessary to achieve its goals.13 This language should be removed without delay as it creates 
perceptions of hunting as an obstacle, instead of an asset, to wildlife conservation and regional 
security goals, and it encourages actions that do not serve the strategy, the Prosper Africa 
initiative, or the Endangered Species Act. 

The strategy should be updated to recognize rural communities as a critical choke point in the 
supply chains of wildlife traffickers and the ability of international hunting to both increase the 
opportunity costs for engaging in or enabling poaching and the incentives for conserving areas 
for use as wildlife habitat. 

Finally, the strategy should explicitly recognize the value of market-based approaches to wildlife 
conservation in general. As per the current language of the strategy, the U.S. approach to 
deterring poaching in Africa is based on three primary objectives: strengthening enforcement, 
reducing demand, and expanding international cooperation. However, as USAID has noted: 
“Law enforcement alone will not sufficiently or effectively address wildlife crime. Enforcement 
actions must be coupled with actions that incentivize positive relationships with wildlife 
resources. Activities must shift the responsibilities and benefits from wildlife to local 
communities to ensure active stewardship. Local communities are widely perceived as the first 
line of defense against wildlife crime. More strategic approaches are necessary to ensure that 
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such community interventions are indeed shifting the balance to motivate positive behaviors and 
resulting in decreased wildlife crime.”14 

The existing approach outlined in the strategy is heavily dependent on the cooperation of China, 
home of both the strongest demand for ivory and rhino horn and the networks responsible for 
their trafficking. By integrating market-based approaches into the strategy and its related 
programs, the United States can increase its leverage and better play to its strengths in addressing 
the combined conservation and regional security threat of illicit wildlife trafficking and better 
align related programs with the Prosper Africa initiative. 

Lift the De Facto and De Jure Federal Bans on Trophy Imports 

As discussed, obstacles to the importation of elephant and other trophies from Tanzania and 
Zimbabwe have had severe negative impacts on the ability of African nations to conserve 
wildlife habitat and counter illicit wildlife trafficking. They have reduced U.S. engagement with 
African countries and opened the door for competitive opportunities for America’s illiberal 
geopolitical rivals who have shown little to no concern for African conservation. Import 
restrictions have also sent a signal of instability in the international hunting market that has the 
potential to influence the decision-making of African partners when presented with development 
options.  

For these reasons, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service should work with its sister agencies in the 
U.S. government and the governments of affected African nations to remove these obstacles in a 
way that is agreeable to all nations involved and is in compliance with U.S. law.  

Pursue Endangered Species Act Improvements 

While the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species allows parties to enact 
stronger trade measures at their discretion, this discretion is broad and need not be exercised. The 
aforementioned experience with U.S. bans on elephant trophy imports from Tanzania and 
Zimbabwe under the Endangered Species Act illustrates how the exercise of agency discretion in 
import permitting could have negative consequences for wildlife conservation and other goals of 
the United States and its African partners. 

To remedy this, the United States should pursue improvements to the Endangered Species Act 
that streamline the permitting process for trophy imports. One option to consider is that when a 
trophy is exported under a range nation’s CITES quota, U.S. permits should be given to the 
importer on a “shall issue” basis, unless compelling evidence is presented showing that the 
trophy was acquired in violation of the laws of the range nation. Doing so would send a strong 
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signal of trust in America’s African partners and be a sign of increased stability in the 
international big game hunting market. 

Thank you. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Responsible Conservation 
Based Resource Use in 

Protected Wildlife Areas 
             by Richard Sowry 



Conservation vs Preservation 

• Conservation 
Original definition IUCN – 

 “the Wise Sustainable Use of the planets natural resources…..”  

 

Current definition IUCN  – 

“The protection, care, management and maintenance of ecosystems, habitats, wildlife species and 
populations, within or outside of their natural environments, in order to safeguard the natural 
conditions for their long-term permanence” 

 

Mission statement IUCN –  

Influence, encourage and assist societies throughout the world to conserve the integrity and diversity of 
nature and to ensure that any use of natural resources is equitable and ecologically sustainable. 

• Preservation 
The same, except maintain in present condition, &  No Sustainable Use 



What is wise sustainable use of the planets natural resources? …….. 
3 Key principles to achieving a Sustainable Conservation Resource 
Management Model: 
 
 
1. ECONOMIC Sustainability (Livelihoods for mankind) 

 
 
2. ECOLOGICAL Sustainability (the Offtake or Use) 

 
 
3. SOCIAL Sustainability (Ethical, Responsible, Aligns with Rational 

    Society’s Norms & Standards) 
 
 
           ............  all must be given equal priority 

 
 



1. ECONOMIC SUSTAINABILITY: 
 
 Needs to Cover the expenses of the Wildlife Management 

(roads, fences, counter poaching,  water for game, censuses and 
research, erosion work, etc.) 

 Needs to Provide Livelihoods & Benefits for Mankind to justify 
the “Land Use as Wildlife”(Employment and Associated Benefits)  

 Needs to be a Sustainable Experience otherwise tourists get 
board and do not come back time and again……… Fact: People 
remain fascinated by WILD experiences and lose interest in 
ARTIFICIAL/ CANNED Experiences  

 eg. National Parks vs Zoos ; Fair Chase Hunting vs Canned  
 Hunting ) 
 Balance resource use by considering the other land uses in the 

area (Holistic Decision Making) eg. Discuss the offtakes of key 
species such as lion in a multi- land use system to ensure that 
the right animal is harvested. 

 
 



2. ECOLOGICAL SUSTAINABILITY: 

Must be Sustainable in both Offtake or Use of the Resource. Its all 
about the Numbers of People required by the activity to generate 
sufficient income/ benefit to maintain economic sustainability.  
Some aspects to consider: 

– Water Consumption (eg. Lodges Utilizing 1 000 000 Litres of ground 
water per month) 

– Waste (Generation and Management of sewage, Where does it all 
go, Is it being recycled, 200 plus bungalows in a) 

– Soil (Off-road driving impacts result in erosion, Roads construction 
and maintenance – Density of road networks needs careful 
management as each gravel road represents an erosion line ) 

– Manipulation to provide a Game Product (Artificial Water Holes 
and Bush Clearing to  attract game) 

– Vegetation (Off Road Driving impact on sensitive areas results in 
death of grass and rare plants, clearing of Vegetation for camps, 
airstrips)  

– Wildlife Consumption (Hunting - The Amount, the Age Class & Sex 
per species that are removed and, the effects of this needs to be 
monitored) 



Ecological Conservation Priorities: 

…….they need to be addressed in this order of priority: 

 

1. Soil & Ground Water 

 

2. Plant Communities 

 

3. Animal Communities 

 

(Note: Communities not Individuals) 



 
3. ETHICAL SUSTAINABILITY 

 
 

• Activities and Practices need to align with 

a Rational society’s Norms and Standards 

i.e. be Ethically Acceptable ….. 

• A Persons Ethical beliefs stem from their 

cultural background and life experiences 

 To do this, Lets put in context some of the 

Resource Use on Plant Earth……………. these 

are the realities of our existence ! 

 



Water Use 
 

• Dams and their impact eg. Kariba 
and the impact on the Mana Pools 
floodplains 

• Boreholes and extraction of 
ground water –  unseen, but what 
effect does this have on the 
system , and is it sustainable ? 



Food …. the reality of eating Fruit, 
Vegetables & Meat 

 • To facilitate the Farming of 
Crops & Fruit:  Remove the 
animals, Remove the Natural 
bush, plant crop, continually 
kill the insects 

• To facilitate the production 
of Meat : Conditions how 
animals are kept, what 
animals are fed, animals 
harvested and processed = 
Animals Die 

• Ecologically speaking we 
cannot afford to all be 
vegetarians because modern 
cropping is “a state of 
erosion” 

• We need hooved animals on 
the land ! When properly 
managed it’s what keeps the 
Rangelands of the world 
Sustainable & Productive 
(Savory Holistic Mgmt.) 



Power & Fuel…… look at the sights associated 
with our consumption……need I say more !! 

• Coal mines for  Power 
stations 

• Oil wells &  Oil Rigs for Oil 
refineries  ………  All For 
Electricity and Transport 



and Luxuries ….. like Diamonds …. These are the 
mines where they are produced: 



For the survival of mankind … Resource use is 
unavoidable, So how do we set ethical standards …… to 

Start with ….. 
 

Humane with Respect for ‘Wild’ life 
 
 
 Environmentalists   ……… we should all be 

 
 

Animal Welfare    …………  we should all support 
 
 

Animal Rightest (Anti Resource Use) ………not rationally feasible  
      for survival on planet  
      earth  

 



ETHICAL SUSTAINABILITY 

“Natural by design” 

 

Encourage Natural process 

Keeping Wildlife Wild and the Place wild 

Humane 

Responsible 

Rational 

 

 



‘Fair Chase Principles’, No ‘Canned Experiences’…… some  
examples to consider: 

 
 Off road driving needs to be carefully managed = erosion occurs if over 

done 
 Delivery & Service Vehicles  = Carbon Footprint + De-Wilding ! 
 How many tourists and human impact will De-Wild a game reserve ? 
 Hunting should be conducted according to a set rules to ensure that the 

spirit of fair chase is honoured 
 Hunting must be executed on foot with only limited artificial aid.  
 The animal must be within its natural habitat under free-roaming 

conditions and must be in a position to escape the hunter. 
 An aircraft may not be used for the location of animals …. Disturbs, De-

Wilds & Cans the experience (aircraft may be used to locate wounded animal if other ground 

based efforts have failed) 

 Limit the Possibility of wounding animal ……………………. Requires 
Competent Marksmen with the necessary Hunting skills 



 

 

 

Let’s look at a Game Reserve, and apply the  

Principles …………. 



In a Climax State there are 2 main ways of sustainably 

generating income from Wildlife that maintain the 

Wildness of both the Wildlife and the Land : 

 

      ‘TOURIST SAFARIS’  

 
In the form of: 

Photographic/ Game Viewing Safaris & 

Hunting Safaris 

 

and WE NEED BOTH  if we are going to be able to  

JUSTIFY & SUSTAIN WILDLIFE as a VIABLE LAND USE  

GOING FORWARD !! 

 

 

 



Why is hunting necessary 
in the African context ? 

1.  If you won an all paid expenses 
photographic safari to Africa where 
would you go ? 
 Over 95% of foreign tourists give 

3 destinations – Serengeti, 
Okavango and GKNP 
 

Influenced by: 
•  ease of access related to 

infrastructure such as 
international airports, tarred 
roads 

• Regional stability (safety) 
• Marketing by the TV ‘Wildlife 

Channels’ 
• The majority of Photo Tourists do 

not go to the back of beyond !! 
 

So how are the other Wildlife 
Areas in Africa going to pay the 
bills & achieve economic 
sustainability ? 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 



Why is hunting necessary in 
the African context ? 

2. Not all habitat under wildlife is 
productive enough for other sustainable 
alternatives. 
Eg. There is a productivity gradient 
(based on soils & rainfall), Decreasing 
from south to north in the areas 
adjacent to the KNP, these gradients will 
also be present in other areas 
  
• A Sustainable Photographic 

Operation has approximately 10000 
hectares of traversing.  Within this 
there needs to be the game viewing 
potential to provide a sustainable 
experience to keep the tourists 
satisfied and coming back, there also 
needs to be sufficient ground water 
to provide at least 1 000 000 litres 
per month for a 48 bed lodge, 
otherwise the land use is not 
economically and ecologically viable 
and another conservation based 
land use needs to be utilized. 

 

 

 
 



Ethics of Trophy Hunting ?? 

• Is it any less or more ethical than Golf ?... Think of 
the impacts associated with a golf course 

• Whether it’s hunting for ‘Meat’ or a ‘Trophy’ an 
animal is harvested (Dies) 

• The word Trophy is inappropriate…The ‘Trophies’ 
are actually mementos of the hunt. 

• Hunting is not a sport, it is an Activity/ Past-time 
• Value of a Cape Buffalo as ‘Meat’ = R10  000 vs 
•  Value of Cape Buffalo as a ‘Trophy’ = R300 000 
 The Real issue is whether it is done 
Sustainably and Ethically  and whether the 
Revenue generated from it is Spent Responsibly !! 



Designing Operating Protocols for Photographic 
and Hunting Operations ….. 

1. Understand what are the Economic, Ecological 
and Social impacts 

2. Maximize the positive impacts 

3. Mitigate and Manage the negative impacts to 
ensure they are Sustainably practiced 



 
How do you design a Photographic 

Operations Protocol ? 
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How do you design a Hunting 

Operations Protocol ? 
 

 
 



Growth characteristics of tusks of elephants in Kruger National Park (Whyte & Hall-Martin, unpublished)  



Both photographs are of the same Elephant , “Mandleve” 

1972 – Age 35 Years 1992 – Age 55 Years 

• In the prime of his life 
• Has not yet passed on his genetics 
• Not maximized commercial value, 

about $80 000 
• Not sustainable if removed 

• 1 year before he died, done his breeding 
and passed on his genes 

• Commercial value, about $3 000 000 
• Sustainable if removed 

 
 



Example:   Elephant Protocol 

• No elephant may be hunted from breeding herds (RSA Law) 
• Only bull elephants may be hunted (RSA Law) 
• The categories of elephant that may be hunted in are: 
  20 – 25 yrs old with a maximum tusk weight of 25 lbs per side. (Guideline 

maximum dimensions - 12 “ at lip x 2.5 feet) 
 25 – 30 yrs old with a maximum tusk weight of 30 lbs per side. (Guideline 

maximum dimensions - 13 “ at lip x 2.5 feet) 
 30 – 35 yrs old with a maximum tusk weight of 40 lbs per side (Guideline 

maximum dimensions - 14.5 “ at lip x 3 feet) 
 35 – 40 yrs old with a maximum tusk weight of 55 lbs per side (Guideline 

maximum dimensions - 16 “ at lip x 3 feet) 
• Each of these classes are assigned dimension guidelines which should aid the 

hunting outfitter/professional hunter and reserve representative to stay within 
the weight/age classes.  

• The elephant should be viewed from all sides before the final decision is 
taken. 

• It is recommended that the hunters walk elephants of the approximate class 
on permit before shooting one in order to familiarize the client and outfitter 
with behaviour and anatomy of elephant in the area. 

  



Elephant Protocol (cont.) 

• As part of the records kept the circumference of the trunk at the lip is also required for 
future assistance with tusk judgment. 

• Photos of the elephant when still  alive is recommended 

• In the hunting of the elephant, it is preferred that the client shoot for a ‘Brain Shot’ 
with his/her initial shot. By doing this it will be immediately apparent   whether the 
elephant has been wounded or not. 

• If the animal falls to the initial brain shot a further shot will be shot at all times to 
ensure that the animal is dead, either by client or PH. 

• If the animal does not immediately fall to the initial brain shot the Professional Hunter 
and Reserve representative shall both immediately put in a heart/ lung shot and then 
while the wounded elephant is still visible shall continue to fire further back-up shots, 
either lung, brain or disabling shots, as preferred. 

• Before the initial shot is taken by the client the Reserve representative shall move into 
a position (clear shooting lane) to enable a clear back-up shot. Only once the PH has 
received confirmation of this from the Reserve representative shall he advise the client 
to shoot when comfortable. 

• If a heart/ lung shot is preferred as the initial shot by the client the PH and/or the 
reserve representative will fire back-up shots. 

• Within a distance of 1 km from the KNP / Provincial or Reserve boundary a brain shot 
will be mandatory for the first shot.   

• A coup de grace shot will be done at all times to conclude the hunt. 



To ensure that Activities are conducted Responsibly, Both types 
of Safaris require Competent Guides : 

Greater Kruger ‘Reserve Hunting Representative’ Requirements:  
 
• Legally competent with the appropriate firearm (SAPS) Competency certificate.  
• The individual should have at least 5 years Professional Working Experience as a Game Ranger, 

FGASA DG Guide or Professional Hunter that includes the pursuit of Dangerous Game. 
• The Reserve Representative must have passed the “Reserve Representation for Hunting 

Course”. If the Representative has not represented a reserve on a hunt in 3 years then they are 
required to re-qualify. 

• Must have a good working knowledge of the reserve including roads, camps, boundaries and 
other infrastructure 

• It is the reserves prerogative to elect the reserve representative. 
• The reserve representative will be responsible for judging the age of the animal and will advise 

on what they believe the tusk/ horn dimensions to be . The estimated age and dimensions will 
be recorded by the Reserve Representative prior to the taking of the animal.   

• The final accountability of a selected animal lies with the Professional Hunter 
• It is the Reserve Representatives responsibility to ensure that all the necessary information of 

the hunt is recorded and filed appropriately. The records shall include the permit, the category 
of the animal to be hunted, good photographic evidence to be able to assist with judgement 
and assessment of the animals age and horn/ tusk judgement, as well as aiding better decision 
making going forward. An example of this record is available for inspection. This report must be 
concluded within 30 days of the hunt taking place. 

• The Reserve Representative shall be subject to corrective measures in the case of repeated 
errors in application of the protocol.  



Professional Field Guide Requirements: - Photographic 

 The Appropriate Legal Guiding Qualifications, such as Sasseta/ FGASA, First Aid, 
PDP must be in place 

 Legally competent with the appropriate SAPS Firearm Competency certificate.  

 On site SOP’s & Logistical training (in place, not consistent standard)  

 On site Ethical and Wildlife Management training w.r.t Impacts (in place, not 
consistent standard) 

 



Auditing of Photographic Operations ….  











Regular staff Temporary 

construction 

staff

Paying guests Comp Directors Security on 

Duty

Monthly total bed 

nights
806 5 1273 17 0 93

70.03

48

30

94.03

91.67

70%

693,000

693000

MONTH January February March April May June July August September October November December

No. days 31 28 31 30 31 30 31 31 30 31 30 31

Usage      889,000      792,000      934,000      874,000      790,000        831,000      884,000      884,000      975,000      981,000      877,000 

Allocation 716,100         646,800      716,100      693,000      716,100        693,000      716,100      716,100      693,000      716,100      693,000      716,100 

250,000

207,000

165,000

126,000

129,000

877,000

MONTH January February March April May June July August September October November December

Off road 

incidents
14 14 11 12 10 10 13 13 14 14 15

No. of drives 434 400 440 398 400 420 442 434 425 440 447

Incidents / 

drive
0.03 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 #DIV/0!

 

0 m3

Nov-18

Guest occupancy, excluding compl.

Average Per Night Per Month

MONTHLY SUMMARY FOR THE MONTH OF

OVERNIGHT

Mluwati Concession 

1. OCCUPANCY

DAY
Staff coming in with Taxi

996

Total allocation

Consumption

4. ROAD MAINTENANCE

3. OFF ROAD DRIVING

Total consumption

Imbali Safari Lodge

Hamiltons Tented Camp

Hoyo Hoyo Safari Lodge

Laundry

Imbali staff village

No road maintenance carried out during this period. 

Approximate gravel extracted during the month:

Property allocation

No of guest beds

Days in the month

Allocations

2. WATER USAGE

Guest occupancy, including compl.

Percentage International guests



Nov-18 was litres.

Nov-18 was litres.

Nov-18 was x 48kg

 

Rainfall Date tested Prof cert. Permit Exp. Date

Min Max mm Gregg Beherns

January 15 40 30

February 18 36 115

March 17 40 147

April 13 36 16

May 12 33 37

June 14 32 0,5

July 3 33 0

August 8 35 2.5

September 12 44 0

October 12 38 18.5 Fgasa 1, NQF 2, Deat, First Aid, ARH

November 19 42 35  

December

Total 382.5

There was a report at the beginning of November of an elephant with a right front leg injury hanging around close to Hoyo Hoyo camp. He stayed around for a few days and then left again and has not been seen 

again. This was reported.

9. Incidents

8. Empowerment

  Casual Wages R 13 204.00      Refuse Removal  R 10 450.00         Fire Wood  R 5 400.00         Staff Transport   R 73 847.05      Local produce R 00.00          Total  Empowerment for October 2018 - R 102 901.05

0PETROL consumption for period  

5. FUEL CONSUMPTION

NameTemperature 

Andrew Malapane 

Tylan Neville

Suiteboy Nyathi

Victor Nkosi

Wesley Lovell

Edward Sales

Nicholas Machavi

Themba Mabunda

Kyle da Costa

9,379

Darryl Sheedy

6. WEATHER 7. GUIDES

Fgasa 1, Deat,PDP, First Aid 1.

Fgasa 1, Deat, PDP, First Aid 1, Back up Trails, Tracker Level 2

Fgasa 1, Deat, PDP, First Aid 1, Lead Trails, THETA, ARH,VPDA, KNP

NQF 2, Fgasa 1, Deat, PDP,  First Aid 1,KNP

Fgasa 1, PDP, First Aid 1, DEAT, VPDA, Back up trails

Fgasa 1, PDP, First Aid 1, DEAT, Regional Bird Guide

NQF 2, PDP, First Aid 1, Deat, VPDA, KNP, back up trails

NQF 2, Fgasa 1, Deat, PDP,  First Aid 1

DIESEL consumption for period  

Fgasa 2, Deat, PDP, First Aid 2, Back up Trails, Marine Guide

Fgasa 1, PDP, First Aid 1, DEAT, ARH, VPDA, B/U Trails

Comments

12 x 48 kg & 0 x 9 kgLP gas consumption for period







Empowerment Report: 

• Submit Monthly financial contribution 
towards local community empowerment i.e. 
Staff wages and Revenue generating Initiatives 
in local community 

 

 



Auditing of Hunting Operations …. 
Report on Revenue Generated and 

spent from hunting: 

• Report of Revenue generated from Hunting 
and where it has been is spent – wildlife 
management, counter poaching, social 
initiatives and community benefit.   

• Presented annually upon application for 
coming seasons Hunting Quota 



Offtake Report: 
Elephant Examples 

 



Elephant30 pounds 20-30 years 2017-2018

AMOUNT SPECIES
DATE HUNT 

CONCLUDED

HORN/ TUSK 

MEASUREMENT
JAW AGE

RESERVE 

REPRESENTATIVE 

ACCOMPANYING HUNT

OUTFITTER
PROVINCIAL HUNTING 

PERMIT NUMBER

COMPLIANCE 

WITH 

PROTOCOL

1 Elephant 06/07/2017
L13''X18'' - 19 lbs 

R13''X39" - 26 lbs
23 Joe Soap X Safaris 13920 yes

1 Elephant 09/07/2017
L13.5''X36'' - 35.5 Lbs 

R13.5''X30'' - 33 Lbs
32 John X Y Safaris 14154 no

2 Percentage compliance: 50%

Elephant40 pounds 30-40 years 2017-2018

AMOUNT SPECIES
DATE HUNT 

CONCLUDED

HORN/ TUSK 

MEASUREMENT
JAW AGE

RESERVE 

REPRESENTATIVE 

ACCOMPANYING HUNT

OUTFITTER
PROVINCIAL HUNTING 

PERMIT NUMBER

COMPLIANCE 

WITH 

PROTOCOL

1 Elephant 13/06/2017
L14.5''x35'' R14''x39'' -

37 & 37lbs
39 Joe Soap X Safaris 13911 yes

1 Elephant 16/06/2017
L14''X36''  R14.25'' 

X33'' - 34 & 31 lbs
30 John X X Safaris 13910 yes

2 Percentage compliance: 100%

An example of the Elephant  Offtakes Report: 



Lion Examples…. 



Adult male lion, recommended minimum of 8 years old for Pride Male and 6 years old for other

AMOUNT SPECIES
DATE HUNT 

CONCLUDED
SKULL SCORE AGE OUTFITTER

RESERVE 

REPRESENTATIVE 

ACCOMPANYING HUNT

CITES TAG NUMBER
PROVINCIAL HUNTING 

PERMIT NUMBER

COMPLIANCE 

WITH 

PROTOCOL

1 Lion 2017/010/12 25 1/2" 08-Sep John Soap Joe Soap X45634 102789 Y

1 Percentage compliance: 100

 

 

 



Maintaining the Reserve Representative Register and 
Record of training interventions 

 Greater Kruger Reserve Representative Training

Name of Representative Theory Practical Shooting Reserve

Name …… √ × × Privateer

Name …… √ √ √ Balule

Name …… √ × × Timbavati

Name …… √ √ √ Klaserie

Name …… √ √ × Privateer

Name …… √ √ √ Klaserie

Name …… √ × √ Klaserie

Name …… √ √ √ Klaserie

Name …… √ √ √ Balule

Name …… √ √ √ Privateer

Name …… √ √ √ Umbabat

Name …… √ √ √ Klaserie

Name …… √ √ √ Privateer

Name …… √ √ √ Balule

Name …… √ × √ Balule

Name …… √ √ √ Balule

Name …… √ × √ Balule

Name …… √ √ √ Balule

Name …… √ × × Balule

Name …… √ √ × Balule

Name …… √ × × Balule

Name …… √ √ √ Balule

Name …… √ √ × Balule

Name …… × √ × Balule

Name …… × × × Balule

Name …… × √ × Balule

Name …… √ × √ Klaserie

Name …… √ × √ Timbavati

Name …… × × √ Privateer

Name …… × √ √ Privateer



For hunting what 
does this translate to : 

If we combine the economics and what's 
environmentally sustainably then you can 
generate approximately - 
 
• 15 000 $ in 12 years from a Trophy 

Buffalo 
• 80 000 $ - 3 Million $ in 50 years from a 

Trophy Elephant 
• 100 000 $ in 7 years from a Trophy Free 

Ranging Wild Lion 
 



So lets put a Hot Topic in South Africa to the test - The Intensive “Wildlife Breeding 
Industry” , especially  the colour variant breeding, using the 3 Conservation 
Principles:  
1. Sustainable Offtake  
2. Ethical      …………………….  
• Not Natural by design and is playing God with nature.  
• Intentionally breeding for characteristics that did not add to, or enhance a 

species chances of survival in a natural and wild environment. Not  allowing for 
the selection of  fittest genes to breed.  

• To facilitate it, the individual animals need to be darted and manipulated to the 
extent that the meat is often so contaminated with various drugs that it is not 
fit for consumption after the animal is finally harvested.  

3. Economic Sustainability ………….. 
• What are these variants bred for  ? Canned shooting , its not hunting as it does 

not subscribe to the Sustainable principles of Fair Chase. Yes it generates 
revenue, but will that be sustainable ? Short term Yes, but long term 
No………because the experience is not sustainable. 

…………….  What about the intensive breeding of Buffalo, Sable, Nyala etc. ??? This 
can be justified if one accepts that South Africa’s wildlife estate is in a state of 
rehabilitation. So for this purpose we can justify it if the animals are Re-Wilded.  
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INTERNATIONAL WILDLIFE CONSERVATION COUNCIL MEETING 
DFW Airport Marriott South 
4151 Centreport Dr 
Fort Worth, Texas 

MARCH 14 – 15, 2019 
Committee Members Andrea Travnicek U.S. Department of the Interior 

(ex-officio)   

Bill Brewster  Former U.S. Congressman from 
Oklahoma  

Jon Harrison U.S. Department of State             
(ex-officio)   

Jenifer Chatfield Congressional Science Fellow & 
ACZM board certified Doctor of 
Veterinary Medicine 

Rowena Watson U.S. Department of State   
                                     (ex-officio)  

Paul Babaz President of Safari Club 
International 

Members on the Phone 

Chris Hudson           President of Chris C. Hudson, P.C. Ivan Carter Founder of the Ivan Carter 
Wildlife Conservation Alliance 

John Jackson President of Conservation Force Peter Horn II            Author and Outfitter 

Keith Mark Host of MacMillian River 
Adventures   Denise Welker       Sport Hunter 

PROCESS SUPPORT 
Eric Alvarez, Designated Federal Officer,  Assistant Director — International Affairs, USFWS 

Cade London, Policy Advisor to the Assistant Director for International Affairs, USFWS 

Emma Gorenberg, AAAS fellow, International Affairs, USFWS 

MEETING PURPOSE 
For the International Wildlife Conservation Council to hear presentations on species and habitats affected 
by poaching and other conservation barriers in order to initiate discussions on developing 
recommendations.  

MEETING OBJECTIVES 
• To manage administative matters in a public forum  
• To hear from experts from around the U.S. and abroad regarding challenges to species 

conservation abroad.  
• To receive input from the public at large regarding wildlife trafficking and poaching activities and 

enforcement  

SUMMARY DISCLAIMER: 
While language was incorporated from many of the commenter’s statements in this document, this 
language was used to summarize points, and is not to be considered verbatim dicta, unless otherwise 
indicated.  
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WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 
 

- Mr. Brewster called the council to order and allowed for introductions. 
- The Council moved to adopt the meeting agenda. 
- Council members introduced themselves to the public at the Chair’s request.  
- The Council noted DOI is in the process of appointing two new members to the Council. 
- The Chair summarized the scope of the two previous Council meetings and noted that 

he and the Council were looking forward to the presenters ahead.  

PRESENTATIONS: 
 
Presentation: Richard Sowry - South Africa National Parks. Responsible Conservation 
Based Resource Use in Protected Wildlife Areas 
 

- Original IUCN definition of conservation - “wise sustainable use” 
- 3 key principles on a sustainable conservation model 

- Economic sustainability - livelihoods 
- Africa has broad economic diversity 

- Ecological sustainability - offtake or use 
- Social sustainability - ethical, responsible, aligns with rational society’s 

norms and standards 
- Question from Council - are these in balance at Kruger? Mr. Sowry responded 

that this is the intent. 
 

- Economic sustainability 
- Needs to cover the expenses of the wildlife management (roads, fences, counter-

poaching) 
- Provide livelihoods and benefits for mankind to justify “land use as wildlife” 

- Without this have increase in poaching/bushmeat hunting 
- Needs a sustainable experience, otherwise tourists get bored 

- Humans lose interest in artificial/canned experience 
- Need to balance resource use by considering other land uses in the area  

- Discuss the offtake of key species such as lion in a multi-land use system 
to ensure that the right animal is harvested 
 

- Ecological sustainability 
- Must be sustainable in both offtake or use of the resource 

- Involves the numbers of people required by the activity to generate 
sufficient income/benefit to maintain economic sustainability 

- Aspects to consider 
- Water consumption (e.g. by lodges) 
- Waste 
- Soil 



 3 

- Manipulation to provide a game product (artificial water holes and bush 
clearing to attract game) 

- Vegetation 
- Wildlife consumption 

- Ecological conservation priorities (in order) 
- Soil and groundwater 
- Plant communities 
- Animal communities 

 
- Ethical sustainability 

- Activities and practices need to align with a rational society’s norms and values 
- Gave example of water use (dams and their impact, boreholes and extraction of 

groundwater) 
- Example of food - effects of crops/fruit production, meat production 

- Ecologically speaking we cannot afford to all be vegetarians due to 
modern cropping as “a state of erosion” 

- We need hooved animals on the land - when properly managed it’s what 
keeps rangelands of the world sustainable and productive 

- Power and fuel - effects of coal mines and oil 
- Luxuries - diamonds and the minds where they are produced; rhino horn 

 
- For the survival of mankind - resource use is unavoidable - how to set ethical standards? 

- Humans must have respect for wildlife 
- We should all be environmentalists and care about animal welfare 
- Prefers not to use “animal rights-ist,” prefers “anti-resource use” 

 
- How do we responsibly ensure fair chase principles 

- Manage off-road driving 
- Manage delivery and service vehicles 
- How many tourists to allow 
- Hunting should be conducted according to a set of rules and executed on foot 
- No aircraft unless looking for wounded animals, reduce wounding 
- Animal in natural habitat 

 
- In a climax state of development there are two main ways of sustainably generating 

income from wildlife that maintain the wildness of both the wildlife and the land 
 

- Photographic/game viewing and hunting safaris 
- We need both if we are going to be able to justify and sustain wildlife as a viable 

land use going forward 
- Richard noted that the assumption that if you ban hunting it will be replaced by 

photographic safaris is incorrect 
 

- Why is hunting necessary in the African context? 
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- Over 95% of foreign tourists want to go to Serengeti, Okavango, GKNP 
- Related to ease of access, regional stability, and marketing 

- How to other areas sustain their wildlife? 
- Not all habitat is productive enough for other alternatives 

- In South Africa - productivity decreases as you go farther north, and 
phototourism models are replaced with pure hunting model or both 

- Stated that if you stop hunting it increases human-wildlife conflict; if communities 
receive no gain from elephants in region, they no longer tolerate elephants in the 
area 
 

- Ethics of trophy hunting  
- Is it any less or more ethical than golf when you consider the resource use of 

watering a golf course and the other environmental expenses therein? 
- Whether it’s hunting for meat or a trophy, an animal is harvested 
- The word trophy is inappropriate - the trophies are actually mementos of the hunt 
- Hunting is not a sport, it is an activity/past-time 
- Cape buffalo has 30x the value as a trophy vs. meat 
- Issue is whether it is done sustainably and ethically and whether the revenue 

generated from it is spent responsibly. 
 

- Designing operating protocols 
- Understand the economic, ecological, and social impacts 
- Maximize positive and manage negative aspects 

 
- How to design a functional operation protocol 

- Ngala private game reserve 
- Gave example of photographs of 35 vs. 55 year-old elephant - older animal can 

be sustainably removed 
- Protocol - no elephants hunted from breeding grounds, older animals, animals 

divided into classes due to tusk weight and age, offtakes generated for different 
classes 

- Also pertains to experience of the hunt 
- Includes photographic guides  
- Have an empowerment report, report on revenue generated/spent from hunting, 

offtake report 
- Question from Council: who pays for personnel? - Mr. Sowry said that the park 

pays - built into cost of hunt 
- What does this mean? 

- 15K USD in 12 years from a trophy buffalo 
- 80K - 3m USD in 50 years from a trophy elephant 
- 100K USD in 7 years from a trophy free ranging wild lion 

 
- Discussed intensive breeding industry of lions (i.e. canned hunts) 

- Questionable ethics and economic sustainability 
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- Not natural by design, not fair chase, etc. 
- Does not view it as sustainable and is opposed to it.  
- Could justify buffalo, other species 

 
Presentation - Kurt Alt, Wild Sheep Foundation, Central Asia Conservation Initiatives. 
Summary of Projects in Kazakhstan and Sustainable Use 
 

- Wild Sheep Foundation’s Current Activities 
- Working with IUCN species survival commission caprinae specialist group 
- Working to build in-country ownership and political will of stakeholders 
- Establishing wild sheep and wild goat population monitoring 
- Encouraging science-based sustainable legal harvest expectations 
- Monitoring seasonal habitat use and population movement patterns 
- Supporting the development of habitat conservation management and 

enhancement strategies 
- Disease monitoring of wild sheep and goats 
- Genetic monitoring of wild sheep and goats 
- Helping support the development of country-specific and species-specific 

conservation management fees 
 

- Projects are short duration manager-to-manager exchanges 
 

- As populations increase, Wild Sheep Foundation advocates for sustainable harvest 
opportunities and international trade (CITES) with focus on US, EU, and Central Asia 

 
- The organization supports legal citizen hunting where countries are looking for it 

 
- Presenters at the 7th World Mountain Ungulate Conference 

- Bozeman, Montana 
- Session on policies, laws, and CITES 

 
- Kazakhstan Conservation Program Update 

- 5 subspecies of wild sheep in Kazakhstan 
- MOU with WSF, SCIF, and Kazakh tourism 
- Under CACI umbrella - project with biological justification for 3 argali  - looking at 

potential for sustainable harvest 
- 6 TV programs about conservation and sustainable use in Kazakhstan 

 
- 2019 Field Reviews and Key Meetings 

- May - field reviews/ministry meetings 
- September - Bishkek IUCN Sustainable Use and Livelihoods Specialist Group 

 
- On the ground actions - ground surveys in 3 geographic areas, November 2018 

- Hands-on necropsy training - instructional video and translated to Russian 



 6 

- Formation of Kazakhstan Wildlife Foundation at the end of March 2019 
- Map of populations and permit distribution - end of March 2019 

- No more than 2.5% harvest on any population 
- Repeat of fall Survey 

 
- What makes projects work on the ground — people need to be involved: 

- Organizations must be co-managers with locals  
- Meaningful with sense of ownership 
- Respects the political will of local populace  
- Resources must be self-sustaining and economically viable 
- People need to have access to their resources 

 

PANEL DISCUSSION (Q &A): 
 

- Question: with respect to profit/loss, does Kruger operate at profit/loss? Other areas? 
- Kruger has 2m hectares, but 6m hectares is wildlife land - 4m hectares needs to 

be able to generate revenue (hunting or photographic) - and is generally hunting 
because photographers prefer to be in Kruger. 

- Kruger runs on a profit - photographic 
- Next to Kruger is photographic/hunting zones 
- Areas in Mozambique that are photographic and operate at a loss however 
- Economically developed countries can maintain a National Park; but other less 

developed areas must have value with balanced revenue to maintain these 
areas.  
 

- Question: do photo safaris occur in Kazakhstan? 
- There are initiatives in Tajikistan, but would not occur in Kazakhstan because 

does not have a prominent tourism sector in the same way 
 

- With regards to the estimate of 100K for 7 years for a lion and other monetary values of 
wildlife species - can this be explained? 

- 7 year-old lion in reserve adjacent was sold in a hunt for 100K 
- It’s also important to consider the lion’s whole life - generating revenue from 

photographic safaris as well 
- The Council noted examples in Tanzania where 20 hunters go after 1 lion and 

each pay fee, generating 2 million dollars for 1 lion 
 

- To what extent is animal predation a problem in Kazakhstan and Tajikistan? 
- Mr. Alt wrote a predatory-prey manual written with species specialists 
- There is predation from snow leopards, sometimes wolves, wild dogs, bears, 

Eurasian lynx – but it’s is a pretty small amount 
- Mr. Alt noted that the countries harvests wolves on a regular basis 
- Habitat enhancement could be very beneficial with expanding populations 
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- The Council commented that Mr. Sowry does not like the term trophy, but difficult to talk 
about without using another term. There is a need to define what trophy means amongst 
ourselves and the populace, a new term needs to reflect that it is an animal past its 
prime. How can this be explained to the public?  

- PR programs are necessary 
 

- Question: What would occur if FWS would ban trophy imports on wild sheep or if there 
were increased CITES limitations on argali? 

- Mr. Alt responded that there would be no program in Kazakhstan if this occurred 
- He notes that agriculture has huge impact on landscape - if you can’t create 

programs with cultural interest in conservation, they won’t be successful. Without 
financial gains, they have nothing to offer agriculture industry in terms of 
incentives 

- Comment from Mr. Sowry - in South Africa if hunting is banned, there would be 
cuts in anti-poaching efforts. 
 

- Comment from Council that there is a perception that hunting is counter-intuitive to 
conservation. However, the Council commented that Wild Sheep Foundation is 
responsible for the survival of wild sheep in America, and hunting communities are 
responsible for survival of elephant and rhino in Africa 

- Kurt Alt noted that sustainable use/hunting is the way to pay for conservation, 
and there is no other way to create revenue for conservation of sheep and other 
species 

- WSF is a science-based conservation organization that supports the role of 
hunting 

- The Council also noted that Ducks Unlimited has saved wetlands through 
hunting-based revenues with the duck stamp program.  
 

- Question from Dr. Watson: the State Dept and USAID have worked with government of 
Kazakhstan regarding snow leopards, has WSF had interactions with this issue? 
 

- Kurt Alt noted that what’s good for argali sheep is good for snow leopards, and 
growing populations of argali sheep achieved through hunting supports snow 
leopard populations. 

- Africa analogy - species like snow leopards are viewed negatively due to conflict, 
similar to lion and conflict with game rancher, how can models be changed to 
give value to these species. 

- Kurt Alt noted that communities in Central Asia have different kind of access to 
wildlife, and they want legal access because they like to eat these species of 
argali 
 

- Question about whether situation is changing due to pending closure of 
Kyrgyzstan 

- WSF hoping that will not close 
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- Mr. Alt’s understanding is that other issues may lead to a closure of 
Marco Polo sheep hunts, but the issue isn’t about population numbers  
 

- Question: what is the impact of US and EU import bans? 
- Mr. Sowry: In South Africa, it’s the wildlife that suffers because of bans. 

However, he does believe that can gets the hunters to “clean up their 
act”, but that it’s bad policy.  

- Mr. Alt: If there is a serious biological issue that demanded a closure, he 
doesn’t think that anyone in the sport hunting community would not 
support a ban, but thinks that these decisions are driven by social issues 
and norms instead of sound science.  

- Example of desert bighorn sheep in Mexico are Appendix II, even 
though the situation is similar to US 

- The Council noted that some countries do not want to downlist 
because of economic reasons, which takes away the biological 
need that CITES should be address 
 

- Question: If you take Kruger as an example, how many conservation initiatives 
come close to this? 

- Mr. Sowry: The scale of the research, standing, and professionalism is 
not repeated at any other national park in Africa.  
 

- Question: Kenya stopped hunting 40 years ago and only do photography, how 
much more wildlife do they have now? 

- Only two countries where wildlife numbers have increased: South Africa 
and Namibia – the common denominator to both countries is that you can 
own wildlife. 

PRESENTATIONS CONTINUED: 
 

- Presentation - Hannah Downey, Property and Environment Research Center. A 
Free Market Approach Conservation in Africa 
 

- Overview of challenges on the African continent 
- Rapid economic growth - how does wildlife become a sound investment? 
- International influence: China is largest trade partner with investment in pipelines, 

rail lines, ports, and infrastructure with lack of concern for wildlife 
- Guinea – estimated that flooding could impact up to 1000 chimpanzees 

- How can development link successfully with conservation? 
- In the United States, what should we do in contrast to how China is exploiting the 

African continent? 
- Putting a dollar value on wildlife 
- Gives people some choice between conserving habitat or not 
- Funding for community projects often come from hunting funds 



 9 

 
- Where wildlife and development can go hand in hand - the U.S. is in a position to 

make wildlife an asset valued domestically and internationally.  
 

- Import bans impact the ability of people on the ground to monetize their wildlife 
- As a result, lands/waters get used for other purposes (e.g. electrical 

power, grazing, etc.). The loss of wildlife income goes to other interests. 
Absent a strong incentive to protect wildlife, poaching moves in. 
  

- PERC recommends the Council update the US Strategy to Combat Wildlife 
Trafficking 

- Remove language that identifies limiting elephant trophy imports as 
necessary for combating wildlife trafficking 

- Update the strategy recognize rural communities as a choke point in 
wildlife trafficking supply chains 

- Update the strategy to recognize international hunting as a tool for 
conservation 

- Explicitly recognize the value of market-based approaches to wildlife 
conservation 

- Right now strategy is more tied to law enforcement etc. 
 

- PERC recommends improvements to the ESA 
- Improve the Endangered Species Act to streamline the permitting process 

for trophy imports 
- Potential Option: when a trophy is exported under a range nation’s CITES 

quota, US permits should be given to the importer on a “shall issue” 
basis, unless compelling evidence shows the trophy was acquired 
illegally. 

 
- Presentation: Cory Mason - Dallas Safari Club. Conservation Through Hunting 

 
- Dallas Safari Club Mission: to ensure the conservation of wildlife management 

through public engagement, education, and advocacy for well-regulated hunting 
and sustainable use (comprised of 6.5K members) 
 

- DSC Foundation is the charitable arm of DSC that provides the majority of 
conservation gains 

 
- The DSC Frontline Foundation was created to provide financial assistance to 

provide financial assistance, eligible guides, professional hunters, anti-poaching 
staff, and game rangers who are seriously injured in the course of providing their 
professional services 
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- DSC has a conservation advisory board providing subject matter expertise with 
both regional and global perspectives on needed research, program 
development, and advocacy. 

 
- DSC became a member of IUCN in 2015 
 
- North American model - recovered numerous wildlife species from near 

extinction - wildlife managed using science 
- Pittman-Robertson allocation to States - 86% of operating budgets come 

from hunter’s dollars 
- Texas parks and wildlife - 37 million dollars came from P-R, 57 million 

from selling hunting licenses; 94 million from hunting 
- Pollinator management, soil management - gets scientists on the ground 

to do conservation work 
- Wildlife should be managed using sound science 

 
- IUCN notes that “in many parts of the world indigenous and local communities 

have chosen to use trophy hunting as a strategy for conservation of their wildlife 
and to improve sustainable livelihoods” 

- Stressed importance of choice for communities to use their wildlife.  
 

- Greatest challenges with African continent 
- Habitat loss - human population growth 
- Bushmeat 
- Poaching 
- Politics and Western Influence - emotion over science 
- Population growth and urban sprawl 
 

- Habitat loss  
- Commercial and subsistence farming 
- Commercial mining and unregulated logging 

 
- Habitat conversion – absent hunting concessions, there’s a risk of habitat 

replacement by cattle and/or agriculture 
 

- Bushmeat and poaching 
- Bushmeat - varies from the individual trying to feed family to commercial 

bushmeat crisis 
- Organized poaching syndicates target and threaten pangolins, elephants, 

rhinos, and other species 
- Less wildlife habitat means more human - wildlife conflict 

 
- Politics and Western Influence 
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- Social media driving uninformed messages - iconic African species 
targeted 

- Media not objectively reporting (language like to “hunt down” or “to kill” an 
animal) 

- Feeling that wildlife policies are increasingly driven by politics, not science 
 

- Case study of Zimbabwe elephants 
- Zimbabwe elephant herd of 83K with a carrying capacity of 35K  
- Over capacity of elephants led to habitat destruction 
- In 2014 USA stopped elephant import from Zimbabwe resulting in a loss 

of key revenue to both safari operators and Zimbabwe National Parks 
used to fight anti-poaching 

- Safari operators and Zimbabwe National Parks continue to face financial 
issues as a result of difficulty exporting trophies. As such, Elephant 
poaching and habitat loss continues 
 

- Example of the closure of a Tanzanian safari company 
- If the past three years, a safari company in Tanzania has raised 2.4 

million for anti-poaching which has vanished with its closure 
- Loss of funding means that park staff cannot be paid 
- Donated safaris raised money for lion research, but other initiatives have 

since stopped 
 

- Impacts of hunting on local communities 
- Hunting in Africa directly generates over $300 million 
- Hunting in South Africa alone generates $130 million 
- Average in-country spending is $26,000 
- Safari operators in Tanzania able to support anti-poaching and local 

communities project $9.8 million in donations and support 
- Over 285,000 pounds of game meat distributed last year in Zimbabwe 

 
- Benefits to rural communities 

- Employment (camp staff, trackers, skinners, game scouts, etc) 
- Infrastructure development (schools, medical clinics, etc) 
- Water 
- Protein 

 
- Photo tourism and hunting 

- Both industries provide economic benefits and conservation value wildlife 
- Photo safaris primarily take place in NPS 

- High density of game populations 
- Well developed road systems, infrastructure, and water sources 
- Luxury camps 

- Hunting safaris take place in remote areas 
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- Low density of game populations 
- Very little infrastructure 
- Economic incentives to rural Africans 

 
- DSC foundation provides grants to fund critical wildlife research needs and 

conservation initiatives: 
- DSCF continues to support Zambezi Delta Safaris to help fund the anti-

poaching patrol over the Zambezi Delta. Chairman Brewster noted that 24 
lions have been moved into Zambezi successfully with hunting dollars.  

- DSCF continues to support the Dande anti-poaching unit in Zimbabwe 
and provides funds to Old Nyika Safaris in support of anti-poaching 
patrols etc. in Tanzania 

- Hunters are providing the lion’s share of funding for these anti-poaching 
initiatives 

 
- Ivan Carter Wildlife Conservation Alliance-Giraffe conservation is focused on 

expanding giraffe populations 
- 8 giraffe captured to create satellite population 
- First release of West African giraffe to establish a new population 

 
- Reducing human:wildlife conflict 

- DSC foundation provides grants to provide education to locals regarding 
wildlife conservation 

- Southern African Wildlife College: DSCFs grant to SWAC continues long 
standing support for the training program targeted at individuals from 
historically disadvantaged communities 
 

- Example of Pakistan allowing hunting of Markhor 
- Downlisting in IUCN is proof of success 
- Downlisting allowed legal import 
- DSC thinks this is an example of conservation success through hunting 

that’s not being appropriately covered by U.S. media.  
 
Presentation: Peyton West - Frankfurt Zoological Society. Biodiversity loss and the 
importance of buffer zones in Africa 
 

- Biggest threat facing conservation is lack of land and what is happening with hunting 
blocks 

- 100+ hunting blocks have been abandoned 
 

- Frankfurt Zoological Society (FZS) Operations 
- Prioritizes biodiversity and wildness: 50+ projects in Serengeti, in Zambia for 30+ 

there. FTZ focuses on protecting areas for the long-term 
- Prioritizes reduce human-wildlife conflict 
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- Focused on long-term practical relationship with the government and on-the-
ground engagement in protected areas 

 
- Biggest threat to biodiversity is habitat loss 

- Protected areas are the “cornerstone of biodiversity conservation” 
- There’ve been significant decreases in elephant range, even in some protected 

areas. 
- Citrus agriculture, livestock, bushmeat poaching, and tourism are all threats 
- As Richard noted in his presentation, photo tourism impacts the environment as 

well.  
 

- Buffer zones: a gradient of protection around the core site 
- These zones are essential to the protection of a national park 
- National park is part of a greater system of protected areas, and many are 

buffered by hunting concessions.  
 

- FZS is concerns with making it feasible for people and governments to keep the land for 
conservation 
 

- Serengeti National Park, Tanzania 
- FZS has a technical advisory role with TANAPA 
- The Serengeti National Park is a part of a much larger ecosystem, buffered by a 

number of conservation areas. 
- Driven by migration of 1m+ animals 

 
- Maswa Example: 

- Adjacent to most important rhino populations - growing and live on the edge of 
the park 

- With $2 million people living around the Serengeti, there’s a critical need for 
functional buffer zones 

- Excellent conservation on the ground in the Southern part of Maswa - law 
enforcement, community engagement, wildlife is safe 

- However, the Northern part of Maswa has illegal burning of charcoal, cattle, and 
erosion inside of the reserve. There’s little anti-poaching and TANAPA has no 
communication with the concession holder there 

- Rhinos moving into this northern area are high risk of poaching 
- Hunters abandoning their blocks, and president has just issued an order that 

wildlife authorities examine each protected area in the country to see if they still 
contribute to conservation, and if not, recommended that they be given back to 
the communities for agriculture and other uses 

- Converting concessions into national parks isn’t a perfect answer either. Five 
game reserves officially transformed into national parks. However, these national 
park designations don’t necessarily come with funding, and often result in less 
protection than they had previously.  
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- Zambia Example: 

- North Langwa National Park 
- Only black rhino population in Zambia 
- Significant anti-poaching successes 
- Work closely with the authorities and have input into management decisions 
- Operational area extends into the hunting areas 
- Strong working relationship and able to coordinate work with authorities 
- Communities have the ability to change the land use if they want to - if hunting 

communities not in adherence, community may decide they don’t want them 
there anymore 

- Where coordination is good - low poaching, lots of animals, communities happy 
- When it’s not, the opposite happens 
- One of the communities barred the hunting community because they didn’t feel 

that they were benefiting 
- There is a land grab going on in the area where people are pretending to be 

hunting and bidding on the blocks, but actually are extractive industries 
 

- Zimbabwe Example:  
- Gonarezhou National Park 
- Massive elephant population - 12K elephants in a park that is 52,000 km 
- Part of the transboundary engagement connecting to Kruger etc. 
- Surrounded by community land, much of which is used for hunting 
- Gonarezhou has a negative feedback loop problem - too many elephants - 

beyond carrying capacity 
- Elephants needs buffer zones, but they aren’t using the buffer zones 

because they know they’re used for hunting.  
- To hunt elephants, you have to be close to the park - peripheral hunting 
- Elephants are even less likely to go to the periphery 

- The National Park is looking ways to create elephant corridors to help spread the 
elephants out 

- Inside park, facing resource depletion and competition 
- Outside park, facing hunters on the periphery 

- Because communities aren’t benefiting, they are less tolerant of elephants and 
want to put up fencing 

- A fence would damage entire ecosystem and there is no hunting – a 
lose/lose situation 

- Independent of the trophy ban in 2014 – a park ranger hasn’t been hired 
in 12 years, only rangers in park are employed by ZSL 
 

- With these case studies in mind, moving forward: 
 

- It doesn’t benefit wildlife to put a blanket ban on wildlife hunting. Punishing those 
doing conservation well in order to penalize those doing it poorly is bad policy.  
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- Almost all of the areas around national parks are hunting concessions 
- Even if hunting concessions were turned into photo tourism blocks, the impacts 

of photo-tourism may cause same challenges as hunting concessions in terms of 
wildlife movement 

- Protected areas work 
 

- Governments need to recognize that it is not reasonable to expect wildlife to pay for 
itself, they need to be willing to step in 
 

- As hard as it may be to accept, locals are willing to poison their wildlife if they view them 
as threats (e.g. lions) 

 
- Most protected areas are underfunded 

- American government, global philanthropists and German government need 
continue support 

 

PANEL DISCUSSION (Q &A): 
 

- Question: In Omo valley in Ethiopia, landscapes threatened by Chinese roads, what kind 
of consensus is there to protect what’s left and how do you sell it? 

- Ms. Downey: outside groups and governments should have a stake in 
other resources to come into play; for example states giving rangers 
money for damage done by wolves 
 

- Question: In areas where elephants are beyond carrying capacity, we have de facto 
strategy of overpopulation. Is starving animals to death an ethically humane way to 
manage this? 

- Ms. West: possibility for cycling in ecosystem, but highly unlikely. She 
feels like biggest concern is opening corridors to allow for elephant 
movement 

- Question: Is there funding and policy initiatives to open corridors? 
- Ms. West: there’s a significant need for funders and private investors. If 

we connect to two adjacent PAs in Mozambique, that would make a huge 
improvement. To her knowledge Mozambique is very open to this. 
 

- Question: With regards to habitat degradation - how do we handle the habitat situations 
other than encourage governments to set up reserves? How do we work with 
governments to support wildlife conservation?  

- Ms. West: It’s important to prioritize where resources will go in wildlife 
conservation – focus on where you can have the most impact and drive 
resources to those needs first.  

- Question - What is status of elephant population in Selous? 
- Ms. West: No increase in elephants in Selous 
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- Question what feedback are getting with market-based approach, etc, what 
groups approached 

- Ms. Downey: Catherine Semser is lead - working with various hunting 
groups on the ground in Africa, she will follow-up for the Council with this 
information [THIS INFORMATION IS NOW ON THE COUNCIL’S 
WEBSITE] 

 

- The day concluded with public comment.  

 

DAY 2: 
 

- The council began the day with subcommittee meetings, a summary of which is 
available on the council’s website at www.fws.gov/iwcc 
 

- Upon returning to full committee, the Council noted the need for more technical speakers 
from FWS International Affairs to explain the details of their programs and permitting to 
the Council.  

- The Council noted that as before, these presentations were important demonstrations of 
organizations working in countries affected by wildlife trafficking and poaching.  
 

- While not a recommendation, the Council expressed an interest in the U.S. 
reviewing certain policies as part of a broad-based conservation policy.  

- Positive impact on preservation of habitat and local communities 
- Due to certain constraints, there are immediate, devastating impacts on 

communities 
- Decision must be made based on facts, in compliance with CITES and 

contain an accountability requirement 
 

- The Council decided to prepare a draft press release to send through the DFO to 
the Department. Andrea Travnicek noted that DOI would need to have the final 
say on what any press release looked like coming from the Department.  
 

- The chair noted that IWCC will deliver a recommendation to the Secretary of soon. He 
noted too that the Council has Solicited comments from a vast array of conservation 
groups - include all of the groups who were invited to participate 
 

- The Council expressed disappointment that many organizations whose viewpoints the 
Council values were unable to present or attend. The chair noted that he welcomes the 
perspectives of other Conservation organizations and encourages them to attend next 
time. 

 

http://www.fws.gov/iwcc
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- Keith Mark requested a motion to record all invited organizations be included in the 
official record. The Council approved the motion.  
 

- Report from Conservation Subcommittee Committee.  
- The subcommittee applauded the presenters. The committee requested 

additional materials on National Park management from Mr. Sowry and that 
these materials be made available to the Council and the public. The 
subcommittee did not have recommendations for the full committee at this time.  

 
- Report from Trafficking Subcommittee 

- The subcommittee discussed the importance of working with local organizations 
to combat trafficking and poaching. The subcommittee did not have 
recommendations for the full committee at this time.  

 
- Report from Communications Subcommittee 

- Mr. Mark submitted his statement to the Council formally  
- Chairman Brewster appreciated the formal statement and agreed that it’s 

important that the Council speak with one voice, and that it’s important members 
not speak on behalf of the Council out of session.  
 

- Report from Policy Subcommittee  
- The subcommittee requested that the Council ask FWS to investigate how often 

expired permits result in reissuance or confiscation of the trophies.  
- Motioned that the Council make the request for such information. Motion passed 

unanimously, and the Chairman requested that information regarding expiry of 
CITES permits 
 

- The Committee was adjourned after public comment.  
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Greater Kruger Hunting Protocol For Reserves where hunting takes place: Period 1st  April 
2019 to 31st March 2020 

DEFINITIONS AND ABBREVIATIONS 
 
Abbreviations 
 
APNR     Associated Private Nature Reserves 
GK    Greater Kruger  
JOC    Joint Operational Committee of the APNR, KNP, MTPA and LEDET,  
    established in terms of the 18 March 1996 Agreement, now reviewed in  
    terms of the GLTFCA-Greater Kruger Cooperative Agreement (2018) 
KNP    Kruger National Park 
LEDET Limpopo Department of Economic Development, Environment and 

Tourism 
MTPA    Mpumalanga Tourism and Parks Agency 
SCI    Safari Club International  
 
Definitions 
 
issuing authority – 

(a) in relation to a national hunting permit to hunt a nationally listed threatened or 
protected animal, has the meaning assigned to it in section 1 of the   Biodiversity Act; 
or 

(b) in relation to a provincial authorisation to hunt a provincially listed animal, means an 
authority empowered in terms of provincial legislation to issue or grant provincial 
authorisations; 

 
APNR Joint Operational Committee: a committee of reserve representatives appointed by the APNR 
Reserve(s) and the KNP Management Authority, agreeing collaboration according to “best practices” 
within the open protected area system 
 
 
LEDET is the Limpopo Department of Economic Development, Environment and Tourism 
 
MTPA is the Mpumalanga Tourism and Parks Agency 
 
“National Park” means - 
 
(a)  an area which was a park in terms of the National Parks Act, 1976 (Act No. 57 of 1976), 

immediately before the repeal of that Act by section 90(1) of this Act, and includes a park 
established in terms of an agreement between a local community and the Minister which has 
been ratified by Parliament; or 

 
(b)  an area declared or regarded as having been declared in terms of section 20 as a national park, 

and includes an area declared in terms of section 20 as part of an area referred to in  paragraph 
(a) or (b) above; 

 
professional hunter means a person who is registered or recognized as a professional hunter in terms of 
provincial legislation; 
 
hunting outfitter means any person who presents or organizes the hunting of a wild animal or an exotic 
animal for remuneration; 
 

http://search.sabinet.co.za/netlawpdf/netlaw/NATIONAL%20ENVIRONMENTAL%20MANAGEMENT%20PROTECTED%20AREAS%20ACT,%202003.htm#section90
http://search.sabinet.co.za/netlawpdf/netlaw/NATIONAL%20ENVIRONMENTAL%20MANAGEMENT%20PROTECTED%20AREAS%20ACT,%202003.htm#section20
http://search.sabinet.co.za/netlawpdf/netlaw/NATIONAL%20ENVIRONMENTAL%20MANAGEMENT%20PROTECTED%20AREAS%20ACT,%202003.htm#section20
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Greater Kruger Hunting Protocol For Reserves where hunting takes place: Period 1st  April 
2019 to 31st March 2020 

Reserve Representative means person employed by the Reserve to Represent the interests of the 
Reserve in ensuring that the Hunting  Protocol and Reserve Operational Protocols are complied with. 
 
"provincial hunting authorisation", in relation to a provincially listed animal, means – 
(a) a permit, permission, consent, license, registration or other document issued in terms of provincial 
legislation authorising a person to hunt a provincially listed animal; or  
(b) an exemption or exclusion from a provision of provincial legislation regulating or prohibiting the 
hunting of a provincially listed animal 
 
SANParks is South African National Parks  
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PREAMBLE 
 
Demands for competing land uses that are not compatible with conservation practices, make the need 
for viable conservation incentives more urgent. Well governed trophy hunting, generates critically 
needed incentives and revenue to maintain and restore wildlife as land use and to carry out 
conservation actions, including anti-poaching interventions. It can return much needed income, jobs, 
and other important economic and social benefits to local communities.    
 
Extending conservation areas through appropriate co-operative arrangements, allows for the 
maintenance of ecological patterns and processes which provide greater ecological resilience and 
promotes the long-term persistence of biodiversity and ecosystem services in the broader landscape. 
However, such an approach should be interlinked with the local socio-economic context, whilst 
recognizing that these drivers operate at a regional and international level as well.     
 
The National Environmental Management: Protected Areas Act (NEMPA Act 53 of 2003) recognizes the 
access to biological resources in protected areas for traditional, subsistence and commercial purposes:  
“to promote sustainable utilisation of protected areas for the benefit of people, in a manner that would 
preserve the ecological character of such areas.” Section 17 (h) further states that the purpose of a 
protected area is to provide for the sustainable use of natural and biological resources. Excess game, is 
such a resource and hunting a legitimate activity which is consistent with the sustainable management 
of wildlife. 
 
Wildlife economic benefits in and adjacent to National Parks are also in line with government’s 
commitment towards the development of the green economy in South Africa, recognising that natural 
resources and ecosystem services are shared between different users.   This is in line with the Buffer 
zone strategy of National Parks.  The Vision is to integrate National Parks into local landscapes for the 
benefit of those living adjacent to the parks whilst maintaining the larger system’s integrity and 
promoting environmentally sound practices.     This forms and integral part of broader multi-stakeholder 
co-operation which seeks to improve livelihoods, whilst improving the environmental estate through 
sound environmental practices and programmes.  The KNP and neighbouring Conservation areas are 
contributing jointly towards the conservation effort, having for many years shared the Vision of a large 
open ecosystem with the Greater Kruger (GK). 
 
Key guiding principles govern such integrated conservation land use approaches: ethical practices, 
maintaining the sustainability and integrity of systems, compliance with the legal framework and 
relevant protocols, transparent decision-making, accountability, and co-partnerships allowing for the fair 
and equitable distribution of benefits from the use of the natural resources.  
 
 
SECTION 1:  INTRODUCTION 
 
Certain of the Reserves do not permit hunting and do not benefit financially or otherwise from hunting 
activities and accordingly have not subscribed to this Protocol.   
 
The series of hunting protocols have been established which are adapted by those reserves and regions 
within the GK area, which hunt.  All utilisation of the natural resource are governed by the underlying 
principles of ecological sustainability1, taking into consideration economic and social best practice. 
Professional (commercial) hunting is conducted in these areas with the goals of providing the income to 
contribute to the management of the environment in a manner in line with each reserves objectives and 
the best sustainable practice possible and to support social initiatives of community development as per 
Reserve specific programmes.   



6 
 

Greater Kruger Hunting Protocol For Reserves where hunting takes place: Period 1st  April 
2019 to 31st March 2020 

 
In determining off take numbers, due regard is given to the population dynamics and general well- being 
of the particular species. All decisions must be based on accepted techniques and methodology and be 
in the realm of accepted conservation practice.  This will be based on recent, up to date and relevant 
data on the particular population. As far as possible the populations should be seen in the broader GKNP 
context and not merely on a farm or reserve basis. In this regard any off-take should be based on pre-
approved numbers and in terms of the Management plan and approved by the JMC.  
 
Bearing the above in mind, the protocol will be adapted as new information becomes available.  All 
hunting must be undertaken within a responsible, professional and ethical manner.  
 
SECTION 2:  PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES 
 
This Protocol reflects the agreement reached between reserves practicing hunting, with SANParks-KNP, 
MTPA and LEDET, and in compliance with the APNR Management and/or APNR reserve specific 
Management plans regarding the management of hunting for Hunter Outfitters and members. 
 

 

 To promote the ecological integrity of the GK through sustainable hunting practices within the 
context of a broader Resource Use Strategy. 

 To harmonise hunting practices with other conservation-related practices within the broader 
integrated system. 

 To support social investment initiatives within communities as per reserve specific programmes.  

 To develop transparent co-operative arrangements and “best practice” with regard to hunting. 

 To promote good governance by reporting, monitoring and evaluating on the hunting practices. 

 To develop a shared communication strategy and protocols on ethical and sustainable hunting 
practices.  

 
This protocol is subject to and subservient to the Great Limpopo Transfrontier Conservation Area-
Greater Kruger Cooperative Agreement(s) between KNP and the representative bodies within the APNR 
Reserves 
 
SECTION 3:  PRINCIPLES AND ETHICS 
 
3.1 Hunting within the GKNP reserves are guided through the following principles 
 

 Sustainability – Specific to the GK Open System 
ie. Numbers/ population size, strong healthy genetics, desirable outwards features (horn/ body size) 

 Commitment to local community involvement and empowerment, contributing a percentage of 
proceeds to identified community development programmes 

 Transparent, effective and efficient communication through appropriate governance mechanisms; 

 Fair and mutually beneficial partnerships and alliances promoting trust 

 Accountability 

 Align with the overarching Resource Strategies of the respective Reserves, their Management and 
Zonation Plans. 

 
3.2 Ethics 
 

 The obligation is acknowledged to respect animals and appreciate that they are sensitive to pain, 
respond to stress and may remember such experiences. 
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 It is acknowledged that the legitimacy of hunting animals from wild animal populations subject to 
compliance with the highest moral and ethical standards in recognition of a reverence for life and 
good sportsmanship. 

 Hunting should be conducted according to set rules to ensure that the spirit of fair chase is 
honoured.   

 A fair hunt may be defined as a competition in which the tracking and shooting skills of the hunter 
are pitched against the evasive abilities of the hunted. 

 Professional and owner hunting must be executed on foot with only limited artificial aid.  

 The hunter must preferably be physically fit and able to cope with climatic and environmental 
conditions. 

 The animal must be within its natural habitat under free-roaming conditions and must be in a 
position to escape the hunter. 

 An aircraft may not be used for the location of animals immediately prior to or during the hunt. 

 An aircraft may however be used to locate a wounded animal if other ground based efforts have 
failed or on the discretion of the reserve representative. 

 All precautions should be taken to ensure that the possibility of wounding an animal is limited  

 The weapons and ammunition used must be adequate to ensure quick and humane kills and that 
the hunter and the PH must prove his/her proficiency in the use of the weapons before commencing 
the hunt. 

 A minimum of a .375 H&H Mag is required for elephant, buffalo, lion, hippo & rhino.  

 The minimum calibre approved for leopard hunting is .270 with standard ballistics of the .270 
Winchester cartridge or greater. 

 The minimum weight requirement for bullets for the hunting of elephant, rhino and hippo is 286 
grain or heavier bullet of monolithic solid or full metal jacket construction. 

 It is recommended that both PH and Reserve Representative carry larger and more powerful calibres 
than the minimums listed above. 

 At all times only the highest levels of professional conduct should apply.  

 All hunting shall be conducted in compliance with the relevant Provincial Legislation 
 
 
SECTION 4:  LINKS TO POLICIES AND PROCEDURES 
 
The hunting protocol is implemented with the Management framework and philosophy of the GKNP, 
APNR Management Plan, relevant reserve-specific Management Plans and associated Policies and 
Protocols.  Hunting off-takes are implemented and managed within the broader Resource Use 
Strategy/Protocol of the GKNP. 
 
SECTION 5:   
 
5.1 The following guidelines must be adhered to for professional hunting:  
 
All hunting activities in the Reserves will be subject to the respective Reserve Warden’s/management 
discretion, subject to this hunting protocol.  All hunting clients must be under the control of a registered 
Hunting Outfitter or Professional Hunter - (where applicable) and be accompanied by an authorised 
registered Professional Hunter as well as a suitable Reserve representative.    
 
With regard to hunting of the potentially dangerous species listed below it is recommended that both 
Professional Hunter and Reserve Representative make use of the dossiers compiled on species specific 
age determination and horn/ tusk estimation. All reasonable attempts will be made to adhere to the 
following: 
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Elephant 

 No elephant may be hunted from breeding herds. 

 Only bull elephants may be hunted. 

 The categories of elephant that may be hunted are: 
 20-25 yrs old with a maximum tusk weight of 25 lbs per side. (Guideline maximum 

dimensions - 12 “ at lip x 2.5 feet) 
 25-30 yrs old with a maximum tusk weight of 30 lbs per side. (Guideline maximum 

dimensions - 13 “ at lip x 2.5 feet) 
 30-35 yrs old with a maximum tusk weight of 40 lbs per side. (Guideline maximum 

dimensions - 14.5 “ at lip x 3 feet) 
 35-40 yrs old with a maximum tusk weight of 55 lbs per side. (Guideline maximum 

dimensions - 16 “ at lip x 3 feet) 
 

 Each of these classes, are assigned dimension guidelines which should aid the hunting 
outfitter/professional hunter and reserve representative to stay within the weight/age classes.  

 The elephant should be viewed from all sides before the final decision is taken. 

 It is recommended that the hunters walk elephants of the approximate class on permit before 
shooting one in order to familiarize the client and outfitter with behaviour and anatomy of 
elephant in the area. 

 As part of the records kept the circumference of the trunk at the lip is also required for future 
assistance with tusk judgment. 

 Photos of the elephant when still  alive is recommended 

 Permit condition will state: Animal to be hunted in accordance with GKNP protocol and in 
accordance with the approved off-takes for each Reserve. 

 In the hunting of the elephant, it is preferred that the client shoot for a ‘Brain Shot’ with his/her 
initial shot. By doing this it will be immediately apparent   whether the elephant has been 
wounded or not. 

 If the animal falls to the initial brain shot a further shot will be shot at all times to ensure that 
the animal is dead, either by client or PH. 

 If the animal does not immediately fall to the initial brain shot the Professional Hunter and 
Reserve representative shall both immediately put in a heart/ lung shot and then while the 
wounded elephant is still visible shall continue to fire further back-up shots, either lung, brain or 
disabling shots, as preferred. 

 Before the initial shot is taken by the client the Reserve representative shall move into a 
position (clear shooting lane) to enable a clear back-up shot. Only once the PH has received 
confirmation of this from the Reserve representative shall he advise the client to shoot when 
comfortable. 

 If a heart/ lung shot is preferred as the initial shot by the client the PH and/or the reserve 
representative will fire back-up shots. 

 Within a distance of 1km from the KNP/ Provincial or Reserve boundary a brain shot will be 
mandatory for the first shot.   

 A coup de grace shot will be done at all times to conclude the hunt. 
 
 

Buffalo 

 The following categories of Buffalo bulls may be hunted:- 
 

 ‘Buffalo bull’ – unlimited spread’ , or “Scrum Cap”, no limit on Rowland Ward spread 
must be a minimum of 12 years of age.   

 ‘Buffalo bull – sub 38’, must be a minimum of 10 years old, not a scrum cap.  
 ‘Buffalo bull – sub 34’ , (Rowland Ward) spread, minimum 6 years old, not a scrum cap . 
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 Only cows without dependant calves may be hunted. 

 A back-up shot by either the Client, PH or Reserve Representative or preferably all, is 
recommended at all times to ensure that the animal is not lost. 

 Photo portfolio should include lower front teeth. 
 

Lion 

 Only male lions of 6 years and older may be hunted.  

 The aging of the lion should be done according to the aging structure by Viljoen and Packer et al.  

 Reasonable steps should be taken to gain knowledge of the males with pride affiliations and 
their ages. Thereby ensuring that pride males under the age of 8 years are not selected.  

 Lodges and land owners within the relevant area must be consulted in this process Males should 
not be hunted in the presence of females.  

 Lions having the outward appearance of the recessive Leucistic gene, commonly known as 
‘White Lions’ may not be hunted.  

 In line with TOPS regulations, No baiting of lion is permitted 

 Lion may only be hunted during hours of daylight – ie. 30 minutes before sunrise and 30 minutes 
after sunset. 

 
Leopard 

 Only adult male leopard may be hunted, recommended minimum of 7 years old. 

 Leopard may only be hunted during hours of daylight – ie. 30 minutes before sunrise and 30 
 minutes after sunset,  

 In line with TOPS regulations, baiting of leopard is permitted 

 It is recommended that the lodges and land owners be consulted in this process since they have 
a sound working knowledge of leopard in their traversing areas.  

 
White Rhino 
After consultation with rhino experts, the following were deemed to be reasonable guidelines to 
practically apply to white rhino hunting.  
 

 Only adult bulls may be hunted. 

 It is recommended that the individual selected be old, and or under social pressure from the 
younger dominant bulls. 

 The bull should adhere to the following criteria: 
o The back horn length should not be less than 8 inches. 
o The SCI (Safari Club International) total score should not be less than 88. 

 Animals may not be hunted in the presence of other rhinos (within sighting distance). 

 All TOPS regulations related to white rhino should be adhered to. 
 
Black Rhino 
Hunting of black rhino is prohibited 
 
Hippo 
Only adult or past-prime hippo bulls be considered for hunting. Fully-grown, adult males are usually 
easily recognised by their bigger heads and relatively thicker necks. Such individuals generally also have 
clear scars as a result of regular or occasional territorial conflicts. 
 

 No Hippo should be hunted out of a breeding group 

 Hippo may be hunted while in a water body. 

 Hippo bulls that show clear signs of territorial disputes should be selected. 
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5.2 Hunting Applications, Approvals and Permitting  
 

 A game census should be conducted annually in the Reserve and this together with the results 
of on-going ecological monitoring will inform the hunting allocation.  

 The proposed sustainable resource/ (hunting) allocations, once formulated at reserve level, are 
then discussed and debated and if necessary, revised, at a meeting of the reserve Wardens, two 
independent wildlife management consultants, the provincial authorities and the KNP, with final 
approval through the JMC.  

 In the spirit of good co-operative governance and in line with the protocol, the hunting 
allocation and the ecological report is then discussed at a JMC, where the final quotas are 
approved. The KNP then confirms or revise the hunting allocation in consultation with the 
Warden Representative of the Reserve and through the JMC, and within the Co-operative 
agreement(s) between KNP and the Reserve entities. The hunting allocation is confirmed at the 
beginning of each new hunting season.  Overall quotas will not be increased for those reserves 
that hunt as a result of certain APNR members opting not to participate and take up any portion 
of the quota. 

 Once satisfied with the recommendation from the JMC and on receiving a written confirmation 
from the KNP, the issuing authorities (LEDET and the MTPA in the case of KNP) will give the final 
approval of the hunting allocation.  Since these are open systems straddling both Mpumalanga 
and Limpopo Provinces, the total hunting quota is submitted as one quota to both the MTPA 
and LEDET, who then monitors off-takes against the total quota. 

 The issuing authority will engage with the reserve warden on additional conditions that may be 
required, before the permits are issued.  

 Ecological off take quotas may be revised in April each year, taking into account the previous 
rainfall season, and the need to adjust off takes for ecological management needs.   

 The hunting permit must be forwarded to the applicant and copies forwarded to the relevant 
reserve manager.   

 No species that is not on the agreed quota or permit may be hunted 

 In the event of an outfitter and/or hunter not complying with the permit conditions, the penalty 
normally associated with such a contravention will be imposed as per provincial legislative 
framework. 

 
5.3 Wounded Animals 

 

 The Wardens of the Reserves where hunting is practice, and the neighbouring KNP Section 
Ranger are to communicate with one another regarding hunting parties in the Reserve and 
conflicting activities in the Kruger National Park and non-hunting Reserves. 

 If an animal is wounded on a hunt and seems to be heading towards the KNP/ Reserve border 
the Reserve representative on the hunt must contact the neighbouring Section Ranger/ Warden 
in the KNP or the non- hunting Reserve Warden as required, and the MTPA/LEDET and inform 
him/her of the situation. 

 Should the animal cross over into the KNP the hunt stops at the boundary and the KNP Section 
ranger must be summoned to do the follow-up. The animal may not be pursued into the KNP.  
Should the animal cross over into a non-hunting Reserve, the Warden of the Non hunting 
Reserve will decide on the course of action. 

 The KNP Section ranger, at his/her discretion, may invite the Reserve representative and/or a 
tracker to accompany him (without a firearm). The hunter can be invited, BUT WILL NOT BE 
PERMITTED TO SHOOT THE WOUNDED ANIMAL, or carry a firearm. This invitation is at the 
discretion of the Section Ranger. 
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 The KNP Section ranger will be in charge of the follow-up and destroy the animal with or 
without the Reserve representative/hunter or anybody else being present. 

 Any expenses such as helicopter time etc will be for the account of the Outfitter/Hunter, if such 
is required to locate a wounded animal. 

 In the event that a wounded animal crosses into the KNP, the KNP Section Ranger and the 
Reserve manager will investigate the incident and submit a detailed report to KNP management. 

 
 
5.4 General Protocols to be adhered to following the hunt  

 At the end of each hunt the reserve representative must compile a Hunting Report stating the 
species, sex and number of animals hunted as per permit issued. Report on wounded animals, if 
any, and any incident that has occurred during that particular hunt must be reported.  

 This report must be submitted to the Hunting portfolio committee of the joint management 
forum. 

 Hunting report submitted by the Hunting Portfolio committee/reserve representatives during 
May, following the hunting season. 

 Reserves and the Hunting Portfolio committee must submitted an annual report must be 
submitted to the first JMC following the post-hunting off-take committee (July). 

 
5.4 General Protocols to be observed  
 

 It is understood by all parties that the protocol is necessary to regulate the species and number 
of individuals hunted and that the proposed take-off quotas are based on an annual aerial 
wildlife census 

 Communication between the reserve representative and the appropriate KNP Section Ranger is 
essential to communicate the whereabouts of hunting parties in the reserves particularly when 
they are in close proximity to the KNP and/or when animals are wounded and crosses the KNP 
boundary. 

 Advertisements placed by hunting outfitters applying for permits to hunt in these reserves must 
be screened to ensure that they do not advertise hunting in the KNP. 

 Health and safety of guests and landowners to be ensured in all hunting regions. 

 It is the Reserves responsibility to ensure that the Hunting Client has signed the Protocol prior to 
the onset of the hunt 

 
5.5 General Protocols Applicable to the province of Mpumalanga  
Hunting Permit Applications 

1. All applications shall be submitted by the dedicated relevant reserve representative 

2. All applications to be submitted at least 10 working days prior to commencement of the hunt 

3. All required documentation constitutes a complete application 

4. Required documentation: 

a. Completed application form 

b. Copy of the clients passport 

c. Copy of the agreement between the hunting outfitter and the client 

d. Copy of the transfer of hunting rights 

e. Proof of payment of fee (Permit fee + Admin fee)  

Remuneration Agreement 
Required information contained in the Remuneration Agreement in terms of the relevant 
Regulations: 

i) the name and permanent postal address of the client; 
ii) the name and business address of the hunting outfitter; 
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iii) the name and business address of the professional hunter who will escort the client; 
iv) the address to which trophies are to be sent; 
v) particulars of the species and sex of the wild animals offered for hunting; 
vi) the duration of the hunt and  
vii) the hunting outfitter and his or her client shall sign the original document.  

 
Transfer of Hunting Rights 
The hunting rights shall be transferred from the owner by means of a document containing: 

i) the owners name and residential address 
ii) the registered name, number and area of his or her land; 
iii) the name and residential address of the person to whom the hunting rights are transferred; 
iv) particulars of the species, number and sex of the wild animals in respect of which the hunting 
rights are transferred; 
v) the date on which and period for which the hunting rights are transferred; 
vi) the owners signature and the date thereof and 
vii) the signature of the person to whom the hunting rights are transferred and the date thereof. 

 
 
 
SECTION 6:  ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 
 
6.1 Reserve Representative  
 

 The reserves representative should be appropriately qualified and experienced, and fulfil the 
following criteria: 

 Legally competent with the appropriate firearm (SAPS) Competency certificate.  
 The individual should have at least 5 years Professional Working Experience as a Game 

Ranger, FGASA DG Guide or Professional Hunter that includes the pursuit of Dangerous 
Game. 

 The Reserve Representative must have passed the “Reserve Representation for Hunting 
Course”. If the Representative has not represented a reserve on a hunt in 3 years then 
they are required to re-qualify. 

 Must have a good working knowledge of the reserve including roads, camps, boundaries 
and other infrastructure 

 It is the reserves prerogative to elect the reserve representative. 
 The reserve representative will be responsible for judging the age of the animal and will 

advise on what they believe the tusk/ horn dimensions to be . The estimated age and 
dimensions will be recorded by the Reserve Representative prior to the taking of the 
animal.   

 The accountability of a selected animal lies with the Professional Hunter. 
 The animal can only be shot with consent from the reserve representative.  
 It is the Reserve Representatives responsibility to ensure that all the necessary 

information of the hunt is recorded and filed appropriately. The records shall include the 
permit, the category of the animal to be hunted, good photographic evidence to be able 
to assist with judgement and assessment of the animals age and horn/ tusk judgement, 
as well as aiding better decision making going forward. An example of this record is 
available for inspection. This report must be concluded within 30 days of the hunt taking 
place. 

 The Reserve Representative shall be subject to corrective measures in the case of 
repeated errors in application of the protocol.  
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6.2 Photographic Evidence Required to  be collected by Reserve Representative for internal auditing 

purposes 
 

 Photos should be taken in field before skinning and processing starts (unless stipulated 
otherwise) 

 Where possible photos included when alive 
 

Elephant 

 Tip of Trunk (with tape measure for circumference) 

 Tusk at lip (with tape measure for circumference) 

 Tusk Length (with tape measure along outside length tip to lip) 

 Shoulder height (with tape measure for height) 

 Soles of front and back feet 

 Tail Including hair  

 Whole Elephant as it lies from front and sides 

 Pictures of the both ears, removed and lying face up on a flat surface. 

 Dried and clean lower Jaw bone (for ageing)  
 
Buffalo  

 Horns and face, including ears from Front 

 Horns and face, including ears from above 

 Horns and face, including ears from side 

 Side view of body 

 Close-up of the front incisor teeth from the front (with the lower lip pulled down) 
 
Hippo 

 Front view of whole animal 

 Side view of whole animal 

 Front and side view of head 

 Teeth with mouth held open 
 
White Rhino  

• Front view of whole animal 
• Side view of whole animal 
• Front and side view of head (including horns) 

 Photos of both ears from Front (showing ear notching) 
 

Lion & Leopard 
 
The following body measurements should be taken for every Leopard and Lion trophy before the animal 
is skinned: 

 Body length (cm, tip of nose to tip of tail; Measurement A–C) 

 Shoulder height (cm, tip of scapula to end of forepaw; Measurement E) 

 Neck circumference (cm, immediately behind the ear; Measurement D) 
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Figure 1: Body measurements to be taken for each trophy before skinning. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
The following skull measurements should be taken once the skull has been cleaned.  

a) Skull length (mm, greatest length of skull, measured as a straight line between pegs) 
b) Skull width  (mm, greatest width measured across zygomatic arches) 

 
Figure 2: Measurements of skull length and width to be taken for each trophy. 

The skull width and height are routinely measured to provide an SCI rating (width + height in inches); 
however, the SCI rating on its own is of limited use - the individual metrics in mm are needed to 
estimate age.   
 
Photographs 
Body 
Photographs of individual leopard trophies showing body size and condition, nose pigmentation, the 
hindquarters, and tooth wear must be provided for every Lion or Leopard. Five photographs are 
required. Photographs must be from the side (body and neck; B a and b) and front (face, nose, and 
hindquarters; B c, d and e). Nose pictures are best taken with the macro-function setting (which is a 
feature on most digital cameras) to prevent blurring.  
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B a: Side view showing the entire 

body with hunter directly behind for 

scale. Useful for assessing body size 

and condition. 

B b: Side view of the head 
and shoulders. Useful for 
assessing neck circumference 
and the presence or absence 
of a dewlap.  

 
B c: Frontal view of the face 

clearly showing the 

condition of ears and facial 

scarring. 

 

 

        

 
B d: Close up of the nose. These 

pictures are often blurred if the macro 

setting is not used. They must be 

accompanied by a high resolution full 

face photograph (2c) as a backup. 

 
B e: View of the hindquarters 

clearly showing the presence or 
absence of a scrotum. 

 
 
 

 
 

Photographs required from professional hunters/operators to assess body size and condition, neck 
circumference, hindquarters, and nose pigmentation for all leopard trophies.  

Tooth wear 
 
Four photographs are required 

 

 

 

Lower jaw showing all the teeth and chipping of 
the enamel ridge on the back of the canines. 

 

Upper jaw showing all the teeth and chipping 
of the enamel ridge on the back of the 

canines. 
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Side view of the lower jaw showing the canine 
and wear on cusps of molars and premolars. 

Wide shot of all the teeth showing wear on 
the canines, broken teeth, and teeth 

colouration. 
 

Images of showing the photographs required from all lion and leopard trophies.  

 
Additional photographs - Trail camera pictures: 
 
Many hunters now place trail cameras at baits to assess trophy quality prior to setting a blind. 
Photographs taken by trail cameras can be used by researchers to identify individuals in an area, 
estimate the relative abundance and vulnerability of different age cohorts in a population, and 
assess hunter selectivity. Ensure the date and time information is set correctly on cameras. 
Record the number of cameras that are deployed each day, the number of days that each 
camera is deployed, and the location (GPS position in decimal degrees) where cameras are 
deployed.     
 

6.3 Decision making w.r.t the hunting quota  
 

 Warden off-take committee discuss the proposed hunting off-takes; 

 Approval in writing at Reserve level through the relevant APNR Reserve management structure; 

 Consultation and agreement in writing at the Joint Operational cluster level (with Cooperative 
Agreement partner); -  

 The APNR JOC is responsible for approving the final recommended annual hunting off-take 
quota; 

 The APNR Reserve management representative will sign the Protocol, as per Cooperative 
Agreement; 

 The JOC will consult with the KNP, MTPA and LEDET within the spirit of the Co-operative 
agreement, for their recommendations;  

 The recommendation/ support from KNP, MTPA and LEDET must be obtained in writing; 

 The MTPA and LEDET as issuing authorities will issue the permits once the JOC have submitted 
their recommendation in writing, including the supporting letter by KNP, and their own 
recommendations; 

 The MTPA and LEDET will inform the JOC, including KNP, in writing what the final approved 
quotas are; 

 Post hunting off-take records will be presented to the JMC to inform future off-take quotas, and 
within the consideration of the broader Resource use/Animal off-take context. 
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SECTION 7:  MONITORING AND EVALUATION  
 
7.1 General  
 

 This protocol will be discussed by the Warden or his representative and agreed upon before 
commencement of the hunt with the professional hunter and his client, furthermore this 
protocol will be signed by professional hunter and his client prior to the commencement of the 
hunt. 

 This protocol will be attached to all tender documents as well as landowner permits. 

 It is imperative that the hunt be conducted as professionally and clinically as possible. 

 It is thus incumbent upon the Warden or his representative to ensure that the professional 
hunter back his client up and if in the Warden or his representative's assessment, this still isn’t 
adequate to ensure a swift death, he will immediately endeavour to destroy the animal himself. 

 Due cognisance will be taken of owner and lodge sensitivities to hunting and the hunt will be 
conducted in a way which has the least impact upon these vital components the Reserves. 

 Communication between management and landowner (calling on and informing him of their 
presence on his property) and management and the lodges (informing them of the hunt 
beforehand and of the potential impact it may have on their operation if it so develops; by radio 
during the hunt) is vital to the sustainability of professional hunting in our Reserves. 
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 Daily hunting cut off times will be at the discretion of the Warden or the Reserve representative 
accompanying the hunt. 

 Collared animals may not be hunted unless authorized by Reserve Management, if in principle 
agreed by the APNR JOC committee. 

 All hunted animals should be covered with a canvas when transported to slaughtering facilities. 

 Price-fixing, insider trading and syndication of hunts are prohibited. 
  

7.2 Pre-hunting off-takes 
 
Wardens/ Representatives from the Reserve will present the following during the Hunting Committee 
meeting and JMC to inform the annual hunting off-take quotas: 

 Annual census numbers (and demographics, where available) for the Reserves, and KNP for the 
adjacent land use zone (as feasible). 

 The previous season’s off-take reports (including demographics, where feasible) – hunting and 
other off-takes. 

 Other records/observation reports as relevant, which might influence the final decision-making. 

 Further ecological data and report(s) to inform total off-takes, such as vegetation, rainfall and 
water point data. 

 
7.3 Post-hunting off-takes 
 
Wardens/ Representatives from the Reserve will present the following to Hunting Portfolio Committee 
and JMC following the hunting off-takes: 

 Reserve hunting report (number of animals, demographics, photo records, permit numbers) 

 Incident reports 

 Social-investment reports (community beneficiation) 

 Financial audit reports: priorities to conservation, security, community beneficiation, other 

 Record keeping as per electronic Hunting data management system 
 

7.4 Offtakes and Incident Review committee 
 

 The Off-takes Committee shall meet to review incidents related to non-compliance of the 
hunting protocol and make recommendations regarding corrective measures to be taken. 

 Each APNR Reserve , SANParks, MTPA and LEDET elect 1 Warden / Reserve Representative to 
stand on this peer review process. 

 The Off-take committee can agree to obtain expert inputs. 
 
 
7.5 Penalties to Outfitter for Non-compliance to protocol  
 
 Recommendation is to standardize this, this shall be added in due course prior to the date that 
 the protocol is applicable. 
 
 
SECTION 8:  OPERATIONAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
8.1 Hunting outfitters  
 
Due to the sensitivity towards the hunting industry, the Reserves will only do business with reputable 
outfitter companies and take effort to ensure that outfitter companies are not involved in illegal or 
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unethical activities associated with the hunting industry. The following steps should be taken to ensure 
this: 
 

 Hunting outfitters that align themselves with the Sustainable, Ethical and Social principles 
highlighted in this protocol, & are in good standing with the Provincial Conservation authorities 
will be favoured during the tender process. 

 Individual reserves should get clearance from Authorities on every outfitter company before 
tenders are awarded. 

 The outfitter must be registered with the relevant province. 

 The outfitter remains responsible towards the client in terms of horn/ tusk size. 
 
 
8.2 Important note  
 
The Reserves that share a common boundary with the Kruger National Park and a concession has been 
granted by the KNP with regard to the reserves utilising the KNP boundary road during hunting 
operations as this road falls within the KNP. Any reserve misusing this concession runs the risk of 
foregoing this privilege. In line with the above the following must be adhered to: 
 

 The boundary road is only to be used for traversing from one point to another and for locating 
tracks. No hunting is to take place from the boundary. 

 All weapons are to be bagged and out of view when traversing this road. 
 
SECTION 9:  BUDGETARY IMPLICATIONS AND HUNTING ALLOCATIONS BETWEEN RESERVES 
 
The Reserves which hunt and/or third parties will carry the costs of the hunting off-takes and associated 
activities.  
 
The guiding principles and criteria to inform hunting allocation between reserves, are: 

 Proportional size of Reserve (hectares).   

 Demographics of animals.   

 Census done at the relevant time of year 

 Specialist studies to address species specific concerns 

 Specialist reports with recommendations for offtakes 

 Further ecological data and report(s) to inform total off-takes, such as vegetation, rainfall and 
water point data. 

 Post season off-takes report for the reserve. 
 
 SECTION 10:  PUBLIC STATEMENTS   
 
Public Statements 
This protocol is used by the hunting Reserves of the GK and in order to protect the non-hunting areas, 
may not advertise as hunting in the APNR, GK. 
 
It must be made clear that any and all hunting issues are the responsibility of the hunting Reserves and 
not the APNR as such. Accordingly the name of the APNR cannot be used in any public statement on or 
marketing of hunting.   
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SECTION 11:  ARBITRATION 
 
Any dispute or difference of any kind whatsoever between the signatories that relates to, arises out of, 
or is in connection with the GK Hunting Protocol, may be referred by any Party to and finally settled by 
arbitration.  The Parties shall appoint a single arbitrator under the Rules of the Arbitration Foundation of 
South Africa (the “Rules”). Each of the Parties agrees to the non-exclusive jurisdiction of that arbitrator.  
The venue of arbitration shall be Johannesburg, South Africa.  The arbitration shall be governed by and 
conducted in accordance with the Rules, and the rules of procedure not expressly provided for by the 
Rules shall be determined by the arbitrator according to the laws of South Africa, whether mandatory or 
not.  The language of the arbitration shall be English. 
 
 
 
 
Signed in acceptance of the outlined conditions presented above on : 
 
 
 
this……………....…. day of ……………………..…….. 20………………….. 
 
 
Professional hunter / outfitter   ………………………………………………… 
(Print name and sign) 
 
 
Client   ……………………………………………………………………............ 
(Print name and sign) 
 
 
Reserve representative   …………………………………………………………………….. 
(Print name and sign) 
 
Witness (2)   ……………………………………………………………………. 
(Print name and sign) 
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1 SCOPE  

The involvement of private enterprise in SANParks in the form of concessions has brought a new dimension into wildlife 

management in the parks. Since the concept has now been operating within the Kruger National Park for a number of years the 

principles and foundations for a working relationship have been established. This Concessions Operations Manual serves to 

inform SANParks officials and Concession staff alike on the main contractual elements and to define the respective roles, 

responsibilities and protocols in an attempt to promote positive and effective working relationships, thereby ensuring a mutually 

rewarding relationship for the duration of the concession.  

The draft operational guidelines are intended for all employees in SANParks that are involved in the establishment and 

management of the concessions.  All the issues are unlikely to have been identified and addressed requiring that this document 

develop over time as new issues are raised or modifications are required. Good management requires early recognition of the 

need for modification. SANParks have adopted an Adaptive Management Process that requires a management system including 

auditing, inspections and monitoring.  In the absence of formal and systematic management a problem may not be recognised 

until it is too late to make meaningful changes. Auditing, inspections and monitoring is the repeated measurement of selected 

variables, in order to detect changes over time. It refers to the comparison of actual performance and conformance against 

preset levels and standards and is aimed at providing SANParks management with early indications of progress, or lack thereof , 

in the achievement of the conservation and commercialisation objectives. 

This Concession Operations Manual will serve as a supplement to the current Concession Contracts between SANParks and 

Concessionaires, but is not to be used to amend the authorisation or to alter the rights and liabilities of the parties to the contract. 

In the event of any apparent conflict between the terms of the Concession Contract and this Concession Operations Manual, the 

terms of the Concession Contract will prevail. 

The Concession Operations Manual is an exhibit to the Concession Contract, and will describe operat ional roles and 

responsibilities authorised in the contract between the Concessionaire and SANParks. Concession operations will be evaluated 

to ensure that the Concession Operations meet SANParks conservation, environmental and cultural objectives as well as safety 

and operational standards, and empowerment requirements.  

The Concessions Operations Manual will be a working, live document that will be updated continuously. The Business 

Development Unit will be responsible for updating the Manual, in consultation with the relevant representatives from the 

respective park, and will subsequently notify SANParks Employees and Concessionaires of the revision.  
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2 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

2.1 BACKGROUND AND RATIONALE 

The protected areas of South Africa contain some of its most beautiful scenery and outstanding natural landscapes. South 

African National Parks (SANParks) was established by the National Parks Act (Act No 57 of 1976). The aim is to ensure the 

protection of areas of national or international biodiversity importance or areas which contains viable and representative samples 

of South Africa’s natural systems, scenic areas or cultural heritage sites and to protect the ecological integrity of such 

ecosystems; to prevent exploitation or occupation inconsistent with the protection of the ecological integrity of such areas; to 

provide spiritual scientific, educational, recreational and tourism opportunities which are environmentally compatible and; to 

contribute to economic development.  The National Environmental Management: Protected Environment Act (Act No. 57 of 

2003) was promulgated in 2004 and is now the overarching legislation governing the management of national parks, together 

with the National Environmental Management Act (Act No. 107 of 1998) and the Biodiversity Act (Act No. 10 of 2004), as well as 

other relevant national and provincial acts and regulations. 

The political changes in South Africa have led to a thorough re-examination of most existing institutions. SANParks have not 

escaped this scrutiny. Having grown accustomed to domestic and international acclaim, as well as access to large scale 

government funding, SANParks now find themselves seeking new roles which will justify and secure their future. The 

Government of South Africa faces a serious dilemma with respect to wildlife conservation: how to reconcile the extensive land 

and financial resources required by protected areas with the acute social and economic development needs of poor rural people 

with very limited access to any kind of resources. 

Tourism is a key component of Government’s macro-economic strategy to achieve growth, employment and redistribution of 

wealth in South Africa. National Parks in turn are the cornerstone of the nature based tourism industry in South Africa, and a 

healthy and vibrant tourism industry therefore requires responsible leveraging of the national parks estate.  Concessions are one 

such mechanism for generating a range of social and economic benefits without compromising the ecological integrity of a 

national park. These benefits include capital investment, foreign exchange generation, employment creation, and stimulation of 

support industries and development of small, medium and micro enterprises. In addition it is a means of generating a financial 

income for SANParks, which in turn may be used for maintaining the conservation estate, expanding it, or subsidising access for 

those citizens of South Africa who are unable to afford to pay visitor fees.  

A concession is an opportunity to build and operate a tourism facility in a national park, with strict regulations governing the 

conduct of the facility. In many cases an exclusive area is allocated for use. Exclusivity is for two reasons. Firstly it allows for the 

establishment of a luxury tourism product that caters to a different segment of the market to SANParks, and secondly 

accountability for any environmental damage is guaranteed.  

2.2 COMMERCIALISATION AS A CONSERVATION STRATEGY 

SANParks has adopted a strategy termed “Commercialisation as a Conservation Strategy”. This implies an intention to generate 

additional revenue as a means of ensuring better conservation of South Africa’s national parks. Additional revenue is generated 

by granting the private sector the opportunity to operate within national parks but without al ienating any of the assets. In fact to 

the contrary the process will, over time, result in an increase in the value of assets under SANParks’ ownership.  

The contractual mechanism is a concession contract, which enables the concessionaire to use a defined area of land, plus any 

buildings that may already exist on that land, over a 20-year period in return for payment of concession fees. It requires a private 

company to finance, design, construct, operate, maintain and manage the asset throughout the agreed concession period, after 

which it hands over the asset to SANParks. SANParks remains the owner of the assets and, legally, immediately becomes the 

owner of all new fixed assets built on the site, even if the concessionaire financed these assets. The concessionaire obtains 

added benefits through operating within a national park that include international recognition of SANParks branding and 

reputation.  Against these rights of occupation and commercial use of facilities, there is a set of obligations on the part of the 
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concessionaire regarding financial terms, environmental management, social objectives, empowerment and other factors. 

Infringement of these requirements carries specified penalties and ultimately the termination of the contract, with the assets 

reverting to SANParks. 

2.3 CONCESSIONING PROCESS 

The method used to concession the sites followed a competitive bidding model, where the process included an expression of 

interest phase, circulation of bidding documents and a prequalification stage. The competitive bidding process allows for 

maximum transparency, as this is paramount in a privatisation or public tender process, if public support is to be maintained. 

Without transparency, political and legal challenges to the process can sidetrack the entire effort.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CONCESSIONING PROCESSCONCESSIONING PROCESS

Bidding Process

Expression of Interest

Prequalification Submission:

• Financial Strength

•Proven Eco-tourism

Experience

Due diligence Phase

Evaluation

Bid Submissions

Prequalified Bidders

Contract Award.

Public Consultation Brief

Documents

Information Memorandum

Prequalification 

Memorandum

First Draft Concession

Contract

Second and Final Draft

Concession Contract

Bidding Memorandum

Signed Concession

Contract

Environmental Submission

Bid Submissions

Empowerment Submission

Business Plan Submission

Technical and 

Financial Submission

Pass/Fail

Environmental Guidelines

Bid Evaluation

Pass/Fail

Business Plan Guidelines

20% SCORE

Empowerment Guidelines

80% SCORE

Highest Committed 

Net Present Value

Public Aggregation of

Empowerment and Financial

Scores-Winner Declared
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2.4 RESULTS 

To date, 11 concessions, 1 management agreement of a hotel facility and 21 Shops and 17 Restaurants in National Parks have 

been awarded to private operators. This has resulted in the following benefits: 

 Increased financial returns contributing up to 8,4% of the total tourism income; 

 Increased infrastructure of R270 million reverting to SANParks; 

 Product and price differentiation to accommodate different market segments with 380 additional guest beds, resulting in 
foreign exchange generation; 

 Increased employment in the tourism industry with 620 new jobs excluding the employment during construction; and 

 Broadening the participation of BEE partners in the tourism industry thereby contributing to the demographic 
restructuring of the industry and poverty alleviation with: 

o 5 Concessions > 50% Black Ownership; 

o Average Black Equity of 54%; 

o 79% of employees recruited from Local BEE communities adjacent to the Parks; and 

o Guaranteed spend of R7 million per annum from local community SMMEs. 

 

In conclusion, the Commercialisation Strategy thus allowed SANParks to: 

 increase and capture more of the net economic benefits attributable to parks; 

 contribute more to BEE and local economic development; 

 mitigate environmental impacts; and 

 help finance biodiversity conservation recognising that only a small fraction of ecologically-important areas have the 
potential to attract significant tourism. 

 

Concession 

Area 

Nation
al Park 

Concession 
Holder 

Contact Contact 
Number 

Lodge Name & Date 
Operational 

Lodge Reservations Number 

Jock of  

the  

Bushveld 

KNP Mitomeni River 
Lodge (Pty) Ltd 

Adrian 
Gardner 

Danie 
Malan 

 

 

 

082 652 2206 

 

082 653 8866 

 

 

Jock Safari Lodge 

(October 2001) 

Central Reservations: 011-788 8524 

Lodge Tel: 013 – 735 5200/1/2 

E-mail: reservations@ 
jocksafarilodge.com 

Web: www.jocksafarilodge.com 

Web: www.mantiscollection.com 

Jakkalsbessie KNP Jakkalsbessie 

Lodge (Pty) Ltd 

Hannes 

Venter 

 

 

083 628 9793 

 

 

Tinga Private Game 

Lodge 

Legends - (December 
2003) 

Narina - (April 2004) 

Central Reservations: 0861 50 50 50 

Lodge Tel: 013 – 735 8400 

E-mail: reservations@tinga.co.za  

Web: www.tinga.co.za 

Web: www.africanpridehotels.com 

Mpanamana KNP Shishangeni Lodge 
(Pty) Ltd 

Temba 
Matsane 
 
Will 

 Pieters 

082 572 0952 

 

082 410 1947 

Camp Sahwu & 
Camp Shonga 

(February 2005 

Shishangeni Lodge 

(July 2005) 

Central Reservations: 011-467 9375 

Lodge Tel: 013 - 735 

E-mail: 
reservations@pinnaclecollection.com 

Web: www.pinnaclecollection.com 

http://www.jocksafarilodge.com/
http://www.mantiscollection.com/
mailto:reservations@tinga.co.za
http://www.tinga.co.za/
http://www.africanpridehotels.com/
mailto:reservations@pinnaclecollection.com
http://www.pinnaclecollection.com/
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Concession 

Area 

Nation
al Park 

Concession 
Holder 

Contact Contact 
Number 

Lodge Name & Date 
Operational 

Lodge Reservations Number 

Singita KNP Singita Lebombo 
(Pty) Ltd 

Luke Bailes 

 

Rob Nathan 

 

Mark 
Whitney 

083 250 9635 

 

082 568 9701 

 

083 661 7050 

Singita Lebombo 

(March 2003) 

Sweni Lodge 

October 2003) 

Central Reservations: 

 021-683 3424 

Lodge Tel: 013 – 735 5500 

E-mail: singita@singita.co.za 

Web: www.singita.com  

Lwakahle KNP Lukimbi Safari 
Lodge (Pty) Ltd 

Marilyn 
Marais 

 

 

011-869 9115 

083 266 7220 

 

 

Lukimbi Safari Lodge 

(October 2002) 

Central Reservations: 011-888 3713 

Lodge Tel: 013 – 735 8000 

E-mail: info@lukimbi.com 

Web: www.lukimbi.com 

Mluwati KNP IMBALI SAFARI 

LODGE (PTY) LTD 

Jaishankar 

Ramchan-
dran 
 
Alan  

Vels 

011-463 3070 

084 345 6789 

 

031-310 3333 

Imbali Safari Lodge 

Hamiltons Tented 
Camp  - (August 
2002) 

Hoyo-Hoyo 

Traditional Camp - 
(October 2002) 

Imbali Lodge - 
(November 2002) 

 Central Reservations: 031-310 3333 

0861 000 333 

Lodge Tel: 013-735 8915 

E-mail: lodge@imbali.com 

E-mail: ceres@threecities.co.za 

Web: www.imbali.com 

Web: www.threecities.co.za 

Mutlumuvi KNP Rhino Walking 
Safaris (Pty) Ltd 

Jann Kerr 

 

Brett 
Gehren 

082 881 6033 

 

 

 

Rhino Post Safari 
Lodge 

Timbitene Fly Camp - 
(December 2002) 

Rhino Outpost - 
(October 2003) 

Central Reservations:  011-467 1886 

Lodge Tel: 083 631 4956 

E-mail: reservations@ zulunet.co.za 

E-mail: info@rws.co.za 

Web: www.rws.co.za 

Addo –Nyati AENP Nguni River Safari 
Lodge (Pty) Ltd 

Toto v/d 
Merwe 

082 570 1876 Busy with 
Construction 

 

Gorah 
Elephant 

Camp 

AENP Hunter Hotels (Pty) 
Ltd 

Ian Hunter 083 261 3122 Gorah Elephant 
Camp 

Reservations: 044-532 7818 

E-mail: res@hunterhotels.com 

Web: www.hunterhotels.com 

The 
Roundhouse 
Precinct  

TMNP Sheseho 
Investments (Pty) 
Ltd 

Warwick 
Goosen 

083 680 3575 Busy with EIA  

Koeel Bay TMNP Lesea Trading No 
5 (Pty) Ltd 

Warwick 
Goosen 

083 680 3575 Busy with EIA  

 

mailto:singita@singita.co.za
http://www.singita.com/
mailto:info@lukimbi.com
http://www.lukimbi.com/
mailto:lodge@imbali.com
mailto:ceres@threecities.co.za
http://www.imbali.com/
http://www.threecities.co.za/
mailto:reservations@zulunet.co.za
mailto:info@rws.co.za
http://www.rws.co.za/
mailto:res@hunterhotels.com
http://www.hunterhotels.com/
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3 PRINCIPAL CONTRACT TERMS 

The following are the main contractual terms that will apply to all concession contracts.  

 

Concessionaire 
Obligations: 

The Concessionaire will undertake the Project at its own cost and risk, in accordance with the 
Concession Contract.  The Concession Contract will not grant the Concessionaire any right or 
impose any obligations on SANParks, the State or any Relevant Authority. 

 

Concessionaire Rights: The Concessionaire will have exclusive traversing rights of the CA. These Areas will be off-
limits to normal Parks visitors.  

The Concessionaire will be entitled to limited access to the Park, subject to normal Park 
operating rules and hours. A maximum number of people to be accommodated overnight, 
(guests and staff), is indicated in Schedule B of the Contract. 

 

Term: In the normal case, the term will be for 20 years from Effective Date. 

  

Option for Renewal: Concessionaires will not have an option to renew at the end of the term. 

 

Re-Bid Upon Expiry: At the end of the concession period, the contract may be put up for re-tender to interested 
bidders. The incumbent concessionaire will be entitled to bid. 

 

Design and Construction 
of Facilities: 

The concessionaire will bear the cost of construction new facilities, including roads, buildings 
and infrastructure. The Camp will be constructed in accordance with the Preliminary Design 
submitted as part of the bidding process for the concession.  The Detailed Design will be in 
accordance with the findings of an EIA and Best Industry Practice. 

 

Project Schedule A Project Schedule for the Construction Works must be prepared by the Concessionaire. The 
purpose of the Project Schedule is to enable SANParks to monitor the Construction Works 
from an environmental perspective. The only obligation in respect of the Project Schedule is 
that all construction activity will be completed within 12 months from Effective Date. 

 

No Ownership Interest: SANParks or the State will hold the title to the land and assets. At the end of the Concession 
Period, all Concession Assets (excluding movable new assets) will be returned in good 
condition, allowing fair wear and tear in accordance with SANParks requirements. 

 

Risk The Concessionaire will bear all risks and costs with regard to any weather conditions 
including, without limitation, floods and fire, and with regard to physical conditions and 
obstructions. Should the CA, or any assets thereon, be damaged or destroyed at any time 
during the Concession Period, the Concessionaire will, at its own cost and expense, repair, 
rebuild or replace the same so that the CA, and assets will be in the same condition as prior to 
such damage or destruction. 

SANParks will use all reasonable endeavours in assisting the Concessionaire to acquire the 
appropriate environmental permits; however, SANParks will bear no liability for any failure of 
the Concessionaire to obtain such permits. 

 

Conflicts The Concessionaire will not engage in any activity which may be in conflict with the interests or 
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objectives of SANParks. 

 

Intellectual Property All intellectual property matters relating to SANParks, its name, logo and/or image will remain 
the sole property of SANParks. Should the Concessionaire desire to use SANParks 
trademarks or logos in any way, the Concessionaire will first submit the concept or a sample of 
the proposed use to SANParks for approval. 

 

Environmental 
Requirements: 

The Concessionaire will undertake a Strategic Environmental Assessment for the concession 
operation in accordance with DEATs guidelines and an Environmental Impact Assessment on 
all other aspects of the Project, by an independent certified/registered environmental 
consultant, in accordance with applicable SANParks standards and Regulatory Provisions. 
The Concessionaire will appoint an Environmental Control Officer who will be responsible for 
ensuring that Construction and Operations are performed in accordance with SANParks’ 
Requirements and relevant legislation. The Environmental Guidelines are set out in Annexure 
V to the Contract with regulations specifically relating to each particular concession site 
detailed in Schedule B of such Contract. 

 

CA Management SANParks is solely responsible for the conservation management and research within the 
concession area, including bush clearing and other modifications to the biosphere, erosion 
control, management of water points, and development of new water points, controlled burning 
and all other issues of veld management. The concessionaire will be responsible for the 
maintenance of all roads located in the concession area, other than tarred roads and roads 
solely used for SANParks Management. 

 

Game Product SANParks will use all reasonable endeavours to ensure the Concessionaire of a game-viewing 
product which is, in terms of quantity, quality and diversity, at least comparable to conditions 
before the Concession Period. Natural processes might have an impact on the fluctuation of 
game numbers and that it will not always be possible to ensure that a concession area will 
have the same game-viewing product as when the concession was established. 

 

Security Although security cannot be guaranteed, i.e. illegal immigrants in the KNP due to SANDF 
having down-scaled its operations in the KNP, SANParks will use all reasonable endeavours 
to ensure that the CA is free from trespassers, including poachers and visitors to the Park who 
are not guests of the Concessionaire.   

 

Competing Camps The Concession Contract does not in any way limit the right of SANParks to grant further 
Concessions or enter into other agreements 

 

Visitors Levels SANParks will have no liability to the Concessionaire for the number of visitors to the Camp 
and/or CA and/or the Park. 

 

Empowerment The concessionaire will take into account SANParks and state policies on affirmative action 
and the empowerment of Historically Disadvantaged Individuals (HDI) and Historically 
Disadvantaged Groups (HDG).  The Empowerment Guideline as well as their Empowerment 
Proposals will bind the Concessionaire. 

 

Insurance and 
Indemnification 

During the Concession Period, the Concessionaire will maintain adequate insurance on the 
Camp, Concession Assets and other insurable properties, including business interruption 
insurance and employer’s liability insurance. The Concessionaire will indemnify SANParks 
against any liability, loss, damage, costs, and claims in respect of: death or injury to a person; 
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loss or damage of property or economic losses. 

 

Employment Issues The Concessionaire will abide by all Labour Laws in force, relating to the employment of 
employees. During the Concession Period, the Concessionaire will take all necessary 
measures to ensure that its staff adhere to, abide by and comply with the Regulatory 
Provisions. 

 

Performance Bond: To ensure the timely undertaking of obligations under the Contract, and to cover any damages 
or penalties imposed on the Concessionaire, the Concessionaire will lodge a Performance 
Bond with SANParks, in an amount to be decided, throughout the term of the Contract. 

 

SANParks Fees: The Concessionaire will pay fees to SANParks for the right to use the concession area, either 
as a minimum annual rental, or as a percentage of gross revenue - whichever is the greater. 

 

Penalties: The Concessionaire will face a schedule of monetary penalties for breaches of environmental, 
social or financial terms of the contract.  

 

Operation, Management 
and Financial Reports 

The concessionaire will appoint a firm of nationally recognised auditors and submit to 
SANParks all required reports, relating to all relevant operations and financial statements. 

 

Termination Provisions: SANParks will be entitled to terminate the Contract if the Concessionaire commits a material 
breach of the terms of the Concession Contract. The Concessionaire will have the right to 
terminate the Contract should SANParks commit a material breach of it’s obligations, the CA is 
expropriated by the State or the Park no longer operates as a National Park. 
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4 PROJECT LIFE CYCLE SUMMARY  
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5 COMMUNICATION CHANNELS  

5.1 PRINCIPLES 

The Communications Structures are of extreme importance for the effective operation and management of the Concession 

Areas. A Matrix Communication Structure is the principle structure used but is then further redefined to accommodate the 

various topics/subjects/issues at hand. 

5.1.1 Normal Day-to Day Operational Issues  

The operational management of the CA’s will be situated in the various Business Units. The KNP Section Ranger (SR) will be 

involved in the normal day-to-day communication with the Lodge Manager or Head Ranger of the CA and for the sake of 

simplicity, is identified throughout this document as the responsible person for various activities. The SR will be responsible for 

inspecting the concessionaires in terms of the adaptive management process and submitting reports to the relevant 

Conservation Services specialist or Environmental Manager.  However, the SR must adhere to the existing KNP reporting 

structures and the ultimate accountability for the management and monitoring of the normal operations of the CA’s lies with the 

Regional Manager of the Business Unit (BU) involved. The SR or other designated personnel from the Business Units will 

communicate and consult directly with the Specialist HOD’s of Conservation Services, Technical Services, Human Resources 

and Tourism or other designated staff in these divisions. 

The diagram below illustrates the matrix structure used for the normal day-to-day operations and communication. 

DAY-TO-DAY OPERATIONAL COMMUNICATION
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5.1.2 Policy Issues 

Policy issues are defined as: 

 All requests by a CA that is not covered by the current KNP policies and by the Concession Contract 

 All events of non-conformance to policy requirements as stipulated in this document 

 All issues that cannot be settled at regional level 

These issues will have to be dealt with at a corporate level. The SR or other designated person from the BU must refer all policy 

issues to the Project Manager: Concessions (PM) who will consult with the various divisions and the Concession Manager in the 

Business Development Unit: Head Office (BDU) regarding the appropriate action. Subsequent to any decisions/actions taken, 

the PM will advise the SR and BU accordingly. 

5.1.3 Empowerment, Legal, Contractual, Financial Issues 

All communication regarding any empowerment, legal, contractual and financial issues must be channelled via the PM to the 

Concession Manager (CM) in the Business Development Unit Head Office.  

The diagram below illustrates the matrix structure used in event of policy issues and/or empowerment, legal, contractual or 

financial issues. 

IN EVENT OF POLICY ISSUES OR CA NON-CONFORMANCE
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This will enable controlled, effective and focussed communication (formal and informal) during the 20-year operational phase of 

the Concessions. This will result in close liaison with Concessionaires and increased responsiveness.  

5.2 GUIDELINES  

(i) Day to day communication on operational issues will be between the SR and the Ranger or LM from the CA.  The Ranger/LM 

must be designated by the Concessionaire to fulfil this function.    

(ii) Quarterly regional meetings must be held between the LM/LD of the CA and the Regional Manager of the BU. Minutes of these 

meetings must be forwarded to the PM and the Concession Manager. 

(iii) Bi-annual meetings must be held between the LM/LD of the CA and the PM and Concession Manager. A KNP target committee 

will be established for these purposes, representing the various divisions. KNP Management has mandated the environmental 

manager to represent the KNP on such a forum. At this meeting, the rangers’ inspection reports, ECO audits, and Empowerment 

reports will be discussed together with all unresolved issues at the Regional Meeting and any outstanding financial, legal or 

contractual matters.  

(iv) It is further suggested that the concessionaires form a Concession Liaison Committee (CLC) to discuss matters of mutual 

concern with relevant role-players in SANParks. 
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6 ENVIRONMENTAL AND CONSERVATION REQUIREMENTS 

SANParks has established a set of Environmental Guidelines as well as an adaptive management process with objectives and 

Green Standards, and a Best Practice Guideline that is designed to meet two objectives: 

 provide potential concessionaires with certainty about what is expected of them; and 

 ensure that SANParks fulfils its obligations as custodian of the National Parks.   

The resulting environmental guidelines form an integral part of the adaptive management system and contractual documents 

entered into by SANParks and Concessionaires. 

6.1 ADAPTIVE ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT 

6.1.1 Principles 

SANParks as a statutory organisation has to comply with the National Environmental Management: Protected Areas Act of 2003, 

the National Environmental Management Act of 1998 (NEMA) as well as the regulations published in terms of NEMA. This 

includes the Strategic Environmental Assessment guidelines and Environmental Impact Assessment guidelines to guide the 

planning and implementation of development proposals. 

A Strategic Environmental Assessment process was adopted by SANParks in 2005 and will in future apply to new concessions 

developed.  The SEA must include a specialist analysis of ecological, social and tourism resources and a risk analysis of 

development and concession operations within a national park.  

The Concessions all had to do an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) for the proposed Concession developments that 

included detailed Environmental Management Plan’s (EMP’s) for the Construction phase.  The Department of Environmental 

Affairs and Tourism (DEAT) authorized the development of the concession and issued positive Record of Decisions (RODs).  All 

conditions contained within the ROD are legally binding on the concessionaires throughout the duration of the construction and 

operational phases.  The Concessions are required to compile Operational Management Plans (OMPs) that incorporate 

recommendations from the EIAs and any other issues contained within the EMP relevant for the Operations Phase.  The 

requirements of the ROD and the EMP are legally binding for the life of the Concessions.  Once the Operational Management 

Plans (OMPs) are finalized and accepted by SANParks and DEAT, it becomes the basis for monitoring compliance with 

SANParks objectives and standards, legal requirements and the recommendations of the EIA.   

6.1.2 Guidelines  

(i) The SR must be familiar with the EIA, EMP and OMP for the Operational Phase of the CA. 

(ii) The SR must ensure compliance/adherence with the mitigation measures and other requirements in the Operational 

Management Plan. The SR must do inspections on a monthly basis, and submit their report to the Environmental Manager and 

the ECO, and also assist the ECO with bi-annual formal audit. 

(iii) Any problems experienced and/or non-compliance with the Operational Management Plan must be discussed with the 

Concessionaire immediately and the Concessionaire must ensure that corrective measures are implemented. 

(iv) Failure by the Concessionaire to comply with the Operational Management Plan must be dealt with according to the Procedure 

to ensure compliance with the Concession Contract. 

(v) The Concessionaire will have to undertake the necessary study and prepare the necessary report and have it approved by the 

relevant authority, before continuing with the development or changes. 
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(vi) The local SR, Environmental Manager and PM must be consulted with the drafting of any EIR or EMP. 

(vii) A comprehensive Public Participation Process must be followed enabling the registration and participation of I&AP’s. 

6.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL OFFICER (ECO) 

6.2.1 Principles 

SANParks will require all Concessionaires to appoint an ECO to ensure that the conditions of the ROD are complied with and 

mitigation measures and other requirements set forth in the EMP are implemented during the Construction Phase.  During the 

Operational Phase, the ECO will audit compliance to the Operational Management Plan. The cost of the ECO will be borne by 

the Concessionaire. The individual appointed must be an independent consultant, as defined by the EIA Guidelines and 

Definitions and be acceptable to SANParks. Should the Concessionaire elect to replace an ECO, the name and CV of the 

proposed new ECO must be submitted to SANParks and DEAT for approval. 

6.2.2 Guidelines 

(i)  The ECO must submit the following reports, to both the Concessionaire and SANParks: 

 Construction Phase - Monthly ECO Environmental Reports 

 Operational Phase - Bi-Annual ECO Environmental Reports  

(ii) The ECO Report must be submitted to the PM. The PM will present the report to a Project Committee (PC) consisting of 

representatives for environmental, roads, wildlife management etc. for evaluation and comments. 

(iii) The cost of the ECO will be borne by the Concessionaire 

(iv) The ECO will audit against the ROD, the OMP and EMP 

(v) The ECO will score each element of the ROD, OMP and EMP on the following basis: 

4 – best practice 

3 – full compliance 

2 – satisfactory (viz >50% compliance) 

1 – unsatisfactory (viz <50% compliance) 

0 – nothing in place 

na – not applicable 

 

Note: The Scoring was changed with Revision 2 of the Operational Manual, and is effective from August 2005 

(vi) The ECO will determine percentage compliance using above scoring for each environmental aspect and the following formula 

CRE = ER x (100-C)/100 

where CRE = current risk exposure 

  ER = averaged environmental risk for environmental aspect scored in EIR 

  C = percentage compliance for the environmental aspect. 

(vii) The ECO will present a report for every audit and, give the CRE for every environmental aspect, calculate an average Project 

CRE, plot the trajectory of the average CRE over time, highlight environmental risks, recommend how risks might be contained, 

and recommend on improvements to the OMP. 
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(viii) The ECO will also make Recommendations and Findings in the Audit Report. Recommendations will be non-critical items that 

could improve a situation, or could be items that might result in a finding if further deterioration or impacts occur. Findings on the 

other hand are more serious, and is further divided in two categories 

 a) Operational Findings: This is a less important category, and has its foundation in aspects of maintenance and 

operations, e.g. leaking taps, dustbin without lid, vehicle washed away from wash-bay, etc. 

b) Negative Impact Findings: This is a critical category and is non-compliance or non-conformance of the OMP. It may 
 result in a Breach of Contract, if not addressed speedily and effectively. 

(ix) The ECO’s audit reports will be public documents that will be distributed to I&AP’s. 

(x) The SR must ensure that he/she gets involved with the ECO from the beginning of the auditing process. 

(xi) The ECO must be kept informed by the Concessionaire, and will receive copies of the Monthly Report as well as Incident 
Reports. Where necessary, the ECO will be contracted to investigate serious incidents.  The cost of which will be born by the 
concessionaire. 

(xii) The ECO is responsible to evaluate the relevance of the OMP during the 6-monthly audit, and amend the document as required. 
This will include new impacts identified, or additional mitigation required for existing impacts. 

(xiii)  A pro-forma will be developed for the ECO Report to ensure uniformity in the reporting and that all aspects are covered to the 

satisfaction of all role players.  The pro-forma will be a guideline, based on best practise to be developed over a couple of years 

after several ECO Reports have been submitted. The ECO Report must address the issues as identified in the OMP. The 

following specific aspects must also be included in the Report:: 

a) The general condition of the roads and the implementation of road maintenance and construction as defined in the 
Roads Specification Document.  

b) The availability of updated Concession Procedures as required (After Hours Travelling Procedure, Weapon Control 
Procedure, Off Road Driving Procedure, etc) 

c) The general condition of waste management ( solid and liquid) 

d) The general condition of generator sets and diesel tanks 

e) The following records must be included: Bed occupancy (average monthly and peak) 

Staff members residing on site (average and peak) 

Water consumption on average 

Off-road driving incidents and detail 

Permits of vehicles, staff and Rangers issued. 

Incident Reports 

Procedures 

Water and sewerage quality reports 

Legal permits 

6.3 CULTURAL AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

6.3.1 Principles 

The EIA must include a specialist report on the cultural and archaeological resources that occur in the CA. The Concessionaire’s 
construction crew must be trained to recognise cultural resources, in event of any found during construction.  

6.3.2 Guidelines 

(i) Should any undocumented cultural sites or artefacts be found, they must not be disturbed, damaged or removed, but reported 

immediately to the local SR. 
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(ii) The inputs from SAHRA (South African Heritage Resource Agency) must be obtained where applicable in terms of the National 

Heritage Resources Act, Act 25 of 1999. 

6.4 BIOSPHERE MANIPULATION 

6.4.1 Principles 

The Concessionaire must adhere to SANParks’ biosphere modification and habitat manipulation rules. The Policy on the 

Sustainable use of Natural Resources is attached as Annexure A9. 

(i) No bush clearing is allowed, either to enhance game viewing, obtain firewood, or for any other purpose. Limited bush clearing 

will be allowed within the Development Site for the purposes of clearing and levelling prior to the Construction Phase, subject to 

the EIA and included in the EMP.   

(ii) Introduction of alien vegetation is not permitted under any circumstances.   

(iii) Baiting of wildlife to enhance viewing is not permitted.  

(iv) No natural resources may be collected and used within the KNP without written approval from SANParks.  Specifically, the 

collection of firewood for cooking and other purposes is not permitted during either the construction or operational phase.   

6.4.2 Guidelines  

(i) Wood - The collection of firewood and tree stumps for building purposes is not permitted.  Wood used during the operations 

phase should be sourced from a sustainable source and/or be recycled wood. 

(ii) Gravel - The borrow pits to be used by the Concessionaires during the construction phase will be determined by the SR and the 

Division Technical Services and submitted in writing to the Concessionaire.  After the construction phase, the SR, Technical 

Services representative and the Concessionaire must determine the “life pits” to be used during the operational phase of the 

concession. 

The use of gravel during the operational phase of the Concession will have to comply with the following guidelines: 

 The Concessionaire must consult with the SR/PM who will inform the Division: Technical Services of the intention to use 
one or more of the gravel pits for whatever purpose, i.e. maintaining of roads. 

 The use of the gravel pit must comply with the stipulations of the Environmental Management Plan (EMP) for the 
Operational Phase drafted during the EIA process. 

 The local SR must monitor the use of the gravel pit/s to ensure compliance with the EMP. 

In terms of the current legislation (Protected Areas Act and Minerals Act), no new gravel pits may be developed in a national 

park.  However, SANParks have approved in principal that where an existing gravel pit is not economically viable to use, the 

Concessionaire may apply for a new pit by completing a full EIA. Final approval will depend on the merits of each case. The KNP 

is in a process to rationalise gravel pits and the use thereof in the park and has no desire to open up new gravel pits. 

(iii) Sand - The removal and use of sand in CA’s is not permitted unless written approval is obtained. Since the removal of sand will 

be a policy issue, approval for this in the KNP will remain with the Specialist HOD: Conservation Services and not within the 

Business Units. This request will have to comply with the Interim Guidelines for the Collection and Utilisation of River Sand in the 

KNP (Refer to Annexure A4).  The same procedure will have to be followed for any additional needs during the operational 

phase of the Concession.  

(iv) Rocks - The collection of rocks and stones will only be allowed under specific conditions and circumstances, i.e. rocks that had 

to be removed during the construction of roads, can be used for erosion control (packing gabions, etc.) The SR will make the 

final decision on the collection and use of rocks in a CA. 
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6.5 GAME CONTROL ACTIVITIES 

6.5.1 Principles 

SANParks reserves the right to undertake all conservation management activities, including monitoring, culling, capture and 

research in all of the CA’s with due cognizance to the sensitivities surrounding some of these activities and the possible impacts 

they might have on the operations of the concessionaire.  For the purposes of the document, game control activities will refer to 

normal management, capture and culling activities.  

6.5.2 Guidelines  

(i) The SR will inform the Concessionaire (where possible) in advance of any game control activity that will take place in a CA and 

the details thereof. The timing of such operations must be discussed with the Concessionaire so as to least impact on any CA 

activities. In emergency situations where there was no opportunity to inform the Concessionaire, the SR will inform the 

Concessionaire immediately after such an operation was concluded. 

(ii) Due to the role that temperature plays in both these activities, any culling or capture operation will usually take place during early 

mornings, but problem situations might arise where these actions are performed later during the day. 

(iii) The Concessionaire must be informed (where possible) in what area of a Concession the activity will take place, to enable them 

to make provision for this and the impacts thereof on their guests – especially during culling operations. 

6.6 MONITORING AND RESEARCH ACTIVITIES 

6.6.1 Principles 

The KNP has several long term monitoring programmes that will impact on the CA’s.  Furthermore, several research projects are 

conducted on an annual basis in the KNP and activities of some of the research projects might overlap into the CA’s, e.g. 

behavioural studies of a game species, prevalence of bovine tuberculosis. Most of the monitoring and research activities will  

have a limited impact on the activities of the CA, but some might impact more, i.e. the annual elephant and buffalo census where 

a helicopter might be heard or visible be for some time, photographing of buffalo herds during the census, etc. 

The Concession Contract states that Concessionaires wishing to fund and/or undertake research projects within the CA must 

first obtain approval for the project and all of its details from KNP Management – Scientific Services Section. 

6.6.2 Guidelines  

(i) The local SR must notify the Lodge Manager (LM) of the CA of any movement into the CA for any monitoring or research 

activity. The SR should provide the LM with detail on the approximate time, possible impact, number of people etc. 

(ii) In event of a low-impact activity, the LM should be notified the day before; in event of a high-impact activity the LM should be 

given 1 week notice that such activity is to take place. 

(iii) In the event of a SR not being available to fulfill this function, it will be expected from the researcher or the KNP staff member to 

contact the Concession and inform them. 

(iv) SRs and other staff visiting CA’s must plan their visits in such a way as to least impact on the activities of the CA. 

(v) All Concessionaires had to familiarise themselves with the fixed monitoring sites in the CA and any development or activities are 

not allowed to impact on these site.  The SR must ensure compliance with this undertaking. 

(vi) The KNP annual census programme will be distributed to all CA’s for their information. 
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(vii) New research projects will continue in the KNP as usual, and where it might impact on the CA, KNP research staff will consult 

with the Concessionaire on how the project will be implemented.  

6.7 PATROLS BY FIELD STAFF IN CA’S 

6.7.1 Principles 

The regular patrolling of a section by Section- and Field Rangers from the KNP is necessary and forms the basis for area 
integrity management of the park.  The CA falls within a section and will also be subject to patrols by the KNP Section & Field 
Rangers.   

6.7.2 Guidelines  

(i) All SANParks staff travelling through a CA must where possible notify CA’s beforehand. 

(ii) The SR needs to determine from each Concessionaire whether encountering Field Rangers (FR) on patrol would impact on the 

experience they want to offer to visitors of a particular CA. 

(iii) SRs must schedule patrols by the FR’s in such a way that it has the least possible impact on the activities of the 

concessionaires, i.e. from late morning to early afternoon. 

(iv) Field Rangers must be sensitised regarding impact their presence might have on the exclusive tourism product offered by the 

concessions. 

(v) Where problems arise, i.e. poaching from outside or concession staff, the SR will conduct operations in the CA without informing 

the concession management, but with due consideration of the safety of the staff involved. 

(vi) The SR may conduct vehicle and foot patrols in the CA at any stage as part of the normal execution of his/her duties of which 

compliance of the Concessionaire with the Concession Contract and Operational Phase EMP forms part. 

(vii) Should a CA vehicle encounter a foot patrol, the SR or FR should be discrete unless deliberately approached by the driver of  the 

vehicle in which case the SR/FR should remain courteous at all times. 

6.8 CARRYING CAPACITY 

6.8.1 Principles 

The Concessionaire must adhere to the bed limit that SANParks has established for the particular CA. It must be noted that the 

bed limit includes the number of staff within the CA and the number of staff housed at a SANParks rest camp. SANParks will 

expect that the bed limit is respected and failure to respect it will constitute a breach of the contract. 

The Concessionaires has elected during the EIA process, what the ration would be between Staff and Guests. However, in 

almost all cases, the Concessionaires under-estimated the number of permanent Staff Members required. After consulting with 

DEAT, SANParks have agreed that each Concession will get the opportunity on a once-off basis to re-evaluate their permanent 

Staff numbers, on the basis that the Guest numbers as approved in the ROD stay constant.  

6.8.2 Guidelines 

(i) The revised carrying capacities for the CA’s are as follows: 

 

CONCESSION GUEST BED 
NUMBERS 

STAFF BED 
NUMBERS 

TOTAL NUMBER OF BEDS  
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CONCESSION GUEST BED 
NUMBERS 

STAFF BED 
NUMBERS 

TOTAL NUMBER OF BEDS  

Shishangeni (Note 1) 70 10 80 (Eighty) 

Lukimbi 32 12 40 (Forty) 

Jock (Note 2) 22 11 33 (Thirty-three) 

Tinga (Note 3) 52 23 75 (Seventy-five) 

Rhino Walking Safaris (Note 4)        28        11         39 (Thirty-nine) 

Imbali 48 18 66 (Sixty-six) 

Singita 42 80 122 (One hundred and twenty two) 

 Note 1: Shishangeni has not yet submitted their request for additional Staff numbers. They have also constructed less Guest  

  Beds (only 64) than what was approved in the ROD. 

Note 2: Jock has the Donor Unit, which are 6 replacement beds 

Note 3: Tinga has only constructed 36 Guest beds, and plan to develop a Fly Camp with an additional 12 Beds, and a 
 Presidential Suite at Legends with an additional 4 beds. 

 Note 4: Rhino Walking Safaris have only developed 24 Guest beds, and plan to develop an additional 4 beds at Rhino Outpost 

 Note 5: The Concessionaire can construct accommodation for 25% leave/relief staff.  

  They can also construct staff accommodation for staff over-nighting on site on an ad hoc basis, such as Trackers, on the 
  basis that such staff have their permanent accommodation outside the Park, and that any such individual do not reside  
  more that 5 days on site per month, and that the Concessionaire stay within their overall allocated Heads on Site.  

(ii) The SR must monitor compliance to above carrying capacities on a regular basis. 

(iii) In event of non-conformance by the Concessionaire, the SR must report this to the PM immediately. 

(iv) “Concession on Carrying Capacity Policy for permanent resident staff on CA’s”: The number of beds available for staff and 

guests is fixed and will not be altered.  However, permanent resident staff working in a CA (*excluding Nwanetsi CA) will be 

allowed to have close family members (spouse, children) staying with them on the following conditions: 

a) The facilities available for staff accommodation must be able to support the extra people, i.e. there must be enough 
ablution facilities and the living space/room size must be acceptable. 

b) No additional water will be allocated per CA OR a lower allocation will be allowed for these people. 

c) Permanent resident staff will be allowed to receive guests in line with KNP Policy: Guests and Regulations (Free 
Admission for Guests of Staff Members) and will be issued with 12 free guests permits annually. 

* Due to the fact that all staff at Nwanetsi CA is accommodated in the park, the KNP and the Concessionaire must come to an 
agreement on the arrangements suitable for this CA. 

(v) The number of Guest on Site can be averaged out over a period of 6 months (Jan – June; July to December) on the following 
principles: 

a) Guest may only be accommodated in approved Guest Accommodation, and also only in the numbers approved for that 
accommodation. 

b) The Concessionaire may apply to develop and or use replacement facilities (can be additional accommodation units, Fly 
Camps, etc) to maximum capacity during peak periods, as long as the 6-month average do not exceed the ROD Guest 
Beds allocated.  

Note: The application to use replacement units must be compiled by the ECO, and approved by both KNP 
Management Committee and DEAT. 

(vi) The Total number of Beds on site as in Table above (Guests and Staff) must also be averaged over the same 6-month period, and 
shall not exceed the allocated number. In the case where this is exceed, the Concessionaire will be in Breach. 
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6.9 WATER PROVISION MANAGEMENT 

The total water extraction from any or all sources within the CA’s is limited to not more than the allocated litres for the 

Concessions per day. This includes the newly developed artificial water holes (waterholes and dams that existed before the 

concession was developed, are excluded) and other requirements for guests, staff, gardens, lawns and any other water features. 

(Also Refer to Section 7.3 and the Water Allocation Policy – Annexure A10)  

6.9.1  Principles 

(i) SANParks reserve the right to close any water features as considered necessary for management purposes. Every effort will be 

made not to close water features in the CA’s over the life of the Concession Period. 

(ii) The EIA process must include the assessment of all artificial water features and the exact design; size and location of new water 

features must be determined in consultation with SANParks. 

(iii) In cases where an artificial feature is destroyed by natural causes, SANParks will allow the Concessionaire to develop an 

alternative source for the remainder of the Concession Period in line with the above condition. 

(iv) The development of a new water feature will be for the account of the concessionaire, as well as the routine maintenance for all 

such features. 

(v) The Concessionaire must develop a water management strategy that includes water harvesting, water re-use and water 

recycling.  An implementation plan must be developed to demonstrate continued improvement through implementation of the 

strategy.  

(vi) The Concessionaires may apply to develop a small water point or feature at each Lodge, Satellite Camp or Fly Camp. The 

purpose of this water feature is to attract birds and small game to be viewed from the Lodge or Camps. Water to these water 

features will be part of the Concessions allocated water quota.    

(vii) The Concessionaire can elect to stay on the allocated 350 l/p/day, or can apply to get a new allocation as per the New Water 

Allocation Policy.  

6.9.2 Guidelines  

(i) The provision and placement of artificial water holes in CA’s was determined through a process of consultation between the KNP 

and the Concessionaires, as well as the results of the obligatory EIA process.  The final arrangements for all CA’s are available 

in the document “Guidelines for the Provision of Artificial Water in CA’s, KNP” See Annexure A3. 

(ii) The management of these water holes is also stipulated in the above-mentioned document and both Concessionaires and SR’s 

must familiarise themselves with this and implement the decisions. 

(iii) The SR must inform the Concessionaire of any water hole that will be closed, as well as the reasons for it at least two weeks in 

advance.  Where a water hole needs to be closed or activated for certain periods – in line with the KNP Artificial Water Provision 

Policy – it must be consulted and explained to the Concessionaire, and the final decision rests with the Specialist HOD: 

Conservation Services. 

(iv) Any request from the Concessionaire outside the final arrangements in the “Guidelines for the Provision of Artificial Water in 

CA’s, KNP” document, must be referred to the Specialist HOD: Conservation Services for evaluation and final decision, since it 

has policy implications. 

(v) Water usage must be measured and reported in the Monthly Report. Water quality should be tested at least every alternative 
month. 



KNP Concession Operations Manual 

SANParks Revision 2  

 

Page 28 of 188 

6.10 FIRE MANAGEMENT  

The Concession Contract states that SANParks recognizes the need to balance the intent of its fire management policy with the 

understandable desire of the Concessionaire to protect its investment in the event of a major fire.  A new Ecosystem Fire 

Management Policy was approved for the KNP in April 2002, and this policy specifically made provision for the CA’s. Concession 

areas, by definition, operate at a smaller scale than the whole KNP and therefore run a higher risk of a single fire passing 

through their whole area and possibly creating game viewing and landscape conditions which are uniformly unpleasing to the 

visitors. Because of this concern, the contracts include a clause allowing them, under these circumstances, to use alternative 

areas for a period. This contingency will not be easy for SANParks to manage.  The proposed policy below deals with special 

arrangements to minimize this likelihood.  

6.10.1 Principles 

(i) Concessionaires must implement fire prevention and life safety measures that comply fully with SABS standards (SABS 0400). 

(ii) The EIA must address issues relating to fire safety and management and subject designs and safety specifications to a ‘fire 

safety audit’. Campfires and/or gas cookers will only be allowed in designated areas and at specified times, agreed to by 

SANParks in writing. 

(iii) Lightning (‘natural’) fires must be allowed to burn, except in the immediate surrounds of the Development Site, and/or to save 

human life or property.  To be read in conjunction with the Fire Management Policy for CA’s.  

(iv) Consistent with current policy, SANParks will endeavour within its capacity to ensure that not more that 50% of any CA burns 

due to one particular fire. To be read in conjunction with the Fire Management Policy for CA’s.  

(v) Although the fire policy with regard to CAs should ideally be seen as a variation of the larger Ecosystem Fire Management Pol icy 

for the KNP, the fear and real threat exists that a fire may burn down an entire CA in a single event. This will have severe 

negative impacts on operations within that CA till such time as the environment recovered sufficiently to provide the necessary 

game viewing and other opportunities again. It is therefore recommended that SANParks staff, who are contractually responsible 

for fire management in concession areas, exercise their discretion using the following guidelines and treating each case on its 

merits: 

6.10.2 Guidelines 

Fire Management Policy for CA’s  

(i) Each of the seven concession areas will constitute a totally independent small fire management unit (SMFU) and be treated 

independently as an entity on its own. 

(ii) Section Rangers must exercise discretion using the following guidelines and treating each concession’s situation on its merits.. 

(iii) In years and under situations where patch mosaic burning are not seen to be too risky, it should be implemented with the 

following variations: 

 ensure that sufficient early-season patch burns are set in the concession area, to reduce potential fire risks.  

 Set patch fires whilst still safe to do so and in such a way and under such conditions as to generally allow easy 

suppression at pre-chosen tracks. 

 Continue to set patch fires after September as one component of the ignition sources, so that variation in greenness of 

patches is still promoted thereafter, and so that the risks of the aftermath of a large fire disrupting the experience of their 

guests on these relatively small areas,  is minimised 

 Application of range condition (quality filter) prerequisites for burns as far as is possible, in view of the relatively intensive 

management in these areas.  However, if conditions do not allow rangers to get anywhere near the target (because there 

is too little area to burn which meets the quality filter) and if there is still significant fire risk, burning should continue 
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elsewhere to reach targets. Although the latter makes for safety, it is logical that it might promote degradation, and such 

areas should thus be carefully monitored. Although TPC’s form a general safety net, these areas will require extra 

scrutiny, given the potential “vicious circle” that may arise if rangers are later on burning for safety only, and degraded yet 

burnable veld is resulting.  

 Any lightning fires should form part of the contribution to the targets, but should not be allowed to burn beyond the target,  

as allowed elsewhere. In fact, if the lightning fire is seen as too risky (e.g. due to weather conditions) and can be 

extinguished, this should be done as part of the more cautious approach in the concessions. 

(iv) Under other circumstances, when patch fires represent too great a risk in the view of the SR, the following “blockburn procedure” 

can be adopted: 

 Identification and usage of small “burnblocks” created by roads, tracks, rivers or adequate drainage features within the CA. If 
no or hardly any such features exist, there seems little option but to revert to patch burning, even at the higher risk 

 Burning selected blocks under safe conditions using perimeter fires, in such a way that the burnt blocks form a seasonal 
mosaic approximately meeting the targets set for the concession – these will be the same targets as would have been used 
for a patch mosaic system. All that will differ is that the ranger will have decided that patch fires are too risky in that particular 
year or place. Rangers should strive not to use this perimeter option too often, as the aim is to move away from perimeter 
fires (particularly in small areas such as these) even though occasional perimeter fires are not expected to result in the 
suspected deleterious landscape patterns. As long as the blocks are safely “ring-burnt” it is not necessary to burn the centres 
if the fire dies before then. If targets are not being met that month or later, the centre can be ignited if this seems the best 
option to reach targets. 

(v) These interventions are seen as a necessary compromise, given the valid concerns of Concessionaires.  This also provides one 

form of field experiment (albeit at a reduced scale than elsewhere in the park) to compare with the late season lightning-

dominated and late season transmigrant-dominated systems expected in different localities.  

(vi) Under no circumstances may a Concessionaire or his/her staff control natural and/or accidental fires in a CA without the local 

SR’s consent and direction. 

(vii) The control of natural and accidental veld fires is the responsibility of the local SR and his staff. 

(viii) The local SR will inform staff on the appropriate fire fighting procedures and the contingency plan in event of fire in the CA. 

(ix) CA staff is only allowed to control fires in the immediate surrounds of the Development Site, and/or to save human life. 

(x) The local SR must be informed immediately of any fire in the CA, and similarly must the CA be informed of any fire in the area. 

(xi) The burning of firebreaks around infrastructure, borders, etc. of concessions is the responsibility of the SR.  The Concessionaire 

must inform the SR well in advance if there is a need for a firebreak around the infrastructure in a CA, and the SR must ensure 

that identified firebreaks are burned in time. 

(xii) The KNP has the responsibility to ensure that a system of firebreaks are graded and maintained on an annual basis in line with 

policies to assist with the management of fires.  

(xiii) The use of back burns in CA’s to control or stop accidental fires must be subject to the implications thereof on the CA, and where 

possible avoided. 

(xiv) Should a significant portion of a CA burn in one season, the KNP will permit traversing in other nearby areas where possible.  

These traversing areas will be determined by the SR in conjunction with the HOD: Conservation Services and must be in line 

with KNP Policies. 

(xv) Every SR must draft a contingency plan for the management of fires in his FMU and CA.  

6.11 TRAVERSING AREAS IN THE EVENT OF FIRE DAMAGE TO A SIGNIFICANT PORTION OF A CA 

6.11.1 Principles 
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Should a significant portion (>50 %) of a CA burn in one season, the KNP will permit traversing in other nearby areas until the 

burned areas have recovered sufficiently. The local SR in conjunction with the ECO will identify alternative areas for traversing in 

consultation with the HOD: Conservation Services. 

6.11.2 Guidelines 

(i) The areas available to traverse will be determined by the local SR and the CA’s in consultation with the HOD: Conservation 

Services and must be in line with the CDF (A spatial development/use plan) for the KNP.  No traversing will be allowed in 

Wilderness or Remote zones. 

(ii) The period of traversing in the identified areas will depend on the recovery of the burned areas within a CA and the final decision 
to stop traversing in nearby areas will be that of the SR in consultation with the Concessionaire. 

(iii) Should the identified traversing area include a general public area, normal rules and conditions available to the public roads will 
prevail, i.e.: 

 Open vehicles must comply with general KNP Open Vehicle specifications and must be fitted with a roof & sides, with the 
front window up. 

 No driving before or after normal tourist hours, unless agreed to by the SR and then with due consideration of other park 
activities such as night drives. 

(iv) No off-road driving will be allowed from tourist roads or management roads/firebreaks within such traversing areas. 

(v) No off-road driving will be allowed from tourist roads or management roads/firebreaks within such traversing areas. 

6.12 PROBLEM ANIMAL MANAGEMENT 

Situations might arise where certain animals and their behaviour become problematic to the management of a lodge in a CA, 

especially where the lodge and other infrastructure are not fenced.  It will therefore be expected from the Concessionaire to put 

the necessary preventative measures in place to avoid the “development” of problem animals. 

6.12.1 Principles 

(i) The Problem Animal Policy of the KNP will apply to the CA’s with the following strategy: 

 To have functional fences around park facilities and along borders.  In terms of the CA’s, fences around their waste 
storage facilities and reed beds must be functional. 

 To remove or secure potential food sources, where possible, to prevent attracting unwanted attention which might corrupt 
animals and birds and cause them to become problematic. 

 To prevent animals from gaining access to these food sources, and 

 To educate and sensitize staff, contractors, guests and visitors on the issues related to problem animals. 

(ii) No food or food waste may be left unattended from the beginning of the construction phase and during the operational phase. 

(iii) All solid and wet waste must be stored in bins in scavenger-proof storage areas, and cleared regularly. 

(iv) The scent of food left lying around also attracts animals. For this reason the bins that are used for storing waste must seal  as 

tightly as possible in order to reduce odours. When the bins are emptied they must be washed and disinfected thoroughly. 
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6.12.2 Guidelines  

(i) The Concessionaire must report any problems experienced with animals (, i.e. baboons at the lodge) immediately to the SR. 

(ii) The SR will assess the situation and decide on the relevant action – the control of any problem animal is the responsibility of the 

SR. 

(iii) If the actions of the CA’s lead to the “development” of problem animals, i.e. feeding animals, unfenced wetlands, it will be 

expected of the Concessionaire to rectify the situation, before action will be taken against any problem animal. 

(iv) It must be made clear to guests that the feeding of any animals, even birds, is unacceptable.  This could be done for example, 

with a pamphlet in their rooms, as well as on their first game drive. 

6.13 ALIEN BIOTA MANAGEMENT 

6.13.1 Principles 

The introduction of alien vegetation is not permitted under any circumstances according to the Concession Contract.  One of the 

main threats to the biodiversity of the KNP is considered to be the introduction and spread of alien vegetation. The possibil ity of 

importing alien plants through deliveries of building material, etc. is very real, and continuous monitoring of the area is necessary 

to ensure that this does not take place. 

6.13.2 Guidelines  

(i) The presence of alien plants or animals (Indian myna) must be reported to the local SR. 

(ii) The SR will assess the problem and with the assistance of the Manager: Alien Biota decides on the relevant action to be taken. 

(iii) Due to the extent of the alien vegetation problem in the KNP there might be different priorities for clearing alien vegetation and 

this must be taken into consideration. 

(iv) The Alien Biota Section must include the CA’s in their information programme on the status and discovery of new alien biota.  

(v) After the delivery of construction material during the operational phase of the CA, the Concessionaire is responsible to monitor 

whether there was any introduction of alien vegetation and the SR must assist with this monitoring. 

(vi) When bringing in firewood, the Concessionaires must ensure that the wood type or the point where harvested is free of any alien 

plant seeds. The Local Section Ranger must approve the source of firewood, before such wood is brought into the Park. During 

transport, the wood must be covered to prevent any seeds from blowing off, and it must be stored at a designated place where 

possible germination of alien plants can be closely monitored.  Wood sourced must be from a sustainable source, and should not 

contribute to the destruction of indigenous trees.  Preferably wood that is recycled should be used. 

6.14 QUALITY CONTROL OF FIELD GUIDES  

6.14.1 Principles 

(i) Game drives may only be taken out by guides that attained a THETA Nature Site Guide Qualification (TGSP 02) (Level 2) or 

TGSP 08 (Level 4) and are registered with their local DEAT Department. 

(ii) Guides that take out walks must be in possession of a. THETA Nature Site Guide Qualification (TGSP 03)(Level 2) in a 

Dangerous Game Area or a (TGSP 09) (Level 4) in a Dangerous Game Area and must be registered with their local DEAT 

Department. 
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(iii) Any guide acting as a back-up/second rifle during a walk, must have a THETA Nature Site Guide Qualification (TGSP 03) (Level 

2) in a Dangerous Game Area.  (Refer to Point 6.14.2. (i)) 

(iv) All guides/persons that want to carry a firearm in a CA must undergo a KNP Fire Arm Proficiency Assessment where their 

firearm handling skills will be evaluated. According to their qualifications and position a guide will either be assessed on a basic, 

intermediate or advanced proficiency. It will further be expected from guides to undergo regular evaluations on their firearm 

handling skills. 

According to the new Fire arm legislation all guides/persons who handle a fire arm will have to undergo a POSLEC fire arm 
competency assessment. 

(v) It can be expected that there will be a continual change in guides in CA’s and the KNP must make provis ion for this and 

especially the testing of guides.  

(vi) According to Regulation 44 (A) of the National Parks Act, any person who is not an employee of SANParks must apply for permit 

to carry a licensed firearm in a National Park.  

6.14.2 Guidelines  

(i) TRAINING/ASSESSMENT OF FIELD GUIDES: 

  Initial training - Before a CA appoints a guide, he/she will have to be trained off site and then be tested/assessed in the 
KNP to determine the level of proficiency. A temporary proficiency certificate will be issued when minimum requirements 
have not been met but person is in process of training. 

  Re-training during Operational Phase of Concession – This will include formal re-training as well as regular practice 
sessions for guides working in a CA.  The SR will be responsible to coordinate these training sessions.  All these training 
sessions must comply with KNP requirements, i.e.  Take place on an official KNP shooting range; must be under the 
supervision of qualified Range Officer with a First Aid officer in attendance, etc. Each CA must finalize a Procedure for 
Re-Training of Guards with the local SR. 

 Proficiency Testing – The proficiency of all guides in CA’s will be evaluated on a regular basis in a process coordinated 
by the Quality Assurance Officer: Interpretation, KNP.    

(ii) SR’s must ensure that the qualifications of all field guides in a CA comply with the stipulations of the Concession Contract and 

the Protected Areas Act by checking the permits issued to a  guide.   

(iii) Any incident where a guide had to shoot at an animal or fired shots for whatever reasons, etc. must be reported to the SR 

immediately – especially where an animal was wounded.  The SR will do the follow-up in any incident where an animal was 

wounded. 

(iv) The SR must investigate the incident and write a report and take a decision whether the action of a guide was justified and/or 

unavoidable – especially where an animal was shot or wounded.  Copies of these reports must be sent to the Concessionaire, 

PM, Regional Manager: Business Unit and Specialist HOD: Conservation Services. 

6.15 CARRYING OF FIREARMS IN A NATIONAL PARK   

Subject to the provisions of Section 46 of the Protected Areas Act, Act 57 of 2003 and in accordance with Regulations 46 and 56 

of this act, a special permit may be issued to a person that is not an employee of SANParks to carry and use a licensed firearm 

within a national park.   

6.15.1 Principles: 

(i) The permit holder must have the relevant Guiding qualification and/or a SANParks Proficiency Certificate. 
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(ii) The firearm may only be used and displayed in a park for the purpose of the permit holder providing protection to him/herself and 

accompanying guests in the park. 

(iii) The permit holder must carry a firearm of not less than the minimum calibre stipulated on his/her permit all times when working 

in an area where dangerous animals occur. 

(iv) The permit is applicable only for the activity specified and only when the permit holder is on duty in the park. 

(v) The permit will only apply for the specific area in a national park as indicated on the permit. 

(vi) A permit is personal and not transferable. 

(vii) The use and safekeeping of all firearms in a CA must comply with the stipulations as contained within the Firearms Control Act, 

Act 60 of 2000. 

(viii) CA’s must implement an ammunition register where record is kept of all ammunition/rounds issued and used. 

6.15.2 Guidelines: 

(i) The responsibility to arrange for proficiency tests and firearm permits remains that of the CA’s. 

(ii) The process to obtain a permit is as follows: 

 The Quality Assurance Officer: Interpretation (QAO: I) must inform CA’s of the dates that the Proficiency Test will be 
done. 

 Field guides of a CA must apply for a test session by contacting the QAO: I. 

 Once a CA field guide has passed the proficiency test and submitted copies of his/her identity document and 
firearm license, the QAO: I issue an electronic and hard copy of the permit to the Executive Director KNP for signature. 

 Where the candidate has the required qualifications, and he has passed the proficiency test, the permit will be issued for 
three years. Where the candidate are in the process of obtaining his View potentially Dangerous Animals qualification 
(TG 16) certificate, and pass the proficiency test, a temporary permit for 6 months will be issued. If the candidate obtains 
the required qualification within the three months, the permit will be extended to 3 years. If not, he will have to pass the 
proficiency test again before the permit can be issued. 

 The signed permit will then be issued by the QAO: I who will ensure that the permit be issued to the Guide together with 
his Proficiency Certificate. The QAO: I will also provide the PM with a copy of the signed permit. 

(iii) Concessionaires must ensure that applications for firearm permits are submitted timeously, since the Executive Director KNP is 

the only delegated official to approve these permits at the moment. 

(iv) Concession guides issued with a permit must ensure that they know the conditions and requirements of the permit. 

(v) The permit must be signed by the permit holder – without the signature of the permit holder, the permit is not valid. 

(vi) The permit will only be valid for a certain period, and permit holders must apply before the expiry date on their permit for a new 

permit. 

(vii) The SR and other Law Enforcement officials can request a permit holder to produce his/her permit at any time, and therefore the 

permit holder must carry the permit with him/her at all times when using a firearm in the KNP. 

(viii) SR’s must be informed by the QAO: I of all CA field guides that have qualified to take out drives and/or walks and have received 

a Proficiency Certificate and a permit. 



KNP Concession Operations Manual 

SANParks Revision 2  

 

Page 34 of 188 

(ix) Rounds discharged for any reason by a Concession guide must be reported to the SR immediately. 

6.16 STAFF ISSUES 

6.16.1 Principles 

(i) SANParks will arrange gate permits for all permanent and casual workers involved in the Construction and Operational Phase. 

(ii) The Concessionaire must accommodate as many staff as practical off-site, reducing the environmental and social impacts of the 

development. 

(iii) Staff accommodation must comply with national building regulations and requirements. SANParks will allow only single 

accommodation units and not dormitory structures. 

(iv) The collection of firewood by staff for cooking and other uses is not permitted. 

(v) The health and safety of staff and their families must be ensured at all times, including when commuting between 

accommodation facilities and place of work.  

(vi) The Concessionaire must have an emergency medical evacuation policy that covers both guests and staff in the event of a 

serious injury, or acute medical emergency. Relevant staff must be aware of this policy and be emergency prepared. Fire fighting 

equipment must be maintained. 

(vii) Staff accommodation must not be visible from tourist roads. 

(viii) Waste must be sorted according to type, stored in exclosures & trucked out of KNP. 

(ix) Staff must observe official speed limits of the park. 

(x) Staff must take special care driving at night to limit road kills in cases where after hours driving is authorised. 

6.16.2 Guidelines 

(i) CA permanent staff will be issued with a permanent ID Card, the cost of which will be borne by the Concessionaire. 

(ii) The permanent vehicles of the Concessionaire, as well as vehicles of staff requiring entering the Park in own vehicles, will be 

issued with a Koedoekop entry permit. 

(iii) The Concessionaire is responsible to return the ID and Koedoekop Permit to the Park, in the event that a staff member leaves 

the employ of the Concessionaire. 

(iv) The SR must monitor general activities by CA staff. 

(v) To obtain an access permit for the Construction phase of the CA, the Concessionaire must complete the application form 

attached as Annexure C1 and submit with applicable photos to the Manager : Protection Services, Skukuza. 

(vi) For the Operational phase, the LM of the CA can, by sending a list of all staff members and all vehicles to the PM, obtain ID 

Cards for employees well as a Koedoekop for each CA vehicle. 

6.17 EMPLOYEES TRAINING AND AWARENESS 

6.17.1 Principles 

(i) The Concessionaire must devise a training and awareness programme for all employees including temporary staff including a 

matrix that details induction and formal training in safety, hygiene and environment.   
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(ii) An implementation plan must be developed that demonstrates the schedule of training to be undertaken, the service provider, 

the assessment criteria and results.  

6.17.2 Guidelines 

(iii) Training should be offered by an accredited service provider according to NQF criteria. 

(iv) All employees should undergo an induction programme prior to commencement of work within the CA. 

(v) All temporary staff or contractors employed by the CA are considered as employees. 

(vi) The Concessionaire must demonstrate continued improvement in employee performance in safety, hygiene and environment 

6.18 ACCESS & AFTER HOURS DRIVING 

6.18.1 Principles 

(i) All guests, deliveries and other vehicles entering CA’s will have to do so through SANParks designated entrance gates. 

(ii) Extended gate opening times for staff will be permitted from 03:30 to 23:30 at the nearest entrance gate to the CA under 

controlled conditions (i.e. only scheduled trips to transport staff leaving or arriving for shifts. Related additional costs will be for 

the Concessionaire’s account. The CA must develop an After Hours Travel Procedure (AHTP) to be approved by the Regional 

Manager, which will take night drive and other activities in consideration. Any travel outside the agreed AHTP will apply to the 

normal procedure of Late Permits. This includes late arrivals of guests, which are permitted within the extended gate opening 

times. After a late permit was arranged, the CA Ranger will fetch and escort the guests from the gate to the CA in a CA vehicle 

with a radio in working order. SR’s must ensure that they are aware of the AHTP of CA’s, to monitor the process. 

(iii) CA staff are allowed to approach vehicles travelling after hours and request appropriate permits. Incidents must be reported to 

the local SR. 

(iv) Concession staff must comply with official gate hours and arrangements to leave/enter the KNP for official and private purposes. 

(v) Staff and guests to the CA’s must adhere to all normal Park speeding limits and other traffic regulations. 

(vi) Staff and guest must be made aware of the environmental and conservation issues related to night drives, especially with regard 

to other Park users. 

(vii) SANParks staff will have access to all CA’s at all times for the purpose of carrying out normal management activities. 

6.18.2 Guidelines 

6.18.2.1 ACCESS 

(i) GUESTS: All CA guests must pay relevant Park entry fees as set out in Annexure 12 – Access Fees for Concession Guests. 

SANParks will allow Concessionaires to pay these fees on a monthly basis rather than at time of entry, as set out in the 

Procedure 

(ii) STAFF: Concession staff commuting to and from the CA does not pay Park entry fees. Staff members must apply for entrance 

permits from the Head: Protection Services.  Permanent resident staff will qualify for a “Koedoekop” permit, while non-resident 

concession staff will qualify for “Photo permits”.  All concession staff will have to obtain KNP Identity Cards from the Division: 

Corporate Management Services (Human Resources). All Shareholders and Managers as identified by the CA and approved by 

KNP that must visit the CA on a regular bases, will also receive a Staff ID and “Koedoekop” permit. 
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(iii) SERVICE PROVIDERS/CONTRACTORS: All regular Service Providers and Contractors for CA’s will have to apply for Annual 

Business Entry Permits from the Manager: Protection Services.  Access to the park will be restricted to the official gate times of 

the park. Staff of Contractors working in the Park must obtain Contractor ID documents from the Manager: Protection Services. 

(iv) BUSINESS ENGAGEMENTS: Concessionaires must apply for an “Official Free Permit” for any person invited by them for 

business engagements.  NB: This system must not be used for individuals who request to come and conduct their own business 

in the KNP.  Official Free Permits will be issued by the Secretaries in the Business Units and will be as follows: 

 Business Unit (South): BUS Number 

 Business Unit (Central): BUC Number  

 Access to the park will be restricted to the official gate times of the park. 

(v) MAINTENANCE/SUPPORT STAFF: All maintenance work in CA’s must be limited to official working hours and these service 

providers must enter and leave the park within the official gate times. Companies providing such a service must also pay the 

Annual Business Entry Permit. 

6.18.2.2 AFTER HOURS DRIVING 

(i) The extended gate opening times are only from03:30 to 23:30 for the specific purposes mentioned (scheduled staff transport, 

guests with official reservations and concession staff in their official capacity) and no travelling outside these times will  be 

allowed.  Only in emergency situations, can special permission be obtained from the local SR who will then issue a late permit. 

Travelling will only be allowed as per the approved AHTP. 

(ii) The extended gate opening times will not be applicable for any delivery vehicles travelling to CA’s. 

(iii) In the event of guests arriving after official gate closing time (in the extended gate opening times), the SR must issue a late 

permit.  These guests must be collected at the entrance gate and escorted to the lodge by designated staff members. The times 

that guests can be picked up at the Gates after hours and transported to the CA, must comply with the allowed travel times in the 

approved AHTP. 

(iv) Extended gate opening times do not apply to guests of staff members and staff members in their off-time.  The normal KNP rules 

will apply, i.e. travelling will only be allowed half an hour before official gate opening and half an hour after official gate closing 

times. 

(v) Any after hours travelling outside the above, will be governed by the late permit system, and concession staff must contact the 

SR well in advance with valid reasons to obtain a late permit to travel after official hours. 

(vi) The after hours traffic to CA’s will be monitored by the SR and Head: Protection Services. 

6.19 ACCESS BY PRIVATE AIRCRAFT 

6.19.1 Principles 

Air traffic over and into all National Parks is limited by law. No private aircraft may land in a National Park, except at designated 

landing areas.  As a general rule, private airstrips or helipads will not be permitted within the CA’s. SANParks is satisfied  that 

existing air access for the CA’s is sufficient, the exception being Singita, given the distance of the CA from the Park entrance 

gates.  Subject to the findings of the EIA, SANParks obtained special permission from the Board and DEAT to allow the use of 

the Satara airstrip by Singita CA.  Private Aircraft will only be allowed to land at Skukuza Airport and Satara Airstrip, subject to 

the KNP Policies and Singita ROD/EMP. 
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(i) Final approval for all flights to and from Skukuza Airport and Satara Airstrip rests with the HOD: Specialised Corporate 

Operations, Skukuza (Mr Ken Maggs). Prior approval must be obtained for any flights to and from Skukuza and Satara airstrip 

falling outside the approved arrival/departure period.  

(ii) Approved operating times for Skukuza Airport and Satara airstrip are from 09:00 to 15:00 daily. Special authorisation must be 

obtained from the HOD: Specialised Corporate Operations for any flights falling outside these approved operating times. The 

designated staff member of a CA must contact the office of the HOD: Specialised Corporate Operations well in advance for 

authorisations regarding expected arrivals/departures falling outside the standard operating hours. 

(iii) The Nwanetsi and Satara SR’s must ensure compliance to the requirements of the EMP for the Satara Airstrip.  

6.19.2 Guidelines 

(i) All flights must be authorized by KNP air traffic control at HOD: Specialised Corporate Operations, Skukuza (Mr Ken Maggs) or 

delegated official in his office). 

6.19.2.2 Skukuza Airport 

(i) Subject to the status and management of Skukuza Airport, landing fees will be charged for all aircraft landing at the airport. 

(ii) Flights will only be accommodated during normal operating hours, and special permission must be obtained from the Head: 

Protection Services to land outside these hours. 

6.19.2.3 Satara Airstrip 

(i) The EIA and EMP for Singita Lebombo addressed the timing and frequency of flights; impacts on animal safety and behaviour; 

noise levels and visual impacts on Park visitors; flight paths; height restrictions; location and potential impacts of associated 

infrastructure such as fuel tanks; and flight safety and liability. The applicable details are outlined under the Conditions of Use of 

the Satara airstrip as contained in the amended ROD.   

(ii) The following limitations apply to the number of flights to and from Satara airstrip: 

Flights are limited to an average of 3 flights per day and a maximum of 6 flights per day. A flight is defined as a trip into and out 

of Satara. Under exceptional circumstances up to 8 flights may be approved for a specific day. Approval for such additional 

flights will be at the discretion of the HOD: Specialised Corporate Operations, Skukuza (Mr Ken Maggs) and will only be 

considered upon ‘timely application’ by Singita Lebombo for each instance.  However, the total of 42 flights per fortnight period 

(calculated using the average of 3 flights per day over a period of two weeks) may not be exceeded under any circumstances. 

‘Timely application’ implies at least 24 hours before the event and preferably 48 hours before the event. 

(iii) Flights to and from Satara will be restricted to the midday period from 09h00 to 15h00. Special approval need to be obtained for 

flights outside the approved times as stipulated in the amended ROD Under exceptional circumstances later landings up to 

16h30 and later departures up to 16h00, may be approved at the discretion of Kruger National Park, upon timely application by 

Singita Lebombo for each instance. This implies that aircraft afforded permission to land beyond 16h00 will be obliged to 

overnight and depart the next day after 09h00. No more than two well motivated requests per fortnight will be entertained by the 

KNP 

(iv) Flight routing and let-down & take-off procedures are stipulated in the Satara Airstrip Procedure as outlined in the amended 

ROD. 

(v) Noise abatement measures must be applied. 

(vi) The Concessionaire is permitted to use only the Cessna C208 and Beechcraft King Air B200 or an aircraft of similar noise levels 

as was approved by KNP, and listed in the Satara Airstrip Procedure.  Any “noisier” aircraft must be approved by SANParks, with 

inputs from a noise consultant. 
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(vii) Only commercial pilots affiliated with a charter company or corporation and familiar with Satara airstrip may be used. 

(viii) Air-to-ground radio communication is required and must be approved by SATRA. 

(ix) No fixed infrastructure is permitted other than a windsock and fly camp type toilet. 

(x) No extension is permitted to the1000-m runway. 

(xi) The Concessionaire is responsible for the maintenance of the airstrip – mow, 100-m clearways each end, start-up spot at each 

end. This excludes re-graveling or grading which will be done by KNP. 

(xii) The airstrip must be clean at all times, and the toilet serviced within 350 l per person per day limit. 

(xiii) Ground crew must patrol the airstrip before landing & take-off. 

(xiv) Travel to & from airstrip complies with KNP rules (protective roof & side panels & front window up). 

(xv)  Minimum flying height is 1500 ft above ground, guideline is 1000 m. 



KNP Concession Operations Manual 

SANParks Revision 2  

 

Page 39 of 188 

6.20 CONCESSIONAIRE VEHICLES 

6.20.1 Principles 

(i) All drivers must be in possession of a license for the category of vehicle they are operating, and of SANParks permits for both 

the vehicle and the driver; 

(ii) All vehicles must be licensed with the relevant authorities and must be roadworthy; 

(iii) All vehicles must be fully insured against all perils and third party liabilities; 

(iv) Vehicles may not exceed the size of a typical LWB Toyota Land Cruiser with a 1-ton net capacity.  The exception to this 

restriction is a delivery vehicle travelling on the main designated arterial access road; 

(v) 4X4 capability is essential, especially in the rainy period; 

(vi) Basic tools for typical repairs and first aid kits must be carried on all vehicles; 

(vii) All vehicles must be fitted with a two-way radio that is in communication with the Concessionaire’s base facility at all times; 

(viii) A rack for carrying a firearm must be fitted in an appropriate place; 

(ix) Seating must be a fixed to the vehicle.  Loose seats are not permitted; 

(x) Vehicles must have an appearance that suits the character of the experience being offered; 

(xi) Vehicles must be designed and built to ensure visitor safety at all times, especially from wild animals. All vehicles carrying 

passengers must be tested by a representative from the SABS and issued with a SABS letter of approval; 

(xii) An overhead cover for rain and sun is advised. Only designated Concessionaire vehicles and SANParks management vehicles 

are permitted on game viewing tracks. All other Concession vehicles must remain on the designated access or official public 

roads within Parks. 

(xiii) Drivers of open game viewing vehicles carrying tourists must be in possession of a Professional Drivers Permit 

6.20.2 Guidelines 

(i) The LM must provide the PM and the SR with a list of all of its game drive vehicles, including the vehicle specifications and 

registration numbers of each. 

(ii) The SR must ensure that only these CA game drive vehicles are used on game tracks and all other CA vehicles remain on the 

designated access or official public roads within KNP. 

(iii) The SR must check that all drivers of CA vehicles, are in possession of a valid drivers licenses. 

(iv) Open game viewing vehicles used in CA’s must comply to normal KNP rules when travelling on general tourist roads in the park, 

i.e. roof, sides and window up.  

(v) Vehicles not suitable to travel on general tourist roads, my be taken to Workshops,  Restcamps, etc for purposes other than the 

transporting of staff or guests. Under these circumstances only the driver will be in the vehicle, and no passengers would be 

allowed.  
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6.21 GAME DRIVES & SIGHTING PROCEDURES 

6.21.1 Principles 

6.21.1.1 Game Drives 

Game drives are only permitted on designated tracks within the CA. The general public road network is available for use by the 
Concessionaire, but normal SANParks rules will apply. Within CA’s, the following rules will apply: 

(i) Driving after dark is permitted in agreed areas up to 22h00.  Driving later than this time requires SANParks approval; 

(ii) Guests may alight from the vehicle under instruction from the Guide and not move more than 50m from the vehicle.  Should they 

wish to move beyond this distance, this must be done with the concurrence of the Guide, and the Guidelines for Walks.  Guides 

must ensure the group is not visible to other Park users; 

(iii) Only Concessionaire staff are permitted to sit or track on the ‘tracker seat’ located on the bonnet, and they must move inside the 

vehicle when approaching dangerous game and when using or crossing public roads; 

(iv) Calling of any nature, baiting or any other activity to attract animals’ attention is not permitted; 

(v) Guides must have attained a THETA Nature Site Guide qualification (TGSP 02) (Level 2) or (TGSP 08) (Level 4) and must be 

registered with their local DEAT authority. 

(vi) Guests may not stand up while driving or at game sightings. 

(vii) Noise levels on a drive must be kept to a minimum and controlled by the Guide. 

6.21.1.2 Sighting Procedures 

The following procedures must be observed at sightings in a CA: 

(i) Only one vehicle may move into, around, or away from a sighting at any one time; 

(ii) The Guide who first arrives at a sighting will take charge and control of the sighting, and will hand over to another Guide upon 

leaving the sighting;  

(iii) A maximum of three vehicles is permitted at a sighting at any one time; 

(iv) Escape routes from the sighting must be assessed before entering; 

(v) All animals must be regarded as potentially dangerous and caution must be observed at all times; 

(vi) A sighting must be approached in the appropriate gear; 

(vii) Guests may not remove or damage vegetation or artefacts; and 

(viii) Areas where guided walks may be conducted must be avoided. 

6.22 OFF-ROAD DRIVING 

6.22.1 Principles 

(i) The decision to allow off-road driving will be for a trial period of no less than one year and no more than three years, subject to 

frequent monitoring by SANParks, as well as an independent evaluation during this trial period by external conservation experts.  

The cost of the evaluation shall be borne equally be SANParks and the Concessionaires.  The PM will be responsible to arrange 

this evaluation in the allocated period of one to three years (no more than three years). The current indications are that, when 
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properly managed, there seems to be no permanent negative impact due to off-road driving. This view is supported by the 

Section Rangers and ECO’s, as well as a Researcher, Mr Gerhard Nortje, who is currently busy with research on the impacts of 

off-road driving. A final decision on off-road driving should be postponed to evaluate the recommendations of this research. 

(ii) SANParks may suspend a decision to allow off-road driving in any or all CA’s at any time, if it is determined that the adverse 

impacts are of a level unacceptable to SANParks.  A Concessionaire who fails immediately to abide by such a determination wil l 

be considered in material breach of the contract and SANParks will have the right to terminate the contract with immediate 

effect.   

(iii) Off-road driving is prohibited in the Mutlumuvi CA where information currently available indicates that impacts will be 

unacceptably high. Concessionaires allowed to drive off-road must comply with the guidelines set out below. 

(iv) The Concessionaire will maintain a register and record on a daily basis each off-road driving event that occurs, including all 

relevant details of the event, as required by SANParks.  Failure to maintain the register will be cause for terminating a 

Concessionaire’s permission to drive off-road. 

6.22.2 Guidelines 

(i) Off-road driving may only be undertaken in the event of a confirmed sighting of elephant, leopard, lion, rhino, buffalo, wild dog, 

and cheetah; 

(ii) Off-road driving will not be permitted in areas where Red Data Plant species are known to exist, or in any other areas that 

SANParks are using for conservation or other management purposes; 

(iii) Vehicles driving off-road may under no circumstances follow in the tracks of another vehicle; 

(iv) NO off-road driving will be permitted at river crossings.  Concessionaires wishing to drive along riverbeds must develop and 

carefully manage track spurs into and out of the river(s), which will count as part of the road and track network allocation;  

(v) Off-road driving is not permitted in wet conditions, on sodic patches, or duplex soils; and 

(vi) Any off-road damage to be repaired immediately (compaction reversed, ruts erased) 

6.23 GUIDED WALKS  

6.23.1 Principles 

(i) Walking excursions with guests are permitted anywhere within the CA, although specific provisions may vary. All walks must be 

conducted with a lead Guide and back-up Guide and the guests are limited to 8 guests per two armed guides. 

(ii) Guides (Lead rifle) must have attained a THETA Nature Site Guide qualifications in a Dangerous Game Area (TGSP 03) (Level 

2) or (TGSP 09) (Level 4; and must be registered with their local DEAT Department; the back-up/second rifle must have a 

THETA Nature Site Guide Qualification in a Dangerous Game Area (TGSP 03) or just a TG 16 (View potentially Dangerous 

Animals) qualification. (Also see the guidelines regarding the KNP Fire arm Proficiency and POSLEC competency certificates)) 

(iii) Both Guides must carry a rifle of a minimum calibre of .375, which must be loaded with suitable ammunition.  Both Guides also 

must carry a minimum of 10 rounds of additional ammunition; guides will be allowed to carry a hand-gun of a minimum calibre of 

.357 together with a rifle of at least the minimum calibre. 

(iv) The maximum number of guests on a trail may not exceed eight guests plus two Guides, or a total of 10 (ten) people.  If a 

Concessionaire wants to utilise additional staff on any given walk, the number of guests must be decreased commensurately. 

6.23.2 Guidelines 
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(i) All trailists must sign an indemnity form before proceeding on a trail and dangers and safety procedures must be explained to all 

trailists; 

(ii) Walking is only permitted between sunrise and sunset; and 

(iii) Dangerous game only be tracked under controlled conditions. 

6.24 CAMPFIRES 

The collection of firewood for campfires, cooking or any other use is not permitted.  If firewood is brought in from outside it 

should comply with SANParks policies for the different Parks.  Some Parks only permit the use of cleared alien vegetation to be 

used for fires.  Campfires and/or gas cookers will be allowed only in designated areas and at specified times, as agreed to by 

local SR in writing. 

KNP is in the process to finalize a policy on fire wood. In the interim, the Section Ranger must approve the type and source of 
fire wood, before the Concessionaire brings the wood on site. 

6.25 COMPLIANCE WITH CODES OF CONDUCT   

It is the responsibility of the Concessionaires to ensure that guests are aware of, and comply with all the SANParks guidelines 

and codes of conduct. This will be done by posting these standards in guest rooms and in other areas where they will be visible 

to guests.  SANParks will at the official entrance gates, provide a letter to guests welcoming them to the Park and advising them 

of relevant Park rules and regulations.  A customer feedback mechanism must be developed by the Concessionaire providing 

guests the opportunity to report to the Concessionaire on their experiences while visiting the Park and CA.  This may be 

accomplished by providing an evaluation form and requesting all guests to complete this form before they depart.  

Concessionaires must provide the Concession Manager with a quarterly summary of all the customer evaluation forms received. 

6.26 OTHER ACTIVITIES 

6.26.1 Principles 

(i) The primary guest activities for all CA’s will be accompanied game drives (during day and night) and guided walks. The only 

exception is the Mutlumuvi CA, where erodable duplex soils will preclude all game drives.  

(ii) Concessionaires wishing to undertake other activities than listed above must first obtain approval for the project and all of its 

details channelling their request via the PM to KNP Management Committee for approval. 

(iii) Any commercial wildlife filming that takes place in the CA is governed by SANParks’ filming policy, and must be undertaken after 

discussions with and approval of SANParks. 

(iv) SANParks will consider the use of Web cams within CA’s within the framework of SANParks’ agreement with Africam or any 

other similar or substitute service provider. 

6.26.2 Guidelines 

(i) Concessionaires proposing any activity not listed as a principle activity in the Concession Contract has to provide detail of  the 

project to the PM. The PM will forward the request through the appropriate channels. 

(ii) The approval to introduce new activities to a CA – especially where it impacts on the experience of other visitors to the KNP – 

might be subject to the IEM principles of NEMA. 
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6.27 GENERAL SAFETY 

6.27.1 Principles 

(i) The Concessionaire will indemnify SANParks against any liability in the event of an accident or any incident involving a guest to 

the CA.  

(ii) Concessionaires are responsible for the general safety of their guests, staff and construction workers.  

(iii) SANParks will permit Concessionaires to undertake any necessary security precautions in the Development Site and its 

immediate surroundings.  

(iv) Security in the rest of the CA, e.g., against poachers, is the responsibility of Park personnel.  Concessionaires must report any 

poaching activity to the appropriate SR. 

6.27.2 Guidelines 

(i) Concessionaires must take reasonable steps to ensure that guests, staff and construction workers are aware of all the safety 

rules and regulations by posting them where it will be visible to all parties concerned. 

(ii) The Concessionaire must have an emergency policy that covers both guests and staff in the event of a serious injury or acute 

medical emergency.  Relevant staff must be trained and aware of this policy. 

(iii) The CA’s are located in areas where dangerous animals occur. The design and layout of the facilities must incorporate this fact. 

(iv) Where guests, staff or contractors are not adequately protected by fences against dangerous animals, the CA must ensure that 

they are accompanied by an armed Ranger, specifically after hours.   

6.28 INCIDENTS 

6.28.1 Principles 

(i) All incidents that occur on the concession must be investigated. 

(ii) An incident is defined as an abnormal event where there was a threat to or actual impact on guests, staff, infrastructure, 

equipment or the environment, which should be investigated to ensure measures, can be put in place to prevent the repeat of an 

incident, and also to act when negligence or disregard of the Concession Contract caused the incident. 

6.28.2 Guidelines 

(i) Each Concession must have an Incident Investigation Procedure  

(ii) For minor incidents, the Section Ranger and GM of the Lodge will conduct a joint investigation, and an Incident Report will be 

completed. 

(iii) Major incidents, will be referred to the ECO to conduct an independent investigation, in consultation with all role players. The 

ECO will also evaluate the incident in terms of the Contract, and will make a recommendation on whether a possible Breach has 

occurred. The PM will recommend any further steps in term of Clause 12 and 13 of the Operational Manual.  

(iv) Any remedial steps recommended in the Incident Report, will have to be implemented by the Concessionaire.   
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7 TECHNICAL INFRASTRUCTURE MANAGEMENT AND SUPPORT 

7.1 CONSTRUCTION AND DESIGN 

7.1.1 Principles 

(i) Visual Impacts - Any development within the Parks must take due cognisance of the visual impacts it may have on surrounding 

areas and other Park users. The structures must not be visible (to the naked eye) from wilderness areas, remote areas or quiet 

areas as defined in the park zonation plan and also from existing public Park roads. Structures must be aesthetically pleasing 

and blend into the environment. 

(ii) Construction and Design - The detailed design will be amended to take into account requirements of the EIA. The location, 

design and construction of any points of access to and/or from the construction site during construction will be subject to the 

provisions detailed in the EIA, and subject to prior written consent of SANParks. The Concessionaire must ensure that all 

construction operations will be in accordance with the National Building Regulations, the terms of the relevant construction 

contracts and the accepted EIA including SANParks objectives, policies, and the PAA Norms and Standards will apply to all 

developments. 

(iii) Building Materials - The use of local building materials will not be permitted. 

(iv) Lighting - Even during the night, the development should blend into the landscape. The design should therefore minimise visual 

impact, obscure fires and other light sources, away from areas of the Park where they may be visible. 

(v) According to the National Water Act (No 36 of 1998) the riverbanks may not be infringed upon, and no solid structures may be 

constructed below the 50-year floodline. 

7.1.2 Guidelines 

(i) These principles will be monitored by the PM during the development phase of the CA’s. 

(ii) The Scoping, EIA, EMP should address environmental opportunities and constraints of the site, visual impacts, materials used, 

access points, lighting, noise, drainage, etc. No lights must be visible from the tourist roads. 

(iii) In exceptional circumstances, subject to an EIA, the Concessionaire may obtain written approval for the use of local building 

materials from SANParks. The Concessionaire must submit a written request to the PM who will channel the request 

appropriately. 

(iv) The SR must ensure continued compliance of the OMP during the operational phase of the CA and report variations/deviations 

to the OMP to both the PM, Environmental Manager and LM immediately. 

(v) The Concessionaire must refer any new developments or changes to developments NOT covered in the Construction Phase EIR 

& EMP to the PM, who will refer the application to Technical Services (KNP). Technical Services will take a decision in line with 

the stipulations of NEMA and regulations and internal KNP arrangements and policies on the procedures to be followed, i.e. 

Environmental Scan for a new developments or moving a fly camp, EMP for a new trench, etc. 

(vi) The SR must check that all external lighting to the Lodge is subdued and no lighting is visible from any tourist road. 

(vii) All Construction must comply to all building and other Regulations and Standards. The CA must provide the KNP with the 

following certificates after construction of facilities have been completed: 

a) The Electrical Certificate confirming that the complete electrical reticulation complies and has been tested as specified in 
the OHS Act and SABS 0142. 
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b) The Structural Certificate must confirm that all Structural Designs and Construction complies with the National Building 
Regulations.  

7.2 POWER SUPPLY 

7.2.1 Principles 

(i) Fuel storage and engine fuel supply must be designed to preclude leakage & spillage. 

(ii) Transport tanker drivers must be schooled in and practice game reserve driving etiquette and must observe gate closing times, 

speed limits & other KNP rules. 

(iii) Fuel storage tanks must be bunded or double-skinned. 

7.2.2 Guidelines 

(i) The SR must as part of the monthly monitoring check the fuel storage containers for spillage and/or leakage 

(ii) Should leaks and/or spills occur, the LM must ensure that it is cleaned up immediately and report leakages and subsequent 

mitigation action to the SR. 

(iii) Any underground cables to be installed or replaced must comply with the KNP Guideline for underground cable installation. 

(iv) Sustainable energy options must be implemented where possible, including energy efficient globes. 

(v) Any overhead powerline must be installed and maintained to the KNP Guidelines for Overhead Powerlines. Overhead Power 

Lines is a listed activity, and new installations will require an EIA. 

(vi) Diesel Generators must be operated in such a way that it does not present noise pollution for any other users inside or even 

outside the Park. 

(vii) A qualified electrician must complete all work on electrical reticulations, and a copy of the Certificate of Compliance must be 

issued to Technical Services via the PM. 

7.3 WATER EXTRACTION 

Total water extraction from any or all sources within the SANParks must be limited to not more than the allocated litres per bed 

per day. (See Annexure 10: New Water Allocation Policy) Gardens, lawns and any other water features must be designed to 

meet this limit.  This limit includes the water use for newly established artificial water holes. 

7.3.1 Principles 

(i) The Concessionaire must ensure that permits are obtained from DWAF for all the water extraction points. 

(ii) The Concessionaire will extract water for the concession from boreholes or rivers as approved in the EIA. 

(iii) The Concessionaire must ensure that the quality of all water extracted comply with the SABS standards 

(iv) The Concessionaire must manage these sources in a responsible way, and must ensure that the sources are not overexploited. 

(v) The Concessionaire must ensure that sufficient back-up water sources are available, and should identify and drill new boreholes 

in cases where an existing borehole deteriorates or collapses. 

(vi) Infrastructure (river extraction points, borehole pumps or pump engines, pipelines) must be maintained and managed in such a 

way that the impact on the environment is limited. 
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(vii) In the event of water supplied from a distant source, the EIA must consider the impacts of a supply pipeline. 

7.3.2 Guidelines 

(i) The Concessionaire must install measuring equipment at all water sources providing water for the Lodge and associated 

infrastructure. 

(ii) The Concessionaire must measure the water consumption on a monthly basis. 

(iii) The Concessionaire should report the CA water consumption as part of the Concessionaire’s Monthly Operations Report and 

provide the report to the SR. 

(iv) The SR should monitor this information and check the total water consumption per CA against the bed limits. 

(v) The SR or Manager: Water and Waste Management are allowed to monitor the measurements and do regular checks on the 

readings. 

(vi) The CA’s must prevent diesel spills at diesel driven pumps 

(vii) Any moving parts at pumps must be enclosed to prevent injury to animals or persons. 

(viii) River extraction points must be protected against flood damage. Should any flood damage occur, the Concession Holder would 

be responsible to clear any rubble from the river, and also to re-construct the point. 

7.4 COMMUNICATIONS INFRASTRUCTURE 

7.4.1 Principles 

(i) Radios - In addition to normal South African licensing, the Concessionaire will require permission from SANParks to operate any 

radio within the parks.  Installation of radio masts is a prescribed activity under South Africa’s EIA Guidelines. 

(ii) The CA radio frequencies must not interfere with KNP radio frequencies. 

(iii) A KNP radio will be installed at each concession for emergency communications. The cost of the radio and installation will be 
borne by the Concessionaire. 

7.4.2 Guidelines 

(i) The Concessionaire must request permission from the PM to operate a radio within national parks. 

(ii) The PM must ensure that CA radio frequencies do not interfere with the KNP frequencies. 

(iii) Radio contact between the CA office and the ranger’s office/house/vehicle is advisable for emergency situations. 

(iv) Masts and antennas must be as far as possible be placed on existing infrastructure. 

(v) Communication Infrastructure must not be visible from outside the CA, and must be camouflaged. 

(vi) Changes to the existing Telkom network that might impact on KNP or other users, must be done in consultation with such users. 

7.5 WASTE MANAGEMENT 

7.5.1 Principles 

(i) Liquid Wastes – The use of French drains and septic tanks will only be allowed for smaller systems where reed beds or other 

waste systems are not feasible. (Refer to Guidelines for Sewerage Systems, KNP in Annexure A7) The EMP must include a 
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liquid waste management plan for both the Construction and Operational Phases, which will be monitored by the ECO. 

SANParks encourages the use of recycled treated water systems. 

(ii) Solid Wastes - Landfills are not permitted. All solid wastes need to be stored. safely before removed off site to accredited waste 

processing sites. Storage facilities must be secured from wildlife, to ensure pollution does not arise, problem animals develop 

and animals are injured. 

7.5.2 Guidelines 

The PM and SR must ensure that: 

(i) CA’s develop & apply procurement policies to minimize waste at source. It is recommended that the CA develop a waste 

management strategy that includes identifying opportunities to reduce the creation of waste e.g. through materials or packaging, 

reducing waste e.g. through returning containers to suppliers, recycling waste and composting waste.  An implementation plan 

must be developed to demonstrate continued improvement through implementation of the strategy.  

(ii) The Lodge and whole CA are kept clean at all times. 

(iii) The CA must sort waste according to type and store in containers to exclose wildlife. Where applicable, waste must be recycled.  

(iv) No solid waste is disposed of in KNP (no landfills, no burning or incineration). 

(v) Waste is only temporarily stored in the CA with regular trucking out of KNP. 

(vi) Waste is transported by serviceable vehicles. 

(vii) Waste transport complies with gate closing times, speed limits & other KNP rules. 

(viii) Waste transport drivers are schooled in & practice game reserve driving etiquette. 

(ix) No leakage or spillage or illicit dumping occurs when trucking out. 

(x) Waste contractor or empowered entity should comply with DWAF. 

7.6 FIREBREAKS, ROADS AND TRACKS-CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTENANCE 

7.6.1 Principles 

The Concession Contract states that the Concessionaire may utilise existing roads and tracks in its CA, but must take 

responsibility for maintaining them to the SANParks satisfaction.  The roads of concern are firebreaks on the borders of CA’s, 

and there will have to be agreement between the KNP and the Concessionaire on the use of these roads, i.e. downgrade and 

change it to a two track game viewing road, or maintain it as a firebreak, etc. 

(i) All roads will be constructed as per the Roads Specifications, in the areas as approved in the EIA process. 

(ii) The Concessionaire must abide by the limit of new road development specified in Schedule B to the Concession Contract.  

Requests for an additional road allocation must be forwarded to the PM, who will direct it to the relevant KNP staff (Road 

Evaluation Committee) for consideration and final decision. 

(iii) The design, layout, construction and maintenance of roads will vary between the CA’s and needs to be done in consultation with 

the SANParks Technical Services Department.  

(iv) The Concessionaire will bear the cost of all new roads and agreement must be reached between the Concessionaire and the 

KNP (SR and Technical Services) with regards to the maintenance of certain existing firebreak roads that will be used by both 

parties. 
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(v) Where possible, roads must be built with in situ material rather than by importing gravel into the area, because of the potential 

environmental impacts, possible introduction of alien species, and cost of transporting such materials.   

(vi) In some CA’s, however, it may be necessary to import gravel for hardening and capping certa in roads to ensure year-round 

access.  The locations of ‘borrow pits’ or quarries for this purpose must be done in consultation with Park staff and subject  to an 

EIA. If gravel must be imported from outside the Park, the Concessionaire must notify SANParks, and SANParks will ensure that 

the gravel comes from an acceptable source. 

(vii) Each Concession was given the opportunity to revise the allocated kilometres based on a set of principles developed. The final 

km’s approved for each concession is: 

  Mpanamana: 75 km (Not amended yet) 

  Lukimbi:  125 km 

  Jock Safari Lodge: 35 km 

  Tinga:  50 km  

  Imbali:  80 km (Not amended yet) 

  Singita Lebombo: 147 km 

     

7.6.2 Guidelines  

7.6.2.1 ROADS AND TRACKS 

(i) Roads must be maintained regularly (gravelling, camber, drains, berms, etc.) and the use thereof must be managed, i.e. no 

travelling on certain roads during wet seasons, removing obstacles from the roads, etc. 

(ii) All damage to roads must be repaired immediately. 

(iii) All KNP roads are evaluated on a two-year basis by an outside Consultant, who makes recommendations on the maintenance 

needs of all roads.  This system may be extended to all CA’s to determine the status of the roads in the CA’s and the 

maintenance needs. 

(iv) Gravel pits must be used and rehabilitated according to the stipulations of the Operational EMP and “Specifications for 

Construction of Roads in the KNP and Concession Areas” document. 

(v) Staff from the Division: Technical Services may inspect the roads in CA’s on a regular basis to determine the status of the roads. 

(vi) In a high rainfall period, roads must be closed for use when damage is anticipated. Each Concession must have a procedure 

and map indicating which roads are not passable after rains. 

(vii) The SR and Technical Services must take into consideration access to CA’s when a decision is taken to close a KNP dirt road 

after heavy rains.  If this does impact on the access to the CA, it must be communicated to them. 

7.6.2.2 FIREBREAKS 

(i) SRs must determine the priorities in their areas of responsibility, including the CA’s . 

(ii) Where a CA is directly affected, i.e. grading a road allocated to the CA and where the responsibility of maintaining the road is for 

the account of the CA, there must be an agreement between the concessionaire and the local SR to grade a specific firebreak.  

(iii) The needs, including that of the CA, must be submitted to the Manager: Wildlife Management before the end of April.  The 

Manager: Wildlife Management will ensure that the needs to grade firebreaks comply will the relevant policies, and submit the 

needs to the Division: Technical Services during the first week of May each year, listing the priorities. 
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(iv) The Division: Technical Services must make the necessary arrangements to ensure that graders are available to start executing 

the grading of firebreaks programme. It must be determined whether any of the roads in the concession area can act as a 

firebreak (will most probably only be the all weather access roads) and agreement must be reached on the use of these roads as 

firebreaks and the maintenance thereof as such. 

(v) The following firebreaks should be considered for grading to assist in curbing and controlling fires in CA’s in the park: (must 

come to an agreement with the Concessionaire of each CA if they took over the responsibility of maintaining any of the 

mentioned roads.) 

 

Concession              Firebreaks 

Mpanamana  The eastern boundary along the Mozambique border 

 The Nkongoma firebreak in the south 

 The Mack firebreak in the north 

Lwakahle  None 

Jock of the Bushveld  Firebreak running north from Josekhulu River  

 Firebreak north of Mbiyamite River. 

Jakkalsbessie  Western boundary 

 The old “visvangpaadjie” along the Sabie river in the eastern part of 
the concession area 

Mutlumuvi  Western boundary 

 Matjapiri firebreak to the north 

 This CA was identified for walks and the Tswini, Xiteveteve and 
Machapiri firebreaks inside the area were identified to be 
downgraded to two track roads as they are situated in hiking 
wilderness areas. 

Mluwati  Western boundary 

 Tswayene firebreak in the south 

Nwanetsi  Eastern boundary  

 .Mbhatsana firebreak in the north. 
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8 ENVIRONMENTAL AND TECHNICAL MONITORING MECHANISM  

The Concessionaire is responsible for ensuring and monitoring compliance with the EMP during the Construction Phase and the 

OMP during the Operational phase. SANParks staff, particularly the SR, environmental manager and other designated staff will 

monitor and audit the CA at any stage during the Construction and Operational Phases.  

8.1 CONSTRUCTION PHASE 

The Contractor shall ensure that all construction staff, sub-contractors, suppliers, etc. are familiar with, understand and adhere to 

the EMP.  Failure by any employee of the Contractor, Sub-contractors and Suppliers etc., to show adequate consideration to the 

environmental aspects of this contract shall be considered sufficient cause for the Concessionaire to instruct the Contractor to 

have the employee removed from the site.  The Concessionaire will also order the removal of equipment from the Park that is 

causing continual environmental damage (e.g. leaking oil or diesel).  Such measures will not replace any legal proceedings the 

Concessionaire or SANParks may institute against the Contractor. 

The Concessionaire shall order the Contractor to suspend part or all of the works if the Contractor and/or any Sub-contractor, 

Suppliers, etc., fail to comply with both the EMP and construction procedures supplied by the Contractor.  The suspension will be 

enforced until such time as the offending procedure or requirement is corrected and/or if required remedial measures put in 

place.  No extension of time will be granted for such delays and all costs will be borne by the Contractor. 

The PM and SR must familiarise themselves with the Construction Phase EMP and ensure that the EMP is implemented 

accordingly. 

8.2 OPERATIONAL MONITORING 

As with the Construction Phase, the Operational Phase of the CA’s will be monitored for compliance to the Concession Contract 

and the relevant OMP.  EMP’s for additional developments or changes to existing infrastructure will be monitored for compliance 

by the SR.  The responsibility for the monitoring of the day-to-day operations will lie within the different BU’s with policy issues 

being dealt with at Corporate Level. The OMP will serve as the basis of all operational monitoring. 

The PM, environmental manager and SR must familiarise themselves with the OMP and ensure that the OMP is implemented 

accordingly.  The implementation of the OMP must be seen as a dynamic process, where with time changes and additions to the 

OMP (with the input from all relevant role-players) will ensure delivery of a better product will the least possible impact on the 

environment. 

8.2.1 Day-to-day operational monitoring 

The responsibility and accountability of the day-to-day operational monitoring will lie within the different Business Units. The SR 
for each CA will interact with the CA’s Rangers on almost a daily basis, and for ease of reference is accountable for the majority 
of the operational monitoring. The SR is however part of the Business Unit, and reports his actions as per the normal BU 
structure, and where necessary, to the environmental manager.  Any policy issues must be communicated to the PM who will 
ensure the inputs of the Corporate offices. 

8.2.2 Monthly Operational Report 

The Concessionaire will complete a Monthly Operational Report, reporting on the lodge occupancy levels, water consumption, 

etc. The Template for the Monthly Operational Report is provided in Annexure B. The report must be completed within 5 (five) 

calendar days after the end of each month and be forwarded to the Regional Manager: BU. The Regional Manager : BU is 

responsible to ensure that the Concessionaires submit the Monthly Operational Reports in time and with the assistance of the 

SR must monitor the information provided against the preset limits and provide a copy of such report together with his comments 

to the PM and the Concession Manager. Copies of these reports must be kept on file for future reference. 
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8.2.3 Environmental Management Plans 

The OMP of the various CA’s will form the basis of the Operational Monitoring. The SR must  ensure that the Concessionaires 

comply with all regulations as per the EMP. For ease of reference the various EMP’s for the CA’s will be attached as Annexure 

B. 

8.2.4 Environmental Control Officer 

The ECO of the Concessionaire will be responsible for the formal bi-annual audits of the CA’s. The SR must assist the ECO with 

the audit and copies such audit reports must be forwarded to the PM, environmental manager and Concession Manager. 

The ECO will also conduct Incident Investigations where major incidents have occurred. 

9 SOCIAL AND EMPOWERMENT REQUIREMENTS 

9.1 PRINCIPLES 

It is proposed that the Auditing of Empowerment Requirements be done by an Independent Auditor for the contractual 

requirements at a 6-monthly frequency during the Construction Phase, an annual audit for the first 5 years of the Concession 

and then every second year there-after. 

The Social-Ecology Section must do the operational monitoring on ground level and play a value-added role during the 

Operational Phase of the Concession. 

9.1.1 Definitions 

"Historically Disadvantaged Individuals or Groups" means any organisation or group where the majority ownership or 

membership is held by citizens of the Republic of South Africa, who, according to racial classification did not have the right to 

vote or had restricted voting rights immediately prior to the 1994 elections 

“Communities Adjacent to the National Parks” - means communities of Historically disadvantaged individuals residing within 

close proximity of the Parks. 

9.1.2 Key Indicators 

The Concessionaire must ensure compliance with all SANParks and Regulatory Provisions relating to affirmative action and 

empowerment of Historically Disadvantaged Individuals (HDIs) and Historically Disadvantaged Groups (HDGs). The 

Concessionaire must make every effort and use all appropriate opportunities to foster the empowerment of HDG’s, including, but 

not limited to, creating business and employment opportunities for HDGs and empowering those HDGs living in communities in 

the vicinity of the Park, provided always that such empowerment is consistent with the conservation principles set out in 

Annexure V to the Concession Contract and the Concessionaire’s empowerment plan in Annexure XI to the Concession 

Contract.  

Concessionaires will in its Bid Submission, commit themselves to specific key economic empowerment indicators. During the 

term of the concession, the Concessionaires will be monitored for the extent to which they have complied with these quantifiable 

targets as included in its Bid Submission and set out in Annexure XI to the Concession Contract. Concessionaire’s achievements 

will be measured for compliance according to the system of weighting used in the Bid Evaluation Process.   

The key indicators will include measures such as shareholding, affirmative action and training and also economic and business 

opportunities for HDIs/HDGs from communities adjacent to the Parks. 
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9.1.3 Other Requirements 

 Concessionaires will be expected to comply with the wider procedures of the Social Ecology Department of SANParks in 

respect of communications policy with local communities (e.g. participation in Consultative Forum, Development 

Committee, Interest Groups), SANParks will continue to take the lead, however, in social responsibility programmes such 

as youth environmental education, contribution in kind and cash to community projects, schools development, water 

development. 

 All private concessions established within the SANParks estate must also comply with the provisions of the Integrated 

Environmental Management (IEM) procedure, and the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) requirements published 

by the South African Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism (DEAT). The IEM procedure and EIA 

requirements provide for an open, participatory approach in the planning of proposals, consultation with interested and 

affected parties, and an assessment of social impacts. The IEM Procedure requires that an attempt be made to ensure 

that the ‘social costs’ of development proposals be outweighed by the ‘social benefits.’  

 Concessionaires will also be judged on the framework and process they have put in place to enable beneficial economic 

impact. If they have not demonstrated any beneficial impact, nor addressed this adequately in their overall planning, 

there will be provision to terminate the concession.  

The Concessionaire shall provide an Annual Empowerment Report to SANParks on the extent to which the specific objectives as 

set out in Annexure XI to the Concession Contract have been met, as well as documenting other achievements in promoting the 

empowerment of HDGs.   

9.2 GUIDELINES 

SANParks shall compare the Concessionaire's achievements in the empowerment of HDIs/HDGs with the quantifiable targets 

included in the Concessionaire's Bid Submission, and award points for compliance, according to the system of weighting used in 

the Bid Evaluation process. Empowerment achievements will be evaluated and awarded an Empowerment Score out of 100 in 

the manner indicated below. As with the initial Bid Evaluation, a minimum threshold of 40 points will be applicable, below which 

Concessionaires will be deemed non-compliant with the terms of the Concession Contract and penalties will be levied.  

9.2.1 Detailed Scoring Methodology 

The three dimensions of economic empowerment identified by SANParks have been awarded the following weights in the overall 

evaluation of achievements. 

Dimension Weight 

Shareholding 40% 

Affirmative Action and Training 20% 

Economic and Business Opportunities 40% 

 

Economic empowerment initiatives that fall outside these categories will also receive credit – and in such case the indicative 

weights will therefore be interpreted flexibly. Concessionaires should focus on economic empowerment which brings tangible 

benefits to adjacent communities.   
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In evaluating the empowerment achievements, the following additional principles will apply: 

 Time-weighting:  A time-weighting to the achievement of quantifiable goals will be applied.   Therefore, the sooner a 
Concessionaire achieves an empowerment objective, the more credit he will be given.  It should also be noted that, since 
future commitments earned credits at the initial Bid Evaluation, SANParks would be rigorous in requiring that 
Concessionaires respect these future commitments. 

 Gender: in view of their doubly disadvantaged historical status, economic opportunities for HDI women will be awarded a 
premium over those for HDI men; 

 Participation of communities living adjacent to the Parks:  a large premium will be accorded to economic 
participation by communities and individuals living in close proximity to the Parks, relative to those from further a field.   

9.2.1.1 HDI Shareholding 

Within this category, quantifiable targets for HDI shareholding would be evaluated against the targets set as follows: 

 

Shareholding by HDI Group (% of 
capital) 

Date Planned (years from Bid Date) Nature and Location of HDI Group 
(Description) 

   

   

 

The description of nature of the HDI Group should include any special focus, including gender, region, etc., as well as general 

information about the ownership structure and trading status of the HDI shareholder. 

9.2.1.2 Training and Affirmative Action in Employment 

Concessionaires empowerment achievements in terms of affirmative action employed, will be evaluated in accordance with a 

staffing plan including but not limited to the positions below.   

 

Number and Percentage of HDI employees at all Levels 

Staff Positions Date When Filled by 
HDI 

Name of HDI Training 
internally/externally 

Nature of training 

General Manager     

Guest Relations 
Manager 

    

O&M Manager     

Chief Financial 
Officer 

    

Reservations 
Manager 

    

Head Chef     

Head Ranger     
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Chief Rangers     

Marketing Manager     

Chief Accountant     

9.2.1.3 Business and Economic Opportunities for Local Communities 

Credit will be awarded in this category for the creation of economic opportunities by local communities living in proximity to the 

park, either through subcontracting to them activities associated with the eco-tourism process, or by partnering with local 

communities, and integrating community-based activities into the products/services offered to guests. Credit will be awarded for 

each initiative according to its expected impact on local communities (as measured by expected annual revenue, though 

additional indicators will be considered, if provided) and the date it is expected to be in place. 

 

Empowerment Initiative Date Put in Place Annual Revenue Generated for 
HDI Supplier 

Purchase of Food Supplies   

Purchase of Curios   

Laundry Services   

Waste disposal   

Game drives   

Transport to and from lodging   

Maintenance   

Construction Contract   

Catering   

Accommodation in Local Villages   

Visits to Local Villages   

9.2.2 Other Economic Empowerment Initiatives for Local Communities 

The monitoring evaluation will examine other economic empowerment initiatives put forward by Concessionaires outside the 

above categories, and award points at discretion.  The basic guiding principle is to assess the economic value that such 

initiatives are likely to confer on the local communities in terms of job creation, revenue and skills transfer. 

9.3 MECHANISM 

The monitoring of the CA’s Empowerment Requirements will be contracted to an Empowerment Specialist although the 

accountability therefore will lie with the Concession Manager. The Empowerment Specialist will have the responsibility of 

monitoring the CA’s against the preset quanitifiable targets per the individual Bid Submissions that form part of the Concession 

Contract.  

9.3.1 HDI Shareholding 

Within this category, quantifiable targets for HDI shareholding would be evaluated against the targets as set as follows: 

 

Shareholding Entity Contractual 
Shareholding % 

Effective 
Shareholding % 

Nature and Location of HDI Group 
(Description) 
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TOTAL 100 % 100.0%    

 

The description of nature of the HDI Group should include any special focus, including gender, region, etc., as well as general 
information about the ownership structure and trading status of the HDI shareholder. 

 

Other quantifiable targets as per the Bid Submission would also be evaluated. 

9.3.2 Training and Affirmative Action in Employment 

The CA’s empowerment achievements in terms of affirmative action employed will be evaluated in accordance with their staffing 

plans (as indicated in an example below).   

 

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF HDI EMPLOYEES AT ALL LEVELS 

 Number of 
Employees at 
Start-up 

Percentage of 
Employees at 
Start-up 

Number of 
Employees after 
X months 

Percentage of 
Employees after 
X months  

Number of 
Employees after 
XX months 

Percentage of 
Employees after 
XX months  

 Contr
act 

Actual 
Contr
act 

Actual 
Contr
act 

Actual 
Contr
act 

Actual 
Contr
act 

Actual 
Contr
act 

Actual 

Workers             

Supervisor
s/ 

Specialists 

            

Senior 

Manageme
nt 

            

TOTALS             

 

PERCENTAGE OF FEMALE EMPLOYEES AT ALL LEVELS 

 Number of Employees at 
Start-up 

Percentage of 
Employees at Start-up 

Number of Employees 
after X months 

Percentage of 
Employees after XX 
months 

 Contract Actual Contract Actual Contract Actual Contract Actual 

Workers         

Supervisor
s/ 

Specialists 

        

Senior 

Manageme
nt 

        

TOTALS         
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EMPLOYMENT EQUITY TABELS BY CATEGORY AND LEVEL 

 Male Female 

Total  African Coloure
d 

Indian White African Coloure
d 

Indian White 

Occupational 
Levels 

C
on

tr
ac

t 

A
ct

ua
l 

C
on

tr
ac

t 

A
ct

ua
l 

C
on

tr
ac

t 

A
ct

ua
l 

C
on

tr
ac

t 

A
ct

ua
l 

C
on

tr
ac

t 

A
ct

ua
l 

C
on

tr
ac

t 

A
ct

ua
l 

C
on

tr
ac

t 

A
ct

ua
l 

C
on

tr
ac

t 

A
ct

ua
l 

C
on

tr
ac

t 

A
ct

ua
l 

Top Management 
                  

Senior 
Management 

                  

Professionals, 
Specialists and 
mid-management 

                  

Skilled technical, 
junior 
management, 
supervisors 

                  

Semi-skilled, 
discretionary 
decision-making 

                  

Unskilled and 
defined decision 
making 

                  

Total permanent 
employees 

                  

Non-permanent 
Employees 

                  

TOTAL 
EMPLOYEES 
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Male Female 

Total 
 

African 
Coloure
d 

Indian White African 
Coloure
d 

Indian White 

Occupational 
Categories 

C
on

tr
ac

t 

A
ct

ua
l 

C
on

tr
ac

t 

A
ct

ua
l 

C
on

tr
ac

t 

A
ct

ua
l 

C
on

tr
ac

t 

A
ct

ua
l 

C
on

tr
ac

t 

A
ct

ua
l 

C
on

tr
ac

t 

A
ct

ua
l 

C
on

tr
ac

t 

A
ct

ua
l 

C
on

tr
ac

t 

A
ct

ua
l 

C
on

tr
ac

t 

A
ct

ua
l 

Legislators, 
senior officials 

And Managers 

                  

Professionals                   

Technicians and 
associate 
professionals 

                  

Clerks                   

Service and 
Sales workers 

                  

Skilled agriculture 
and fishery 
workers 

                  

Craft and related 
trade workers 

                  

Plant and 
machine 
operators and 
assemblers 

                  

Elementary 
occupations 

                  

Total permanent 
employees 
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ALLOCATION OF POSITIONS AT START-UP 

Functional Area Total Employees Black Employees Female Employees 

 Contract Actual Contract Actual Contract Actual 

Management       

Lodge Manager 

Assistant Lodge Managers 

Senior Guide 

Head Chef 

      

Supervisory/Specialised       

Guides 

Head Housekeeper 

Reception and Admin 

Curio Shop Assistant 

Maintenance Manager 

Health Therapists 

Procurement Manager 

Sous Chef 

      

Workers       

Trackers 

Housekeepers 

Waiters 

Night Reception 

Maintenance Assistant 

Gardeners 

Scullery 

Kitchen Assistant 

      

TOTALS       

 

ALLOCATION OF POSITIONS AFTER X AND XX YEARS 

Functional Area Total Employees Black Employees Year X Black Employees Year XX 

 Contract Actual Contract Actual Contract Actual 

Management       

Lodge Manager 

Assistant Lodge Managers 

Senior Guide 

Head Chef 

      

Supervisory/Specialised       
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Guides 

Head Housekeeper 

Reception and Admin 

Curio Shop Assistant 

Maintenance Manager 

Health Therapists 

Procurement Manager 

Sous Chef 

      

Workers       

Trackers 

Housekeepers 

Waiters 

Night Reception 

Maintenance Assistant 

Gardeners 

Scullery 

Kitchen Assistant 

      

TOTALS       

 

9.3.3 Business and Economic Opportunities for Local Communities 

The business and economic opportunity preset targets will be measured against the actual achievements (as per the example 
below): 

 

Allocations to HDI 
Forecast 
Spend % 

Actual Spend 
% 

Forecast 
Spend (Rand) 

Actual Spend 
(Rand) 

During Lodge Construction     

Goods/Services procured in year 3 (adjusted with 8% 
inflation) 

    

Goods/Services procured in year 5 (adjusted with 8% 
inflation) 

    

 

 

 

Empowerment Initiative 
Date Put in 
Place 

Annual Revenue Generated for HDI 
Supplier 

Annual Revenue Generated for HDI 
Supplier 

Forecasted  Actual 

Purchase of Food Supplies    

Purchase of Curios    

Laundry Services    

Waste disposal    
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Game drives    

Transport to and from lodging    

Maintenance    

Construction Contract    

Catering    
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10 FINANCIAL AND CONTRACTUAL REQUIREMENTS 

10.1 PRINCIPLES 

10.1.1 Concession Fees 

The Concessionaire will pay SANParks concession fees every Concession Year (the “Annual Concession Fee Payment”) as set 

out below. 

10.1.2 Minimum Rental 

Minimum rentals are stipulated by SANParks for each Concession Year in question and indicated in Part A of Annexure X to the 

Concession Contract, escalated annually with the Consumer Price Index (CPI). 

10.1.3 Calculated Annual Concession Fee 

A percentage of actual Net Revenues for that Concession Year based on the fee structure indicated in Part C of Annexure X to 

the Concession Contract. 

10.1.4 Concession Year 

For the first Concession Year the period commencing on Effective Date and ending 365 days later, and for subsequent 

Concession Years, the equivalent period.  

10.1.5 Annual Concession Fee Payment 

10.1.5.1 Annual Concession Fee 

No Annual Concession Fee Payment is payable before Effective Date. The Annual Concession Fee Payment payable by the 
Concessionaire to SANParks for any given Concession Year will be the highest of the following three figures: 

 the Minimum Rental for that Concession Year; or 

 the Calculated Annual Concession Fee for that Concession Year. 

10.1.5.2 Payment Schedule 

The payment schedule will be as follows:  

 The Minimum Rental will be payable by the Concessionaire to SANParks quarterly in arrears within 30 (thirty) Business 

Days following the end of each quarter of the Concession Year. 

 The Calculated Annual Concession Fee, will be calculated by the Concessionaire for the Concession Year in question on 

the basis of the Concessionaire’s un-audited accounts within 30 (thirty) Business Days of the end of the Concession 

Year. If this figure is higher than the Minimum Rental, it will be the total amount payable by the Concessionaire to 

SANParks for the Concession Year in question.  The difference between the Calculated Annual Concession Fee thus 

determined and the aggregate of amounts already paid under the Minimum Rental will be payable 60 (sixty) Business 

Days after the end of the Concession Year in question. 
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The Net Revenues which form the basis for the Calculated Annual Concession Fee must be consistent with the 

Concessionaire’s tax statements and audited accounts. There are certain to be differences in timing between the 

Concessionaire’s financial year and the Concession Years.  In order to ensure that the Concessionaire’s tax statements are 

consistent with the basis of the Actual Annual Concession fee, the following verification and adjustment process will be followed. 

When the financial year following a given Concession Year comes to an end, the Concessionaire will make available its audited 

accounts to SANParks, which must clearly show taxable Net Revenue.  The Net Revenue that is indicated in these audited 

accounts, and those of the previous year, will be used, on a direct pro rata basis, to produce a revised calculation of the 

Calculated Annual Concession Fee for the Concession Year in question.  If this figure is different from the Calculated Annual 

Concession Fee which has already been paid for that Concession Year the difference will be paid by means of an adjustment to 

the next payment due by the Concessionaire to SANParks, unless no further payments are due in which case the difference will 

be paid by the Concessionaire to SANParks or refunded by SANParks to the Concessionaire, as appropriate within 30 (thirty) 

Business Days.  Such payments and any other overdue payments will be subject to an interest charge of 1% per month. 

10.1.5.3 Value Added Tax (VAT) 

All fees or other amounts payable in terms of the Concession Contract is exclusive of VAT. 

10.1.5.4 Inflation Adjustment 

Calculation of the Annual Concession Fee Payment requires certain financial data to be adjusted for inflation as measured by 
the Consumer Price Index, namely the: 

 Minimum Rental  

 Floors and ceilings for the tranches for the Concession Fee Schedule in Part C of Annexure X to the Concession Contract.   

This adjustment for inflation will take effect from the first day of the Concession Year in question, and the figures will then be 

applied to the forthcoming Concession Year.  The adjustment will take the most recent published index for the Consumer Price 

Index and compare it to the published index of the Consumer Price Index for exactly one year previously, and adjust the financial 

data accordingly.  For Concession Year 1, the adjustment will take the most recent published index for the Consumer Price 

Index and compare it to the published index of the Consumer Price Index at Signature Date and adjust the financial data 

accordingly.  

10.1.5.5 SANParks Banking Details 

For the payment of all fees/rentals, Concessionaires must make an electronic transfer to the SANParks bank account and 
forward a copy of the electronic transfer to the Concession Manager at Fax: (012) 343-3849. 

SANParks Corporate Bankers as from 1 January 2002 

(i) FNB Main: 6202-932-3053 (Branch Code:  253-145) 

10.2 GUIDELINES 

10.2.1 Financial Monitoring 

The Concession Manager is responsible for the determination, calculation, and review and the monitoring of concession fees. 
The Concession Manager will inform the respective Business Units with regard to all the concession fee issues.  Copies of all 
correspondence should be sent to Business Unit Managers to keep them informed of the process, invoices and budget 
allocations.   

10.2.1.1 Concession Fees 

The responsibilities of the Concession Manager are as follows: 
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(i) To examine all contracts to identify the due dates for rental and fee payments, basis of assessment/calculation, 

review/adjustment dates, need to obtain (and when) financial statements of turnover, etc. 

(ii) To establish a register or data base and reliable administrative systems (preferably computerised) incorporating the above data, 

to schedule all financial obligations of Concessionaires, and to ensure that these responsibilities are programmed to be handled 

on the due dates. 

(iii) To ensure that all rentals and fees are collected promptly by the due date. 

(iv) Where accounts are issued to Concessionaires, to issue invoices 4 weeks prior to the due date for payment under the Contract, 

except where Contract provisions preclude calculation at that time (e.g. where year-end audited statements are required from 

Concessionaires for the final reconciliation of Concession Fees). In these latter cases, invoices to be issued once these figures 

are known. 

(v) To ensure that all provisional minimum rentals are collected promptly by the due date. 

(vi) The calculation of CPI adjustments to Minimum Rentals and tranche limits prior to the commencement of the relative Concession 

Years. 

(vii) To ensure that certification of un-audited turnover by Concessionaires is provided annually within 30 days after each financial 

year. 

(viii) To ensure that the calculation of any balance Concession Fees due (based on percentage of un-audited turnover) is done 

promptly and the Concessionaire invoiced immediately with payment received within 60 days after the financial year. 

(ix) To ensure that 3 copies of audited statements and auditors letter for the relative Concessionaires are received annually, no later 

than 180 days after each financial year. 

(x) To examine audited statements and to ensure that the reconciliation of Concession Fees is similar to the un-audited version 

received earlier. Should any variations occur, adjustment invoices/credit notes should be sent to Concessionaires. 

(xi) To ensure that annual budgets are completed by Concessionaires and submitted timeously. 

(xii) To ensure that the Concession Income is correctly allocated for the purposes of financial reporting. 

(xiii) To compile monthly progress reports of all Concession Income for management purposes. 

10.2.1.2 Park Entrance Fees 

(i) All guests, deliveries and other vehicles entering CA’s will have to do so through SANParks designated entrance gates. All CA 

guests must pay relevant Park entry fees. Concession staff commuting to and from the CA does not pay Park entry fees.  

(ii) SANParks will allow Concessionaires to pay these fees on a monthly basis rather than at time of entry. This procedure will only 

be applicable when CA guests use the designated gate to the CA. If any other gate is used, then the full entrance fee must be 

paid. The designated gates will be as follows unless the Concessionaire elects to use a different gate and agreement can be 

reached on that. 

 

CONCESSION DESIGNATED GATE 

Mpanamana Crocodile Bridge 

Lwakahle Malelane Gate 

Jock of the Bushveld Malelane Gate 

Jakkalsbessie Paul Kruger Gate 
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Mutlumuvi Paul Kruger Gate 

Mluwati Orpen Gate 

Nwanetsi Orpen Gate/Satara Airstrip Access 

 

(iii) The Gate Managers at the designated gates will keep a logbook for each of the respective CA’s and will log an entry for each 

guest of a CA entering the Park. 

(iv) The BU’s will be responsible for collecting these records on a monthly basis and for the subsequent calculation and the 

collection of the park entry fees and also for the issuing of invoices to the Concessionaires. 

(v) The BU’s must designate the responsible person from within their unit for this task.  

(vi) The responsible person will then provide a monthly summary sheet to the Concession Manager and the PM, detailing the 

entrance fees for the month and accumulative and stating whether the fees have been invoiced and payment has been received. 

(vii) A procedure must be put in place per CA to record the arrivals of guests after hours at the elected gates and to recover the 

entrance fees for these guests according to the procedure described above. This procedure needs to be finalised between the 

Concessionaire and the relevant Regional Manager of the BU wherein the CA is situated. 

(viii) An agreement and procedure must be put in place to accommodate the payment of entrance fees for guests arriving at Satara 

Airstrip and Skukuza Airport per CA as per the above procedure.  This arrangement needs to be finalised between the 

Concessionaire and the relevant Regional Manager of the BU. 

10.2.1.3 Establishment of a Rental Data Base (Management Information System) 

To enable effective administration of all the Concession Contracts, the Concession Manager shall implement a computerised 

database or register as soon as possible to facilitate efficient billing and collection of rentals. In the interim, a manual register 

(spreadsheets) will be kept incorporating the basic data referred to in section 10.2.1.1. Such system should show, at all times, 

which concession fees (base amounts and balances) fall due during that month and on what date. This will enable a quick check 

to be made at the beginning of the month as to rentals due later, for which invoices must be initiated. 

10.2.1.4 Issue of Accounts/Invoices 

All contracts set out the rental obligations in a manner which can just as easily be calculated by the Concessionaire, and it is the 

Concessionaire’s responsibility to ensure that rentals/fees are paid on time and in full to SANParks in accordance with the 

contract.  

The Concession Manager will ensure that the monthly invoices are generated by the Finance Department: Head Office and sent 

to the Concessionaires for payment on a quarterly basis as stipulated in the Concession Contract. 

However, the Concessionaires cannot rely upon any deficiency in this regard as an excuse for late payment. The payment of 

Concession Fees is strictly 30 days following the end of each concession quarter. 

10.2.2 Contractual Monitoring 

10.2.2.1 Record Maintenance by Concessionaire 

The Concessionaire is contractually required to keep all books and records for 6 years and at all times within the Republic of 

South Africa. The Concessionaire shall furnish to SANParks, on a confidential basis, any information SANParks may reasonably 

request.  The Concession Manager is permitted to visit, at reasonable times and with minimum disruption to the Concessionaire, 
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the Camp and any of the other offices where the business of the Concessionaire is conducted and to have access to its books of 

accounts, working papers and records, and all other data assembled in connection with the CA.  The kind of information the 

Concession Manager may request, shall include, but not be limited to the following: 

(i) a copy of any management letter or other communication sent by the auditors to the Concessionaire in relation to the 

Concessionaire’s financial, accounting and other systems, management and accounts; 

(ii) an annual report by the auditors reporting that, based on its said financial accounting and other systems, management and 

accounts, the Concessionaire was in compliance with all its financial obligations under the Concession Contract,  including the 

computation of the Concession Fee, as of the end of the relevant fiscal year or, as the case may be detailing any non-

compliance therewith; 

(iii) a projected profit and loss account and the budget for the following year, together with an analysis thereof. 

10.2.2.2 Record Maintenance by Concession Manager (SANParks) 

The Concession Manager is responsible for the storage and handling of all related reports, minutes and documentation. 

Contractual documents establish and prove legal rights and relationships, are legal papers with long periods of currency and are 

confidential containing sensitive commercial information. This demands proper administration, handling and storage of all 

contractual documents. The PM and CM must ensure that copies of all documents, agreements, communication notes with 

Concessionaires, etc. are forwarded to the Concession Manager for proper handling and storage. 

10.2.2.3 Legal Requirements 

The Concession Manager must ensure compliance of all legal requirements as follows: 

(i) The updating of Performance Bonds with annual CPI 

(ii) To ensure Concessionaire complies with insurance requirements 

(iii) To update Concessionaire judicial status and shareholding structure with any changes, including prequalification criteria, etc. 

(iv) To update contract with any changes to such agreement and/or operating conditions. 

(v) To keep a register of all formal complaints 

(vi) To update contract with all associated agreements related to detail design, construction works, financing, operation, 

management and maintenance. 

(vii) To manage SANParks intellectual property rights. 
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11 SUMMARY OF REPORTS 

The Concessionaire will, upon the written request of SANParks, and at no cost to SANParks, make available at all times 

documents which are required for the purposes of the Project, or which the concessionaire is required to prepare in terms of the 

Concession Contract. 

 

CONSTRUCTION PHASE 

REPORT 
PREPARED 

BY 

SUBMITTED 
TO 

TEMPLATE FREQUENCY 

ECO Environmental 
Report  

Environmental Control 
Officer (ECO) 

PM Annexure B4 Monthly 

Empowerment Monitoring 
Report  

Concessionaire 
Concession 
Manager 

None Bi-annual 

Copies of as built 
drawings, technical & 
design information and 
Completion Records 

Concessionaire PM None 
At completion of 
Construction Works 

OPERATIONAL PHASE 

REPORT 
PREPARED 

BY 

SUBMITTED 
TO 

TEMPLATE FREQUENCY 

Monthly report Section Ranger EM None Monthly 

Monthly Operational 
Report 

Concessionaire PM & CM Annexure B2 Monthly 

6-Monthly Audit Report ECO PM  6-Monthly 

Reconciliation of 
Turnover and Concession 
Fees 

Concessionaire 
Concession 
Manager 

None 
Quarterly, within 30 
days 

Reconciliation of 
unaudited Calculated 
Annual Concession Fee 

Concessionaire 
Concession 
Manager 

None 

Annually, report 
within 30 days, 
payment within 60 
days 

Auditors annual 
management letter 

 

Concessionaire 
Concession 
Manager 

None Annually 

Auditors annual report 

 
Concessionaire 

Concession 
Manager 

None Annually 

Budgets for following year 

 
Concessionaire 

Concession 
Manager 

None Annually 

3 Copies of 
Concessionaires audited 
financial statements 

Concessionaire 
Concession 
Manager 

None 

Annually, no later 
than 180 days after 
each Financial 
Year 
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REPORT 
PREPARED 

BY 

SUBMITTED 
TO 

TEMPLATE FREQUENCY 

Operation, Management 
& Maintenance Report 

Concessionaire 
Concession 
Manager 

Annexure B3 Bi-annually 

Annual Empowerment 
Report 

Concessionaire 
Concession 
Manager 

Annexure B1 Annually 
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12 BREACHES 

From time to time SANParks will be forced to deal with breaches by the Concessionaires. The options for action will vary 

according to the circumstances of the particular case. A number of standard measures are available and by following these 

procedures the majority of breaches can be successfully remedied. The importance of meticulous preparation, attention to detail 

and adherence to legal requirements in all action relating to seeking remedy of contract breaches, cannot be stressed enough. 

As discussed in Section 5 Communication Channels, in event of non-conformance, the BU’s are to notify the PM. No breaches 

are to be dealt with at BU Level. The PM will ascertain the situation and in event of Environmental Breaches, proceed with Step 

1 in the Section 12.3. In event of empowerment/financial/contractual/legal breaches, the PM will channel the breach to the 

Concession Manager for further action. All policy amendments ito breach remedial will be discussed with the Concessionaires 

before implementation. 

12.1 REMEDIAL ACTION FOR FINANCIAL BREACHES 

It is the responsibility of the Concession Manager to ensure that all fees are collected by due date. 

(i) A period of 7 days should be allowed after due date for the receipt of payments which may be delayed 

(ii) After 7 days, telephone contact should be made with the Concessionaire to ascertain the position regarding payment followed by 

a letter allowing the Concessionaire 14 days for payment. The Concessionaire should be warned of SANParks’ right of 

enforcement of the Performance Bond (as discussed in 12.4.3). The letter will be sent by registered mail and a copy will be e-

mailed or faxed to the Concessionaire.  

(iii) If payment has not been received after 14 days following the letter, the overdue payments and interest will be drawn down 

against the Performance Bond. 

(iv) Overdue payments by the Concessionaire shall be subject to an interest charge of 1% per month. 

(v) Should the payment due by the Concessionaire exceed the amount guaranteed by the Performance Bond and/or the 

Concessionaire has failed repeatedly to forward timeous payment, SANParks will be entitled to terminate the contract. 

12.2 REMEDIAL ACTION FOR EMPOWERMENT BREACHES 

The Concession Manager is to ensure that any breach is brought to the attention of a Concessionaire promptly. Action to be 
taken by the Concession Manager is: 

(i) Letter to the Concessionaire detailing the breach and the remedy action required; 

(ii) Reminder (follow-up) letter as above; 

(iii) Meeting with the concerned Concessionaire 

(iv) If the breach is not remedied quickly thereafter, a report and recommendations should then be promptly submitted to the 

Concession Manager. The Concession Manager is to act on the report as a matter of urgency, seeking legal advice if and when 

necessary, and deciding on further action (e.g. issue of formal notices, etc) 

12.3 STEP 1 - REMEDIAL ACTION FOR ENVIRONMENTAL BREACHES 

The Project Manager: Concessions is to ensure that any breach is brought to the attention of a Concessionaire promptly. Action 
to be taken by the Project Manager: Concessions is: 

(i) Letter to the Concessionaire detailing the breach and the remedy action required; 

(ii) Reminder (follow-up) letter as above; 
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(iii) Meeting with the concerned Concessionaire 

(iv) If the breach is not remedied quickly thereafter, a report and recommendations should then be promptly submitted to the 

Concession Manager. Reports should not be forwarded to the Legal Services Department. The Concession Manager is to act on 

the report as a matter of urgency, seeking legal advice if and when necessary, and deciding on further action (e.g. issue of 

formal notices, etc) 

The PM is not to allow breaches to become protracted by sending a succession of letters to the Concessionaires allowing 
repeated extensions of time, and attempting to handle the matter locally, when it has become obvious that the Concessionaire 
concerned has little serious intention of complying and/or is a regular offender. Such delay in instituting firm act ion by the 
Concession Manager only acquires for SANParks an image of being “soft”, and may lead to future problems in obtaining contract 
compliance. 

12.4 PROCESS FOR REMEDIAL ACTION 

It has already been stressed that there is a need for meticulous handling of all action seeking to obtain rectification of contract 

breaches, given that such action is the lead-up to what may eventuate in contract termination. The possibility of legal 

proceedings contesting SANParks demands (particularly if the contract is threatened) must be borne in mind. A Concessionaire 

may of course also challenge the reasonableness of SANParks’ actions through submissions to the Ombudsman, etc. 

Accordingly, SANParks must be in a position to unequivocally prove any alleged breaches of the Concession Contract. 

Additionally, there must be clear evidence that the Concessionaire has been treated fairly at all times and given reasonable 

opportunity to remedy any breach. 

The Concession Contract defines a reasonable remedy period as 30 (thirty) Business Days or such longer period as may be 

agreed by SANParks. 

12.4.1 Initial Action/Contact with Concessionaire (Step 1) 

Where a Concessionaire has failed to comply with an initial letter of request to do (or cease doing) something pursuant to the 

contract, the contract should first be double-checked to ensure that the request was soundly-based and that there is in fact such 

an obligation on the Concessionaire. Advice should be sought from the Concession Manager where any doubt exists. 

Where this is confirmed, the normal next step (except in cases of an emergency where urgent remedial action is required) would 

be to promptly despatch a reminder notice or letter. Where no response is received after a further period (say 7-14 days at 

most), direct contact should be made with the Concessionaire. Preferably, the Concessionaire should be called into the local PM 

Office for an urgent meeting to discuss the matter, although in minor matters, a telephone discussion may suffice. 

It should be confirmed that the Concessionaire clearly understands what is required. The seriousness of the matter should be 

impressed upon the Concessionaire and the time limit for compliance pointed out. The possible consequences of non-

compliance should be explained.  

Should the Concessionaire seek variation or waiver of the requirements in any aspect of substance, he should be requested to 

put his case in writing, and given a reasonable but limited time (no more that a week) to do so. Concessionaires should not be 

permitted to drag matters by seeking successive extensions of time. From this point on, the matter (if not rectified) will cease 

to be a local responsibility and referral to the Concession Manager: Head Office will be required. 

12.4.2 Final Letter (by Head Office Only) 

Following referral of the breach to Head Office, the Concession Manager, after careful examination of the reports submitted, may 

issue a final letter, in stronger terms, to the Concessionaire. The letter may be submitted to the CE, for his review and signature 

to give it maximum weight. The Concessionaire should be warned of SANParks’ right of enforcement of the Performance Bond 

(as discussed in 12.4.3) 
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12.4.3 Performance Bond (by Head Office Only) 

Concessionaires are required to maintain a valid Performance Bond from the Effective Date until 90 (ninety) Business Days after 

the expiry or earlier termination of the Concession Contract. The Performance Bond shall secure the Concessionaire’s 

performance under this Concession Contract and may be called on by SANParks to the extent of any costs, losses, damages or 

expenses suffered or incurred by SANParks as a result of breach by the Concessionaire of the Concession Contract. The 

Performance Bond may also be called upon for any delay in respect of Concession Fee Payments or Penalties for failing to meet 

Empowerment Obligations.  

Prior to enforcing the Performance Bond, the Concession Manager shall give notice to the Concessionaire (as per 12.4.2), 

informing the Concessionaire of the breach giving rise to the right of enforcement of the Performance Bond.  If such breach is 

not remedied within the Remedy Period, SANParks may enforce the Performance Bond. The Performance Bond may only be 

enforced to the extent of any losses or damages suffered or incurred as a result of the breach that gave rise to the right to 

enforce the Performance Bond.  

12.4.4 Formal Notice (By Head Office Only) 

Assuming that the afore-mentioned measures have been unsuccessful, it may be necessary for the Concession Manager/CE to 

issue a formal notice to the Concessionaire to remedy the breach. Such a notice will indicate that if the Concessionaire fails to 

comply, SANParks will be entitled to terminate the contract. Any formal notice should be served on the Concessionaire in 

accordance with the provisions of Clause 17 of the Concession Contract. 

12.4.5 Termination  

SANParks has the right to terminate the Concession Contract upon the occurrence of any of the following events: 

(i) the granting of any judgment in excess of R5 000 000.00 (as at Signature Date) which remains unpaid for a period of 6 calendar 

months 

(ii) the Concessionaire commences voluntary liquidation proceedings 

(iii) the Concessionaire fails to report any material Related Party Transactions or if any material Related Party Transaction is in 

breach of a term of the Concession Contract and which results in material damage to SANParks 

(iv) the Concessionaire commits a material breach of this Concession Contract 

(v) the Concessionaire or any of its officers or directors is found guilty of a crime involving fraud or dishonesty and is sentenced to a 

jail sentence with or without the option of a fine for a period in excess of one year and the Concessionaire has not within 30 

(thirty) Business Days thereafter instituted appropriate steps for the object of terminating the appointment or employment as the 

case may be of that person, and to duly prosecute those proceedings to a final conclusion 

(vi) the books of account of the Concessionaire are found, on more than one occasion to have been falsified or published in such a 

manner as to reflect a position that is materially different to the true financial position of the Concessionaire 

(vii) the Concessionaire is in default under the Loan Agreements and there has been an acceleration of all amounts due under the 

Loan Agreements. 

Termination of the Concession Contract can only take place with the approval of the CE. 
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13 FINING AND PENALTIES 

Fines and penalties will be administered at Head Office by the Concession Manager with the required approval of the CE. Any 

penalty imposed by SANParks will be payable to the Land Acquisition Fund within 5 (five) Business Days of the 

Concessionaire’s receipt of written notice. 

13.1 BREACH CAUSED BY CA EMPLOYEES 

During the Concession Period, the Concessionaire has to take the necessary measures to ensure that their staff adheres to 

Regulatory Provisions and the Principles of Conservation and Commerce. 

In the event of any employee of the Concessionaire causing the Concessionaire to breach a provision of the Concession 

Contract, such employee shall be charged by the Concessionaire with committing a mandatory serious offence in terms of the 

Concessionaire’s disciplinary code. The Concessionaire shall without delay furnish SANParks with a copy of the written record  of 

such disciplinary proceedings, finding and sentence. 

The Concessionaire shall be liable to pay a penalty of R 10 000.00 (as at the Signature Date) for each and every occurrence of 

such misconduct. The Concessionaire shall in any event, be liable to remedy at its cost, any environmental or other damage 

caused by such employee, within 30 Business Days or such longer period as may be agreed by SANParks. 

13.2 PENALTIES FOR NON-PERFORMANCE IN RESPECT OF ENVIRONMENTAL OBLIGATIONS 

The Concessionaire shall provide, on a confidential basis, a bi-annual Operation, Management & Maintenance Report detailing 

compliance, or any failure to comply, with all environmental requirements stated herein and any environmental Regulatory 

Provision including the measures (if any) taken and/or proposed to be taken to remedy any such failure. The report shall also 

include details of any additional required EIAs undertaken or intended to be undertaken and any updates that have been made 

to the Concessionaire’s Environmental Management Plan. Failing to adhere to the Regulatory Provis ions as set out in the 

Concession Contract, the Concessionaire shall be liable to pay a penalty of R 10 000.00 (as at the Signature Date) for each and 

every occurrence. 

13.3 PENALTIES FOR NON-PERFORMANCE IN RESPECT OF EMPOWERMENT OBLIGATIONS 

The Concessionaires’ actual empowerment achievements will be scored on an annual basis and compared to the obligations as 

set out in the Bid Documents. Monetary penalties will be levied on Concessionaires for any shortfall in performance relative to 

obligations. 

A system of penalties based on the site carrying capacity of a CA will be applied. 

Penalties will be as follows:  

SITE CARRYING CAPACITY 

Weighted Average 
Shortfall 

up to 20 - 40 total beds 
Annual Penalty 

up to 41 - 70 total beds 
Annual Penalty 

71 - 100 total beds 
Annual Penalty 

 20 - 35%  R100,000  R200,000  R300,000 

 36 - 50%  R250,000  R500,000  R750,000 

 > 50%  R500,000  R750,000  R1,000,000 

(i) These amounts will be adjusted for inflation by the Consumer Price Index.  
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In addition to monetary penalties, Concessionaires who fail to meet empowerment obligations by greater than 50% for 3 

consecutive years are liable to have their Concession Contract terminated by SANParks. 

The penalties will not be applied by SANParks if, in SANParks’ reasonable opinion: 

 the Concessionaire’s failure to implement its empowerment obligations was attributable to circumstances beyond the 
reasonable control of the Concessionaire; and 

 the Concessionaire used all reasonable endeavours to comply with its empowerment obligations; or 

 other achievements in promoting empowerment offset, in the opinion of SANParks, the Concessionaire’s failure to meet the 
obligations specified in Annexure XI. 

 

In such event SANParks may, without prejudice to any of its rights in terms of the Concession Contract, agree with the 

Concessionaire a revised set of empowerment objectives and obligations which shall take effect for the remainder of the 

Concession Period. 

All penalties paid to SANParks shall be directed towards a programme of promoting the empowerment of HDGs living in the 

vicinity of the Park.  

The Concessionaire shall have the right to appeal against all penalties levied by SANParks and any notice of breach, or intention 

to terminate the contract, for reasons related to the Concessionaire's failures to fulfill empowerment obligations.  The appeal will 

be heard by a committee of three people experienced in promoting empowerment in other areas of economic life in the Republic 

of South Africa.  The Parties shall each nominate one person to the committee and the two nominees shall agree on the third, 

failing which the President of the Attorneys’ Association of Gauteng shall nominate such third person. The unsuccessful party 

shall pay all costs of the appeal process.  The committee shall act as experts and not as arbitrators and the determination by 

such committee shall be final and binding on the Parties. 
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14 CODE OF CONDUCT FOR KRUGER NATIONAL PARK 

14.1 WORKING RELATIONSHIPS WITH CONCESSIONAIRES 

In the management and administration of the CA’s, SANParks employees are required at all times to maintain ethical standards 
of a high order.  Negative criticism and interference in the CA’s duties can only lead to discord. It should be borne in mind  that an 
effective working relationship between SANParks employees and CA employees/representatives, is to the benefit of all, and that 
all are dedicated to the same ultimate objectives. The following rules are to be adhered to at all times: 

(i) Employees and/or their family members shall not accept gratuities, complimentary services or gifts of any kind which may be 

offered to them by concession operators. 

(ii) Employees and/or their family members shall not become financially involved in concession operations or in companies with an 

interest or involvement with such operations. 

(iii) Employees, who have cause to meet with concession operators, shall maintain a relationship which is, and which is seen to be, 

at arm’s length and business-like in nature; they should not allow their professional objectivity to be compromised or brought into 

question by forming an association that is inappropriate or which may be seen to be so. 

(iv) Employees shall at all times maintain the confidentiality of concession operators’ business affairs and sensitive commercial 

information. 

(v) Employees intending to meet with Concessionaires to discuss matters likely to include contentious or sensitive issues, should 

ensure that another SANParks employee accompanies them at such meetings. 

(vi) Employees should make and keep on the appropriate files written records of significant meetings and telephone discussions with 

any Concessionaire. 

(vii) Employees who find they have a financial interest in a concession matter for which they may have to exercise responsibilities 

pursuant to their employment with SANParks, shall declare their interest to the PM who will consult with the Concession 

Manager or the CE, as appropriate, and shall refrain from exercising any responsibilities in respect of that matter pending the 

receipt of that employee’s advice. The ultimate decision rests with the CE. 

14.2 POLICY: CODE OF CONDUCT PERMANENT RESIDENTS 

The Code of Conduct: KNP is applicable to all KNP staff AND people from other organisations resident in the park on a 
permanent basis (i.e. CA’s resident staff).  A copy of this document is attached as Annexure A1. The followings procedures will 
apply: 

(i) The PM must ensure that all Concessionaires sign acceptance of the Code of Conduct. 

(ii) Concessionaires must ensure that this document is distributed to every resident staff member and that staff are fully aware of all 

conditions that apply. 

(iii) Concessionaires must keep a register that all resident staff has signed to have received the Code of Conduct and agree to abide 

with the regulations as contained. 

14.3 CODE OF CONDUCT: TEMPORARY RESIDENTS 

The Code of Conduct: Personnel from other organisations temporarily working in the KNP is applicable to Contractors 
and people working for short periods in the park.  It is therefore different to the Code of Conduct applying to residents of the 
KNP. A copy of this document is attached as Annexure A2. 
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15 ANNEXURE A - KNP POLICIES AND REGULATIONS 
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15.1 ANNEXURE A1 – KRUGER NATIONAL PARK CODE OF CONDUCT (NOTE: THE CODE OF CONDUCT IS UNDER 
REVIEW AT PRESENT) 

   CONTENTS 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

1. PROVISION UNDER THE NATIONAL PARKS ACT AND REGULATIONS 

1.1 Article 20 

1.2 Article 21 

1.3 Regulations 

 

2. DOMESTIC RULES AND REGULATIONS OF THE SANParks CONCERNING 

 DUTIES AND ATTITUDES 

2.1 Nature Conservation duties 

2.2 Attitude 

 

3. ANGLING PRIVILEGES 

3.1 Angling in waters within the boundaries of the KNP 

3.2 Fishing sites for Skukuza personnel 

3.3 Angling in the rest of the KNP 

 

4. FIREARMS 

4.1 Possession of firearms 

 

5. POLLUTION CONTROL 

5.1 Litter 

5.2 Exotic plants in the KNP 

5.3 The use of chemicals in the KNP 

5.4 Provision of plants from the Skukuza Nursery to personnel 

 

6. KEEPING OF POULTRY AND PETS 

6.1 Poultry 

6.2 Pets 

6.2.1 Pets - general 

6.2.2 Pet Register 

6.2.3 Dogs 

6.2.4 Cats 

6.2.5 Domestic pigeons 
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6.2.6 Parrots, parakeets, lovebirds and other exotic birds 

6.2.7 Horses 

6.2.8 Tropical and other fish 

6.2.9 Indigenous birds and wild animals 

6.2.10 Other animals 

6.3 Cycads 

 

7. CONTROL OF VENISON OR GAME PRODUCTS 

 

8. DANGEROUS ANIMALS 

8.1 The closing of gates in all fenced areas at night 

8.2 Duty of parents with regard to their children 

 

9. PERSONNEL RELATIONS AND CONDUCT TOWARDS THE PUBLIC 

9.1 Personnel relations 

9.2 Conduct towards the public 

 

10. UNIFORM 

10.1 General 

10.2 Male personnel - uniform regulations 

10.3 Female personnel - uniform regulations 

 

11. LOYALTY TOWARDS SANParks 

 

12. CARE OF SANParks’ PROPERTY 

12.1 General care and maintenance - property of SANParks 

12.2 Conditions of electricity supply to private users 

12.3 Workshops and machinery 

 

13. PRIVATE RESTORATION AND CONSTRUCTION WORK: SANParks EMPLOYEES  

 AND OUTSIDE INSTITUTIONS – AFTER HOURS 

13.1 Procedures 

 

14. TIMES OF TRAVEL AND TRANSPORT 

14.1 Travelling time 

14.2 Transport 

14.3 Drivers Licences 

14.4 Conditions for the use of SANParks vehicles 

14.5 Motorcycles (private) 
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15. TRAFFIC CODES AND SPEED LIMITS 

15.1 Traffic codes 

15.2 Speed limits for personnel 

 

16. CONTROL AT ENTRANCE AND REST CAMP GATES 

16.1 Entrance gates 

16.1.1 General 

16.1.2 Paul Kruger Gate 

16.1.3 Phalaborwa Gate 

16.1.4 Airport and Toulon gates 

16.1.5 Other entrance gates 

16.2 Rest camp gates 

16.2.1 General 

16.2.2 Skukuza Gate: Regulations for after-hour entry to  Skukuza  

16.2.3 Other rest camps 

16.2.4 Jakkalsbessie 

 

17. ENTRY INTO PROHIBITED AREAS 

17.1  Firebreaks and patrol roads 

17.2 Wilderness Trail areas 

 

18. GUESTS: CONCESSIONS AND REGULATIONS 

18.1  Free admission for guests of staff members 

18.2  Permanent entrance permits for parents and independent children of staff members 

18.3  Guests of personnel living near park borders 

18.4  Unofficial guests of staff members 

18.5  Official visitors of SANParks 

18.6  Official visitors of staff members 

18.7  Sports teams 

18.8  Entrance of guests of staff members during long-weekends and school holidays  

18.9 Guests of Skukuza personnel: after-hours 

 

19. FAMILY OR FRIENDS OF STAFF MEMBERS (AND OTHER RESIDENTS OF THE 

KNP) RESIDING IN OFFICIAL HOUSES WHILE RESIDENTS ARE AWAY ON HOLIDAY 

 

20. RESTRICTIONS ON PERSONNEL RESIDING IN SANParks ACCOMMODATION 

 WHERE NO RENT IS PAYABLE 

20.1  Domestic servants 
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20.2  Other staff 

 

21. MALARIA CONTROL 

21.1  Personnel permanently residing in the KNP 

21.2  Anti-malarial medication 

21.3 People at particular risk to malaria 

21.4 Spraying 

 

22. SHOOTING RANGE – SKUKUZA 

 

23. UTILISATION OF FACILITIES ESTABLISHED FOR STAFF MEMBERS AND/OR PAYING VISITORS TO THE KNP, 
BY PERSONS LIVING OUTSIDE THE KNP 

23.1 General rules 

23.2 Lisbon permanent staff 

 

24. BHF RADIOS IN THE KNP 

24.1 General 

24.2 Radio discipline 

 

25. SECTION ACCOMMODATION FOR THE USE OF THE KNP RESIDENTS 

25.1  The use of trail camps by staff members 

25.2 Official dwellings and park homes: Technical Services 

 

26. THE USE OF TELEPHONES IN THE KNP 

26.1  Official telephones in private houses 

26.2  Official telephones not connected to the regional exchange 

26.3  Official telephones connected to the regional exchange of SANParks 

26.4  Linked lines to Head Office 

 

27. CEMETERY AND WALL OF REMEMBRANCE 

27.1   General 

27.2  Requirements 

27.3  Outlay 

27.4  Management of cemetery 

 

28. KRUGER NATIONAL PARK IDENTIFICATION DOCUMENTS 
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15.2 INTRODUCTION 

In the Kruger National Park, activity as well as the number of personnel has increased tremendously during the last few 

decades.   Where in the past there was only a small disciplined community living in the Park, it has now become necessary to 

introduce a code of conduct for residents to adhere to.  This code serves as a guide, especially to new residents, who are often 

confused by the actual rules and regulations and factitious rumours, and thereby unknowingly or unintentionally commit an 

offence.   However, it also serves to promote esprit de corps and unity of purpose in our different activities. 

As the name indicates, the main objective of the South African National Parks (SANParks) is the conservation, protection and 

utilisation of our precious natural heritage, in such a way that it will be possible for our descendants to admire and appreciate it in 

its pristine condition.   This objective can only be achieved if every official or individual working or living in the Park 

acknowledges and accepts nature conservation as his or her duty. Only then will they experience personal satisfaction in thei r 

daily task (whatever this may be) and their conduct be disciplined in all ways. 

An awareness of nature conservation is born out of respect and the correct attitude towards that which we are protecting.   If it is 

our earnest desire to contribute towards this aim, then our conduct will be just as disciplined and well ordered as the natural 

phenomena that occur in the environment in which we live. 

The majority of our own personnel, as well as the other permanent residents of the Kruger National Park, sees this sanctuary as 

a miracle of Creation.   For them no code of conduct is really necessary, however, it is felt that a condensed summary of the 

relevant Articles of the Parks Act and regulations, as well as the different rules concerning conduct in a national park, can serve 

as a useful reference.   There will always be more "don'ts" than "do's" in any such code of conduct, and although it may seem as 

if all these rules are placing unnecessary restrictions on the individual, it must always be remembered that the privilege of  living 

and working in this natural area, more than compensates for all the supposed injustices that we may believe exist. 

You are therefore requested to study this document carefully, complete and sign the attached letter of acknowledgement and 

return it to the personnel office. 

This code of conduct is subject to further change and additions, and will be issued to all new employees as well as permanent 

residents of other organisations and departments. It remains the property of SANParks and must be returned to the personnel 

office on resignation. 

 

DR M D MABUNDA 
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1. PROVISIONS UNDER THE NATIONAL PARKS ACT AND REGULATIONS 

 

All residents of the Kruger National Park are subject to the National Parks Act No. 57 of 1976 and its regulations promulgated 

under Article 29 of this Act. 

The following is a condensed summary of the relevant provisions and regulations contained in Articles 20 and 21 of this Act: 

1.1 Article 20 

No prospecting or mining of any description whatsoever is allowed in a park, or on any land which forms part of a national 

park. 

1.2 Article 21 

No person, except an employee1 authorised by the SANParks, may: 

(a) Enter or reside in a park without permission. 

(b) Convey into or be in possession of any unsealed weapon, explosives, snares/traps or poison in a park. 

(c) Hunt, or by any other means, deliberately or negligently kill or maim any animal in a park. 

(d) Disturb any animal in a park. 

(e) Remove, damage or destroy a bird's nest or its eggs, or remove honey from a bee's nest while in a park. 

(f) Deliberately or negligently cause a veld fire or damage objects of geological, archaeological, historical, ethnological, educational or 
of any importance in a park. 

(g) Introduce or allow any animal to enter a park or allow domestic animals to wander freely in a park. 

(h) Remove a living or dead animal or part of an animal from a park (unless it was legally brought into the Park). 

(i) Remove, cut or damage a plant (including any sea plant) in a park. 

(j) Remove seeds from a tree or any plant, without permission in a park. 

(k) Feed any animal in a park. 

(l) Drive a vehicle in a park without a valid driver's licence, or allow any other person not in possession of a valid driver’s licence to do 
so. 

1.3 Regulations 

 

1.3.1 28 (6) An official of the SANParks may destroy any pet that is illegally brought into a park. 

     (7) No person may spend a night in any other place in the Park except in a rest camp or a private residence, 
without permission from SANParks.  

1.3.2 31 (1) No person may use a vehicle in a park that is not properly registered and licensed. 

     (2) No person may use a vehicle in a park that is not roadworthy. 

1.3.3 32 No person may drive on prohibited roads except a SANParks member, official or an employee acting on 
authority of the SANParks. 

1.3.4 34 No person may fill the petrol tank of his vehicle while the engine is running. 

1.3.5 35 (1) No negligent or reckless driving will be allowed in a park. 

     (3) Anyone driving a vehicle in a park must be considerate to other road users and animals on the road. 

                                                             

1 (Unless otherwise stated, an "official" in this code means - the Director: KNP, the General Manager: Nature Conservation, the Managers: 

Conservation or a person appointed by SANParks as Section Ranger.  "Employee" - another person/officer appointed officially by SANP other 

than an official. 
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     (4) No person who is under the influence of liquor or drugs may drive a vehicle in a park or sit in the driver's seat of 
a vehicle while the engine is running. 

1.3.6 37 All persons within a park must adhere to all legitimate instructions issued by SANParks. 

PLEASE NOTE: The regulations embodied in this Code of Conduct must be seen as legitimate instructions. 

1.3.7 42 No person inside a park, without special permission from SANParks, may: 

(a) Provide public entertainment or collect money from members of the public. 

(b) Dispense a burning object which could cause a fire hazard. 

(c) Engrave or affix a name, figure, symbol, mark or picture to a tree or object that is not his personal property.    

1.3.8 43 No person may: 

(a) Damage SANParks property or endanger it in any way. 

(b) Make an unnecessary noise, or use a radio, gramophone or any instrument in such a way that it may cause an 
unnecessary disturbance to other people. 

(c) Throw away any article or refuse of any description except in rubbish bins or containers that are provided by 
SANParks. 

 1.3.9 46  (3) No person may remove sand, rocks, or firewood from the veld without permission from the SANParks. 

     (4) As approved by SANParks an official, employee or resident of the Park may fish in a manner, in areas and 
during the times officially designated by SANParks. (An official licence is obtainable from the local Section 
Ranger). 

1.3.10 47 Officials and employees must take effective precautions to prevent any dog in their possession or custody from 
wandering at random in the Park, attacking or chasing animals.  

1.3.11 50 (4) No person may travel through entrance or rest camp gates after official closing times unless in possession of a 
late permit. 

     (5) No person may exceed the proclaimed speed limit in a national park (See - 15. TRAFFIC CODES AND SPEED 
LIMITS). 

 

2. DOMESTIC RULES AND REGULATIONS OF SANParks CONCERNING DUTIES AND ATTITUDES 

2.1 Nature Conservation duties 

2.1.1 No unauthorised person may attend the execution of specific projects, for example culling operations.  The disregard of 
this rule will be considered a serious offence.    

Under no circumstances may any person, while carrying out official duties or travelling privately in the Kruger National 
Park, be accompanied by professional photographers (other than SANParks' official photographers) on roads other than 
tourist roads, unless he is in possession of the necessary authorisation. 

2.1.2 Antiquities or objects of historical or educational importance found by employees or officials while on duty, or in any other 
capacity inside the boundaries of the Park, are and remain the property of SANParks. These items should be handed to 
the local Section Ranger or Nature Conservation offices as soon as possible.   Employees retaining such articles to sell 
or remove from the Park, are guilty of misappropriation of SANParks property and expose themselves to prosecution. 

2.1.3 No person may, without permission from the Director: KNP or an authorised official from the Nature Conservation 
Department, collect or remove firewood from the veld. 

2.1.4 No person may, without permission from the Director: KNP or an official from the Nature Conservation Department, 
remove tree trunks, sand, soil or rocks from the veld.   These items may only be removed from places indicated by an 
official from the Nature Conservation Department. 

2.1.5 No dead or living endemic plant may be damaged, cut down or removed without permission, from the KNP. (Indigenous 
plants for cultivation in gardens and rest camps are available on request from the Nursery).   When endemic plants, trees 
or shrubs are damaged during official duties, i.e. making of new roads, etc. the destruction of these plants must be 
limited to a minimum.  Quarries must, where at all possible, be made where they are not visible from the road.  After 
exploitation, these quarries must be properly filled with topsoil to encourage re-establishment of natural vegetation. 
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2.1.6 Animals may only be destroyed in certain instances: 

2.1.6.1 No animal may be destroyed within a park but officials of SANParks are authorised to do so in the following instances: 

i) Any sick, deformed or injured animal where there is no hope of recovery. 

ii) Dangerous animals that are a threat to life and property. 

iii) Animals that are a nuisance in gardens, rest camps or picnic spots and that cannot be driven away by normal 
procedures. 

iv) Employees of the SANParks and non-employees resident in a national park, may only kill an animal in an 
emergency, to protect life and property, or when they are specifically authorised to do so. 

v) PLEASE NOTE:  Snakes may only be killed in living quarters or rest camps.  No snake (poisonous or non-
poisonous) may under any circumstances be killed in the veld.   Residents in a National Park are advised to learn 
to distinguish between poisonous and non-poisonous snakes in their own interests. 

2.1.6.2 Immediately after the incident, a report of all animals killed, as well as the reasons or circumstances pertaining to the 
incident, must be handed in at the office of the General Manager: Nature Conservation or the local Section Ranger. 

2.1.7 Assistance to Nature Conservation with respect to veld fires. 

It is the duty of every employee in the Kruger National Park to be of assistance with the combating of accidental fires, 
when requested to do so and to report all fires. 

 2.2 Attitude 

2.2.1 Discrimination with respect to race, colour and sex 

2.2.1.1 Discrimination with respect to race, colour or sex is totally unacceptable to SANParks. 

2.2.1.2 SANParks insists that all SANParks members and employees respect one another and respect each other's duties. 

2.2.1.3 Disparagement, aggression, foul language or any form of intimidation toward another employee, will not be tolerated. 

2.2.1.4 No physical violence of any kind between employees of SANParks will be tolerated and can be used as reason for 
dismissal. 

2.2.1.5 Contravention of the above clauses will justify a disciplinary hearing and dismissal if found guilty.  

 

3. ANGLING PRIVILEGES 

3.1 Angling in waters within the boundaries of the Kruger National Park - General 

3.1.1 According to Article 21(2) (f) of the National Parks Act, No. 57 of 1976 (as amended) and Regulation 46 (4), SANParks 
may allow its personnel to fish in stipulated areas within the boundaries of the Kruger National Park, subject to certain 
conditions.  

3.1.2 To create uniformity, an angling licence has been drawn up and is obtainable on request, free of charge, from the local 
Section Ranger. It is available to SANParks employees or employees of other organisations permanently within the Park. 

3.1.3 The rules and regulations applicable to licence holders are self explanatory on the licence and everybody, in their own 
interest, is requested to study these conditions and strictly adhere to them. These regulations are recapitulated as 
follows: 

i) Under no circumstances may the licence holder fish at a site other than that indicated by the local Section Ranger. 

ii) The use of boats or other vessels on the waters within the Park or on boundary rivers without permission is 
prohibited. 

iii) Angling may only occur during the hours between sunrise and sunset. No night lines may be set. 

iv) Family members of a licence holder may not fish unless accompanied by said holder (Lake Panic is the only 
exception). 

v) Fishing sites must be left clean and unpolluted at all times. 

vi) The following bag limits apply to any angler for a particular day:  
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Bream (all species) 

Yellow Fish 

Mud Fish (all species) 

Tiger Fish 

Barbel + other species 

Eels* must be released immediately 

6 – minimum length 15 cm 

6 – minimum length 25 cm 

6 – minimum length 25 cm 

6 – minimum length 25 cm 

6 – minimum length 25 cm 

 

*The reason being that the Corumana and Massingiri dams in Mozambique, are interfering 
with the lifecycle of the eel and that these fish are in danger of becoming extinct upstream 
from these dams 

 

vii) Only fishing with a rod or line is allowed with no more than two rods per person.  All other forms of fishing are 
strictly prohibited. 

viii) Swimming is prohibited. 

ix) The angling licence must be produced on request.  PLEASE NOTE:  Permission to fish within the boundaries of 
the Kruger National Park is reserved for employees of the SANParks and other permanent residents in the Park 
(Minimum of one year).  People residing outside the Park along boundary rivers with a river frontage, are also 
afforded this privilege.  This is a privilege and not a right and failure to comply with the above-mentioned 
conditions will result in the immediate suspension of all angling privileges. 

x) The capture and killing of any fish is restricted to certain areas and according to bag limits as stipulated in  (vi) 
these spots will be allocated by the local Section Ranger in (i) Fish may only be caught and killed in man made 
impoundments in rivers or streams that have their origin within the Park.  

3.1.4 Every person fishing without a licence, in an area other than that designated by the Section Ranger, or found littering at 
the fishing site, will be prosecuted under the National Parks Act and if convicted, may be heavily fined. 

3.1.5 The licence is only valid for the year of issue and must be renewed annually, is not transferable and must be signed by 
the holder.  It is only valid and limited to the licensee, his wife and dependent children.  Guests of staff members will not 
be allowed to fish in the Park, with the exception of Lake Panic, but will be allowed to accompany the holder at his own 
risk. 

 

3.2 Fishing sites for Skukuza personnel 

3.2.1 Fishing sites for Skukuza personnel are marked off along the Sabie River on the fishing road between the Sabie and 
Sand rivers.  Personnel with angling licences may fish here without obtaining further permission. 

3.2.2 The Sabie River in front of Skukuza Rest Camp, the staff village and further west is out of bounds and nobody is allowed 
to fish here without permission. 

3.2.3 Lake Panic  

3.2.3.1 Any employee or permanent resident of Skukuza, as well as their children and guests, may fish in this dam.  Children 
may fish without supervision in the secured areas, but at the responsibility of the parents.  

3.2.3.2 This concession is only valid for the small dam next to the golf course and not the LARGER dam upstream.  This dam is 
out of bounds. 

3.2.3.3 The tiger fish in Lake Panic are not breeding. If any of these fish are caught, please remove the hooks carefully and 
release them back into the dam. 

 

3.3 Angling in the rest of the park 

Personnel are allowed to fish in other areas in the park but only with prior permission from the specific Section Ranger, and at sites 
designated by him. 
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4. FIREARMS 

4.1 Possession of firearms 

No resident in a national park may be in possession of an unsealed firearm, except officials authorised to do so. Staff members are 
however, allowed to keep an unsealed shotgun, military weapon and/or pistol for self-protection in their home.  

Children or adults may under no circumstances use an air gun or catapult in the KNP, except for target practice. 

5. POLLUTION CONTROL 

5.1 Litter 

5.1.1 All residents of a national park are expected to foster the correct and proper attitude towards the natural beauty of our 
National Park and to refrain from marring it by scattering litter such as beer cans, papers, construction waste, etc.   
Where new roads, dams, bridges and buildings are constructed, it is the duty of the supervisor in charge to supervise the 
clearing away and proper burial of refuse at the site.   Used diesel, bitumen and other drums as well as old grader blades 
must be disposed of regularly by the personnel responsible, and under no circumstances be allowed to lie about in the 
veld.   Labour teams must not (if at all possible) camp within sight of tourist roads.  It is the duty of every supervisor to 
draw the attention of all employees under his personal supervision to these matters.   Littering will be viewed as a serious 
breach of conduct and offenders will be prosecuted under Article 43 (c) of the Regulations. 

5.1.2 It is the duty of every resident of the Park to assist in the clearance of litter scattered by visitors. 

5.2 Exotic plants in the Kruger National Park (KNP) 

5.2.1 General 

All plant species that do not occur naturally in the KNP are considered exotic.   These species can be divided into two 
categories, i.e. those that are known as aggressive invaders and those that are less aggressive.   The potential of an 
exotic plant to become an aggressive invader must not be underestimated. 

Invader plants are increasing in the Kruger National Park and have already caused drastic and irreversible changes to 
the area.   This is a situation contradictory to the KNP's management objectives. 

Most of the important invader species found in the Park have spread from gardens and the measures applied to control 
these plants costs tens of thousands of Rand annually. 

5.2.2 Laws applicable to invader plants 

The following rules, as prescribed by the Master Plan for the Management of the Kruger National Park are applicable to 
exotic plants: 

5.2.2.1 A list of prohibited exotic invader plants will be published in the Code of Conduct and will be amended when new exotic 
plants are discovered. 

5.2.2.2 To prevent the introduction of invader plants into the Kruger National Park, personnel and other residents are prohibi ted 
from planting any decorative exotic tree or shrub that grow to a height of more than two meters, in their gardens.   This 
does not include approved fruit trees.   Existing exotic trees (which are not invaders) will be eradicated when premises 
are vacated. 

5.2.2.3 A landscape approach to private gardening will be encouraged whereby residents will be able to plant more indigenous 
plants (available at a special price for personnel from the Skukuza Nursery - see 5.4). 

5.2.2.4 Planting of exotic creepers against indigenous trees or shrubs is strictly prohibited. 

5.2.2.5 A more relaxed attitude will be maintained toward smaller non-invasive, non-creeping exotic plants.  These plants may 
be planted at the resident's own initiative. 

5.2.2.6 Residents' gardens will be inspected periodically by personnel (appointed by the Standing Committee for Nature 
Conservation in conjunction with the KNP Community Association). 

5.2.2.7 No indigenous trees may be removed from existing or new premises without the written consent of the Director: KNP or 
the Chairman of the KNP Community Committee (Skukuza), or the General Manager: Nature Conservation. 

5.2.2.8 The planting of exotic trees and shrubs in rest camps is totally prohibited. 

These rules must not be seen as prescriptive, but rather as an attempt to encourage healthy nature conservation 

practices in a national park. 
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5.2.3 Amended list of exotic plant species that are prohibited in the KNP 

5.2.3.1 Declared exotic plant invaders 

These plants are prohibited in the KNP in terms of the Law on Conservation of Agricultural Resources (1983): 

 

Acacia cyclops Rooikrans 

Acacia dealbata Silver wattle, silwerwattel 

Acacia longifolia Golden wattle, gouewattel 

Acacia mearnsii Black wattle, swartwattel 

Acacia melanoxylon Australian Blackwood, swarthout 

Acacia saligna Port Jackson, goudwilger 

Leptospermum laevigatum Australian myrtle, mirt 

Pinus pinaster Cluster pine, trosden 

Prosopis glandulosa Mesquite, muskiet 

 

5.2.3.2 Declared weeds 

These plants are prohibited in the KNP in terms of the Law on Conservation of Agricultural Resources (1983): 

Caesalpinia decapetala Mauritius thorn, kraaldoring 

Cannabis sativa dagga 

Cereus peruvianus queen of the night 

Cestrum aurantiacum yellow cestrum, inkbessie 

Cestrum laevigatum inkberry, inkbessie 

Chromolaena odorata triffid weed, paraffienbos 

Eichhornia crassipes water hyacinth, waterhiasint 

Hakea gibbosa rock hakea, hakea 

Hakea sericea silky hakea, syerige hakea 

Hakea suaveolens sweet hakea, soet hakea 

Harrisia martinii moon cactus, toukaktus 

Lantana camara lantana 

Opuntia aurantiaca jointed cactus, litjieskaktus 

Opuntia dillenii pipestem prickly pear, pypsteelturksvy 

Opuntia exaltata Longspine cactus, langdoringkaktus 

Opuntia ficus-indica prickly pear, turksvy 

Opuntia imbricata imbricate prickly pear, kabelturksvy 

Opuntia lindheimeri small round-leaved prickly pear, kleinrondeblaarturksvy 

Opuntia rosea rosea cactus, roseakaktus 

Opuntia spinulifera saucepan cactus, blouturksvy 

Opuntia vulgaris cochineal prickly pear, luisiesturksvy 

Opuntia stricta sour prickly pear, suurturksvy  



KNP Concession Operations Manual 

SANParks Revision 2  

 

Page 86 of 188 

Paraserianthes lophantha stinkbean, stinkboon 

Pereskia aculeata Barbados gooseberry, Barbadosstekelbessie 

Pistia stratiotes water lettuce, waterslaai 

Rubus coneifolius American bramble, Amerikaanse braam 

Salvinia molesta kariba weed, watervaring 

Sesbania punicea red sesbania, rooi sesbanie 

Solanum mauritianum bugweed, luisboom 

 

5.2.3.3 Potential exotic plant invaders 

These plants, although not listed as declared weeds or exotic invaders by the Department of Agriculture, are prohibited 

in the KNP: 

Agave sisalana Sisal 

Antigonon leptopus coral creeper, koraalklimop 

Cardiospermum 
grandiflorum 

balloon vine 

Cassia didymobotria peanut cassia, grondboontjie kassia 

Convolvulus arvensis field bind weed, akkerwinde 

Ipomoea purpurea morning glory, purperwinde 

Jacaranda mimosifolia jacaranda, jakaranda 

Melia axedarach syringa, sering 

Macfadyena unguiscati cats claw, katteklou 

Morus alba white mulberry, wit moerbei 

Nicotiana glauca wild tobacco, wildetabak 

Pennisetum purpureum pronkgrass, pronkgras 

Psidium quajava guava, koejawel 

Ricinus communis casteroil plant, kasterolieboom 

Solanum seaforthianum potato creeper, aartappel klim-op 

Spathodia campanulata flame tree, vlamboom 

Tecoma stans yellow bells, geelklokkies 

Trapa sps. Trapa 

Cortaderia sps.  

 

5.3 The use of chemicals in the KNP 

5.3.1 The use of all chlorinated hydrocarbon insecticides such as DDT, BHC, DIELDRIN, LINDANE, etc, on lawns, in houses, 
rest camps and other places in the Park, is strictly forbidden.   It is essential to prevent pollution of the waters of the Park 
and the resulting poisoning of fish, birds and other animals. 

5.3.2 Only insecticides approved by SANParks may be used within the boundaries of the Kruger National Park.   These 
include Sevin (Karbaspray), Malathion or Direthrin.   Other organic phosphate compounds such as Metasystox, Rogor, 
Lebaycid and Kelthane may also be used for specific purposes provided the relevant prescriptions are followed. 
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5.3.3 All insecticides and the use thereof must be approved by the Pollution Control Officer in the Nature Conservation 
Section.   He will co-ordinate the buying and the use thereof according to instructions. 

5.3.4 Any inquiries about invader plants or the removal of such plants may be directed to the Pollution Control Officer 
(Skukuza) or to a representative of the Nature Conservation Department. 

5.3.5 All residents of a national park are expected to insist on environment friendly products and aerosol cans when 
purchasing domestic products. 

 

5.4 Provision of plants from the Skukuza Nursery to personnel 

5.4.1 The primary function of the Skukuza Nursery is to cultivate indigenous trees, shrubs and flowers for the decoration of the 
rest camps.   Excess plants will be sold to the public.    

5.4.2 Excess plants will be available, at a special rate, to staff members for their gardens  (see Tariff Document). Please note 
that certain rare plant species cannot be supplied at the reduced rate.  The Horticulturist's decision in this respect will be 
final. 

5.4.3 Plants bought by staff members, are only for their own gardens and not for friends or family. 

5.4.4 All plants sold to staff members will be recorded in a register and any staff member who abuses this will have his 
privileges terminated. 

5.4.5 An appeal is made to all personnel to assist the Nursery with the collection of seed from indigenous plants in gardens, as 
the success of the Nursery depends on this.  Only officials and personnel instructed to do so may gather seed in the 
veld.  Nursery personnel can be contacted directly in this regard.    

5.4.6 The Nursery personnel are available to assist staff members with regard to the planting and care of indigenous plants.   
Their daily task however does not allow them time to assist with the layout of gardens or to work in private gardens.  

5.4.7 All bona fide requests for the donation of indigenous plants, must be directed either to the Director: KNP or the General 
Manager: Visitors Services, who will, in consultation with the horticulturist in charge, make a decision. 

 

6. KEEPING OF POULTRY AND PETS 

6.1 Poultry 

The SANParks has granted permission to personnel to keep poultry, subject to the following conditions: 

6.1.1 All poultry must be kept in suitable cages. Any poultry found wandering outside residential sites will be destroyed. 

6.1.2 Where poultry are kept in the immediate vicinity of rest camps (eg. Skukuza Staff Village), only hens may be kept, as 
roosters create a noise disturbance. 

6.1.3 Chickens of both sexes may be kept, on condition that as soon as the roosters begin to crow, they either be slaughtered 
immediately or removed from the Park.  

6.1.4 Prior permission must be obtained from the General Manager: Nature Conservation if more than 10 chickens are to be 
kept. 

 

6.2 Pets 

6.2.1 Pets - general 

6.2.1.1 No pets may be brought into the Kruger National Park without the permission of the Director: KNP. 

6.2.1.2 Permission to keep pets which may become a nuisance to fellow employees or the public, or may escape from captivity 
and multiply unchecked, e.g. rabbits, hares, guinea-pigs and hamsters, will not be given. 

6.2.1.3 No pets may be brought into the KNP, without the written permission of the local State Veterinarian or the possession of 
a veterinary no-objection permit.   Pets brought into the Kruger National Park legally, must be examined by the State 
Veterinarian as soon as possible after arrival to ensure that infectious diseases such as cat flu, mange or pox, etc. are 
not introduced into the KNP. Pets that were brought into the KNP will not be permitted to leave without a written permit 
issued by the State Veterinarian. 
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If any of these animals become sick or develop skin lesions, they must be taken to a veterinary surgeon without delay for 
diagnosis and treatment. 

6.2.1.4 All pets in the KNP will be examined from time to time by SANParks’ veterinarian. 

6.2.2 Pet Register 

6.2.2.1 It is the duty of every resident of the KNP to provide a list of all pets in his/her possession to the General Manager: 
Nature Conservation for inclusion in the pet register. 

6.2.2.2 In the case of dogs and wild animals, a description of the animal as well as the sex must be given. In the case of fish, 
species and numbers must be provided. 

6.2.2.3 Mammal deaths must be reported in writing to amend the register.  

6.2.3 Dogs 

6.2.3.1 Only Section Rangers (officials) and persons mentioned under paragraph 6.2.3.4 are allowed to keep dogs in the KNP.  

6.2.3.2 The following conditions are applicable: 

i) Written permission to keep a dog must be obtained from the Director: KNP. 

ii) Each case will be evaluated on merit.  The staff member concerned will have to sign a written agreement to these 
conditions so that no misunderstanding will occur. 

iii) Dogs not kept under these conditions, will be taken away and destroyed or will be removed from the Park. An 
erring staff member will not be allowed to keep another dog. 

6.2.3.3 General conditions for the keeping of dogs 

i) No permission will be granted for the possession of a lap dog, except in the case of personnel living in Phalaborwa 
Staff Village. 

ii) Only Section Rangers may keep a bitch that is able to breed. 

iii) Dogs may under no circumstances be outside residential sites or be allowed to wander around in rest camps. 

iv) Dogs must be closed in at night and must be discouraged from barking. 

v) Dogs must, in accordance with veterinary regulations, be inoculated once a year against rabies, once they reach 
the age of six months. 

vi) Any dog brought into the Park illegally will be destroyed. 

vii) Section Rangers are not allowed more than three dogs at a time. 

viii) Dogs are not allowed to be taken out of the Park without the permission of the State Veterinarian (Skukuza).   
Permits will not be issued if rule (v) above is not adhered to. This means that dogs in the Phalaborwa Staff Village 
are not allowed to be ferried backwards and forwards to town. 

ix) Prospective owners must have continual supervision of their dogs. Where both husband and wife work, this 
supervision is not possible except in the case of Malelane, Numbi, Kruger and Phalaborwa gates. 

x) When a staff member is transferred and the dog may not go along (see specific conditions), it is the responsibility 
of the owner to secure a suitable home for the dog - with his successor or outside the Park. 

xi) A staff member, who is transferred to a place where there is already a dog, will have to apply and sign the 
agreement, if he accepts the dog.  

xii) If a dog owner is away for any length of time, it is his duty to appoint a responsible person to care for the dog.  All 
the relevant rules will be applicable to such a person, in other words, if the rules are not adhered to, steps will be 
taken as if the owner was responsible. 

xiii) Written notification must immediately be given to the General Manager: Nature Conservation when the owner 
disposes of his dog or when it dies.  The normal application procedure must be followed when a new dog is to be 
acquired. 

6.2.3.4 Areas where dogs are allowed to be kept, by whom and specific conditions 

6.2.3.4.1 Phalaborwa Staff Village 
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i) All the general rules and conditions are applicable. 

ii) The dog can be of any size or breed (males or spayed bitches only). 

iii) If the staff member is transferred elsewhere in the Park, the dog will not be allowed to accompany him (the dog 
will have to stay in Phalaborwa or leave the Park with the necessary permits from the State Veterinarian, 
Skukuza). 

6.2.3.4.2 Entrance gates (Malelane, Numbi, Kruger, Phalaborwa, Punda Maria* en Pafuri) (*Only applicable once gate 
officials live at the gate) 

i. All the general rules and conditions are applicable. 

ii. Only a bigger breed of dog, fit to be a watchdog, will be allowed.   The Director: KNP must approve the type of 
dog. 

iii. These dogs will only be allowed to accompany their owners if they are transferred to one of the above-
mentioned gates or outside the KNP (with the necessary permission /permits from the State Veterinarian, 
Skukuza).   Under no circumstances may the dogs accompany their owners to other places inside the KNP. 

6.2.3.4.3 Mechanic / Road Foreman / Electrician - Shingwedzi 

i) All the general rules and conditions are applicable. 

ii) Only a bigger breed of dog or a spayed bitch, fit to be a watchdog, will be allowed. 

iii) The dog may not accompany the owner when he is transferred - unless he moves to Phalaborwa Staff Village 
or to one of the entrance gates. 

6.2.3.4.4 Artisans working in the field for long periods and who are stationed permanently at Phalaborwa Staff Village. 

i) All the general rules and regulations are applicable. 

ii) The dog may not be left in the veld during weekends and holidays. 

iii) The dog will have to be trained in such a way that it will under no circumstances wander around in the veld or 
be a nuisance to any wild animal in the vicinity. 

iv) The dog may not accompany the owner on foot into the veld (workplace excluded). 

v) The dog must be restricted to the vehicle if it is necessary to call in at a rest camp while travelling to and from 
the temporary camp. 

6.2.3.4.5 SAPS - Pafuri 

i) All the general rules and conditions are applicable. 

ii) Dogs must stay inside residential areas. 

iii) Pafuri is known for its stray dogs from across the borders and the possibility of rabies cannot be excluded.   
The inoculation program for these dogs must be strictly adhered to. 

6.2.3.4.6 THEBA - Pafuri 

No dogs will be allowed. 

6.2.4 Cats 

No cats are allowed as pets in the KNP.   Domestic cats interbreed with the African wild cat, producing viable offspring.   
Domestic cats therefore threaten the indigenous species by hybridization. Any person knowing of domestic cats in the 
KNP is requested to immediately report it to the nearest Section Ranger. 

6.2.5 Domestic pigeons 

May be kept in cages but are not allowed to fly around freely. If you do not already have pigeons you are requested not 
to acquire any.                                                     

6.2.6 Parrots, parakeets, lovebirds and other exotic birds 

6.2.6.1 These may be kept on condition that precautions are taken to ensure that these birds do not escape.   All cages must be 

registered with the General Manager: Nature Conservation, who will have irregular inspections.  All cages must be 

properly locked. 
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6.2.6.2 Permission to keep the above-mentioned birds must be obtained from the Director: KNP and it is the owner's duty to 
register these birds with the Gm:  Nature Conservation. 

PLEASE NOTE:  The above permission is subject to the following conditions: 

i) If the neighbours complain about the noise and it is justifiable, permission to keep birds will immediately be 
withdrawn. 

ii) The cages are suitable to keep the birds safely inside. 

iii) The cages are locked at all times. 

6.2.7 Horses 

Only members of the Skukuza Equestrian Club and Section Rangers with the necessary permission, are allowed to keep 
horses. 

6.2.7.1 Conditions for membership of the Skukuza Equestrian Club 

Any person who is a member of the KNP Community Association may become a member of the Skukuza Equestrian 
Club.   Membership includes the whole family. 

6.2.7.2 A member may purchase a horse on the following conditions: 

i) Permission must be obtained from the committee. 

ii) It is essential that a stable is available (there are only 12 at this stage). 

iii) The local State Veterinarian must issue a permit before such an animal may enter into the KNP. 

iv) Animals must be free of any external or internal parasites. 

v) Vaccination certificates against equine influenza are essential. 

vi) No stallions are allowed. 

6.2.7.3 All members and their animals are subject to the domestic rules and financial regulations of the club. 

6.2.7.4 Under no circumstances may a member ride a horse in the staff village or away from the club's paddocks after sunset. 

6.2.8 Tropical and other fish 

6.2.8.1 These may be kept but special care should be taken to prevent the introduction of water plants, which may proliferate 

and spread into the water sources of the Park (e.g. water hyacinth, salvinia, water lettuce, etc.).  If in doubt the Pollution 

Control Officer or the Scientific Services Section may identify plants. 

6.2.8.2 Exotic fish may only be kept in places where they will be totally isolated and cannot enter the water sources of the Park.   
Fishponds in gardens are unsuitable for exotic fish.  

6.2.9 Indigenous birds and wild animals 

6.2.9.1 No indigenous birds or wild animals may be kept in captivity without written permission from the Director: KNP. 

6.2.9.2 No wild animals or birds of any description may be captured by personnel.   This is a serious matter and subject to 
prosecution.   When young antelope etc. are available, these animals will be offered to interested staff members by 
Nature Conservation.   The person will then be able to keep these animals until such time that they can be set free or be 
used for research purposes. 

6.2.9.3 Most wild animals become dangerous or a nuisance once they have reached maturity.   The Director: KNP will determine 
the period and conditions, together with written permission to keep such animals.   These animals must also be 
registered in the Pet Register by the Gm: Nature Conservation.   These animals are under no circumstances allowed in 
rest camps. 

6.2.10 Other animals 

No cattle, sheep, goats, pigs or any other domestic animal may be kept in the KNP without the necessary permission. 

6.3 Cycads 
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6.3.1 Private ownership of cycads within the KNP, without the appropriate permits issued under the Ordinance of the 

Directorate of Nature Conservation and Environmental Affairs of Transvaal, is illegal. 

6.3.2 Persons bringing cycads into the KNP without the necessary permits, will not be allowed to take these plants out of the 
Park again as all cycads, with the exception of those legally owned by employees, will be considered the property of 
SANParks. 

6.3.3 To remove cycads from the Park, for whatever reason, without the necessary permits, will not only lead to prosecution by 

the Provincial Nature Conservation authorities, but also by SANParks for theft of SANParks property. 

6.3.4 This is a serious matter and rules must be strictly adhered to, to prevent embarrassment. 

7. CONTROL OF VENISON OR GAME PRODUCTS 

7.1 Personnel are allowed to buy venison for private use.  As the Kruger National Park hosts different diseases, for example 
foot-and-mouth, trichinosis and rabies, strict control with regard to the handling and transportation of raw meat to prevent 
the spread of diseases to the rest of the Republic, must be enforced.    Venison will therefore be available on the 
following conditions only: 

7.1.1 No cooked or raw venison, biltong (except in unopened, sealed packets from the shops or Game Processing Plant 
(GPP), hides, animal hair, etc. may be removed from the Park without a permit. 

PLEASE NOTE:   Only elephant, hippo and zebra meat may be removed from the Park if a permit to do so has been 
obtained and if it has been processed by the GPP. 

7.1.2 Processed hides and trophies may be taken out of the Park but only if a veterinary permit to do so has been obtained. 

7.1.3 Anyone caught smuggling animals or animal products out of the Park, are punishable by law and liable to heavy fine.   

Transgressors will forfeit all privileges with regard to the buying of venison. 

7.1.4 Trading in venison is not allowed. 

7.1.5 The meat of domestic animals (beef, lamb and pork), sealed in packets (as bought in the Staff and Tourist shops), may 

be taken out of the Park. 

7.1.6 Any form of poultry meat may be taken out of the Park. 

8. DANGEROUS ANIMALS 

Although individual premises are fenced in the Skukuza and Phalaborwa staff villages as well as other homes in the KNP, it 

must be realised that the streets and the rest of the areas outside of these premises are not safe, and frequented by 

dangerous animals. These animals may be a danger to man, especially after dark and certain precautions must be taken for 

your own safety. 

8.1 The closing of gates in all fenced areas at night 

All gates must be closed between sunset and sunrise.   SANParks accepts no responsibility for injury or deaths that may 

occur due to attacks by wild animals.   Dangerous and other wild animals have already been killed on numerous occasions in 

the past after entering gardens where the gates were left open during the night.  The killing of these animals was 

unnecessary and strict action will be taken against persons who purposefully or carelessly leave their gates open at night. 

We have to bear in mind that in the KNP, the interests of wild animals are of paramount importance and people who fail to 

close their gates at night, imperil the animals' lives.   When animals that wander into enclosures around human habitations 

are dangerous species, these people will be held responsible for the injury or death of their children or other inmates of their 

homes and also for the risks run by their colleagues to catch and remove these animals. 

PLEASE NOTE:  It is definitely not safe to be on foot outside of fenced areas after dark. 

8.2 Duty of parents with regard to their children 
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The staff villages are not fenced and it is the duty of every parent to see that their children: 

i) are home by sunset; and 

ii) do not wander around in the bush or dense vegetation, 

 

9. PERSONNEL RELATIONS AND CONDUCT TOWARDS THE PUBLIC 

9.1 Personnel Relations 

9.1.1 The Nature Conservation Department and especially the Section Rangers, bear the responsibility of executing the rules 
laid down in the National Parks Act, Regulations and Code of Conduct in their respective sections.   As executors of 
SANParks' authority it is necessary for them to be informed at all times of all activities, and especially unusual activities, 
in their sections.   It is therefore not only an act of courtesy, but also a necessity that all employees of other divisions 
report to the rangers when carrying out their duties in his section.   It is important that the personnel in charge of 
workmen engaged in the construction of all new roads, buildings, etc. in a section, report these activities to the relevant 
ranger.   When firebreaks or no-entry roads in the area are used, the Section Ranger must be informed.   Unscheduled 
night trips and other similar unusual activities must also be reported. 

9.1.2 The executive powers of rest camp staff are limited to the confines of the rest camp only and these employees may not 
for example, collect plants outside rest camps for planting inside rest camps, without permission from the Nature 
Conservation Department. 

9.1.3 No employee who spends the night or works in a rest camp may leave the rest camp without the necessary late permit 

obtainable from the local Section Ranger.   He must also sign the book kept by the Night Watchman. 

9.1.4 It is the duty of all SANParks employees working in the Kruger National Park to report the following events to the nearest 

Section Ranger's office: fires, carcasses, sick or injured animals, accidents, condition of roads and bridges, (especially 

during the rainy season), offences committed by visitors, guests or personnel, footprints and/or pedestrians or any other 

irregularities brought to their attention. 

Any Section Ranger or member of the SAPS may sign an affidavit concerning the Park's Act.   If you feel concerned 
about any offence that took place in your presence, for example the feeding of animals, being outside a vehicle or 
littering, such an offender can be prosecuted if you give a sworn statement to one of the above-mentioned officials. (This 
is applicable to any member of the public). 

You must however, take note of the following: 

i) Detail concerning the day, date, time, place and nature of the offence. 

ii) You must be able to identify the offender if it becomes necessary at a later stage.   Take note of what the 
offender looks like and what clothes he/she is wearing. 

iii) Obtain as much information as possible from the offender, for example, name, street, postal and work address, 
telephone number, ID number and occupation.   The vehicle registration number, model and colour is of utmost 
importance if it later becomes necessary to locate the offender should the above information be incorrect. 

iv) It will be easier to obtain the above information if you are dressed in uniform or are able to identify yourself by 
means of your Personnel ID card. However, prepare yourself for possible verbal confrontation. 

v) You can also warn the offender that you are going to prosecute him/her and for what reason. 

vi) A minor can only be prosecuted when he/she is caught driving a motor vehicle without a valid driver's licence.   
The person, who gave him/her permission to do so, will also be prosecuted. 

vii) Overseas visitors are not prosecuted unless they can be taken directly to the SAPS where they can be fined 
immediately.  

9.1.5 The Section Ranger is responsible for discipline in the staff living quarters where there is no Staff Living Quarters 
Manager to deal with these matters. 

9.1.6 Staff members whose duties do not include serving the public, are requested to refrain from being behind the counters in 
reception offices, shops and restaurants (this applies especially to children and friends of staff members). 
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9.1.7 It is vitally important that personnel from various departments and sections respect the duties and functions of their 
colleagues. Negative criticism and interference in each others duties can only lead to discord. It should be borne in mind 
that all personnel employed by the SANParks, or representatives of other divisions, are dedicated to the same ultimate 
objective (also see 2.2). 

9.2 Conduct towards the public 

9.2.1 Employees in the KNP may not use offensive language in public or on the radio, must keep their language as refined as 
possible and in their dealings with the public, always be courteous and helpful. 

9.2.2 Employees may under no circumstances appear in public or drive a vehicle while under the influence of liquor or drugs. 
In general, their conduct must at all times be an honourable reflection of the organisation that they represent. 

9.2.3 No employee may consume liquor while in official uniform, except in the case of a formal official function. 

9.2.4 No employee may give incomplete, erroneous or undesirable information to visitors to the Park or to the public outside its 
boundaries.   Care should be taken not to give information about other organisations.   Refer all enquiries to the 
department concerned. 

9.2.5 No employee may masquerade as an official that he is not entitled to be. 

 

10. UNIFORM 

10.1 General 

10.1.1 Those compelled to wear the prescribed uniform, are: 

10.1.1.1 All staff members stationed in the Kruger National Park. 

10.1.1.2 All temporary staff members employed in the Kruger National Park who have more than six months service. 

10.1.1.3 Every staff member authorised to do so by the Chief Executive Director and/or Director: KNP. 

10.1.1.4 Only the prescribed uniform must be worn when on duty. 

10.1.1.5 The Director: KNP may also authorise an employee from a Government Department, or any other person stationed in 
the KNP, who in the execution of his duties furthers the interests of the Park, to wear a uniform. 

10.1.1.6 The formal uniform (men) is subsidised and officially allocated to specifically nominated employees.  Any other 
employee may however, purchase the official uniform at his/her own expense providing he/she adheres to the rules. 

10.1.2 Times and venues when uniform should be worn 

10.1.2.1 No employee may wear a uniform outside the boundaries of the KNP unless in the execution of his duties.    

10.1.2.2 Under no circumstances may liquor licensed premises (bars) be entered while in uniform. Alcohol abuse while in 
uniform will not be tolerated. 

10.1.3 Disciplinary action 

10.1.3.1 Should any staff member, while wearing uniform, be guilty of misconduct, his divisional head will immediately remove 
his epaulettes. Only after a satisfactory disciplinary investigation or civil suit, will they be returned to him.  

10.1.3.2 No staff member may wear epaulettes unless clad in full uniform. 

PLEASE NOTE:  Epaulettes always remain the property of SANParks and must be handed in on resignation. 

10.1.3.3 Uniforms must always be clean and neat and threadbare epaulettes must be handed in regularly for replacement.   All 
staff members are issued with two pairs of epaulettes when assuming duty and thereafter they are entitled to exchange 
one worn pair of epaulettes for new ones every year.   In cases where epaulettes are lost, one new pair per annum can 
be bought at cost price. 

10.1.3.4 Hair must be neatly cut and combed at all times. 

10.2 Male Personnel - Uniform Regulations 

10.2.1 List of formal uniform pieces 

Jacket Dark green 

Long pants Camel 
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Shirts Long-sleeved (beige) 

Shirts Short-sleeved (beige) with epaulettes and open neck 

Jersey Green, short/long-sleeved with SANParks badge 

Tie Green with SANParks badge 

Belt Brown leather 

Socks Camel 

Shoes Brown (polishable) or Suede in algae or sand colour 

 Available from the Administrative Warehouse Skukuza. 

10.2.2 Combinations of formal uniform 

Formal dress (No. 1) 

Jacket Dark green 

Shirt Long-sleeved (beige) 

Long Pants Camel 

Tie Green with SANParks badge 

Belt Brown leather 

Shoes Brown - polishable (not Grasshoppers) 

Socks Camel 

Jersey Camel 

Service badge on left lapel 

 

Formal dress (No. 2) 

Shirt Short-sleeved (beige with epaulette and shoulder 
badge) 

Long Pants Camel 

Belt Brown leather 

Shoes Brown polishable (Grasshoppers as well) or suede in 
algae or sand colour 

Socks Camel 

Jersey Green, short/long- sleeved 

Service badge Above inside corner of left shirt pocket 

Name plate Above right shirt pocket 

10.2.3 List of normal uniform  

 Long Pants – Khaki 

 Shorts – Khaki 

 Shirt - Short-sleeved, open neck khaki with epaulettes 

 Shirt* - Long-sleeved, khaki with epaulette  

 Socks - Long, khaki 

 Jersey - Green long-sleeved with SANParks badge 

 Jersey - Green pullover with badge 
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 Jacket - Khaki windbreaker 

 Jacket - Green military style 

 Bush Jacket - Khaki with epaulettes 

 Shoes - Grasshoppers - brown polishable or suede in algae or sand colour 

 Belt - 32 mm canvas with military copper buckle 

 Bush hat – Green 

 Shoulder badges 

 Service badge 

 Section identification badge – metal 

 Name plate 

*These items are not available from the warehouse but will be ordered on request 

PLEASE NOTE:  All other jackets as well as the khaki jersey, were phased out at the end of 1990 and may not be worn 
as part of the uniform. 

10.2.4 Combinations of normal uniform that may be worn: 

10.2.4.1 Combination 1 

 Pants - Short or long pants 

 Shirt - short-sleeved open neck with epaulettes or long - sleeved with epaulettes 

 Shoulder badge 

 Service badge - above top inside corner of left shirt pocket 

 ID badge - Section, metal, above left shirt pocket 

 Name plate - Above right shirt pocket (where applicable) 

 Security card - On right inside collar of shirt 

 Belt - Khaki "webbing" with copper military buckle 

 Socks - Long khaki 

 Shoes - Preferably Grasshoppers, brown polishable or suede in algae or sand colour 

 Jacket - Military style green jacket or khaki windbreaker 

 Jersey - Green with or without sleeves, on its own or underneath jacket 

 Bush hat - Optional 

10.2.4.2 Combination 2 

Bush jacket - Khaki jacket with epaulettes and shoulder badge instead of a shirt 

No jacket or jersey, except the green military style jacket, may be worn over the bush jacket. 

The rest as in 10.2.3 

10.2.4.3 Section Rangers and field personnel 

Neat lace-up boots are allowed.   While in the field, any type of shoe may be worn but inside a rest camp or office 
building, the prescribed shoes or boots must be worn.   No other clothing or non-uniform pieces may be worn with the 
working uniform. 

10.2.4.4 Trail Rangers 

Must wear the prescribed uniform at all times because they work with the public.     
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10.2.4.5. Identifiable uniform pieces are not to be combined with other clothing or be worn in a private capacity. 

10.3 Female Personnel - Uniform Regulations 

10.3.1 List of uniform pieces 

 Short sleeve shirt 

 Long sleeve shirt 

 Windbreaker 

 Skirt without pleat 

 Skirt with pleat 

 Short sleeve shift dress 

 Short sleeve dress with waist 

 Waistcoat 

 Culottes 

 Slacks 

 Green blazer 

 V-neck long sleeve jersey 

 V-neck pullover  

 Cardigan 

 Green scarf 

 White scarf 

 Scarf ring 

 Webbing belt 

 Brass buckle 

 Service badge 

 Epaulette 

 Name plate 

10.3.2 General 

Female personnel must bear in mind that their uniforms give one the impression of a formal uniform, emphasised by the 
epaulettes.   The person wearing these epaulettes can immediately be identified as an employee of SANParks.   The 
uniform must therefore always be worn in the correct way and with circumspection and pride. 

10.3.2.1 Uniform combinations:  Prescribed uniform may be worn in any suitable combination. 

10.3.2.2 Uniform shoes:  Only suitable plain coloured beige, brown or green shoes or sandals with a heel are allowed.  Flat 
slip-on sandals (slops) are not acceptable. 

10.3.2.3 Service badge 

SANParks’ Service badge is: 

 worn in the middle left pocket flap of the blouse or dress 

 worn on the blazer's left lapel and may also be worn on the waistcoat 

 not worn on a jersey 

10.3.2.4 Name Plate:  Worn above the right shirt pocket. 

10.3.2.5 Epaulettes:  It is compulsory to wear epaulettes. 
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10.3.2.6 Belt:  The prescribed webbing belt (available from the Admin Warehouse) may only be worn with the slacks. 

10.3.2.7 Stockings:  Flesh-coloured stockings are optional.   No coloured stockings or stockings with patterns are allowed. 

10.3.2.8 Jewellery:  Jewellery is restricted to the following only: 

 a watch; 

 gold or ivory studs - no hanging earrings; 

 prescribed scarf with ring; 

 a wedding ring set plus one other ring - a maximum of three rings. 

10.3.2.9 Hair:  No extravagant or ostentatious hairstyles are allowed.  A neat comb or clip in the hair is acceptable while a 
scarf in the hair is not. 

11. LOYALTY TOWARDS SANParks 

Loyalty towards colleagues, superiors and SANParks, can only be promoted when personnel refrain from discussing or 

criticising management policies with outsiders.   The necessary infrastructure exists where internal policies, (especially 

SANParks' contentious culling policy, veterinary restrictions, etc.) and differences can be discussed via the correct channels 

and by way of memoranda brought to the attention of SANParks. 

Personnel who disregard this rule are disloyal to their colleagues and employer and such an offence will be viewed in a 

serious light.  To promote unity, non-SANParks employees permanently residing in a national park, must refrain from 

discussing the SANParks or the personnel's management policies with outsiders.  The opposite is just as important. 

12. CARE OF SANParks' PROPERTY 

It is a prerequisite that all SANParks' buildings, vehicles, equipment and other possessions be handled with utmost care to 

prevent unnecessary damage. 

Should any property belonging to the SANParks be damaged wilfully or through negligence, such an employee will be held 

responsible for the restoration or replacing costs thereof. 

12.1 General care and maintenance - Property of SANParks 

For the attention of personnel: See Procedure Document Attached 

12.1.1 It is an offence to use or have in possession any appliance or equipment of SANParks for private use. 

12.1.2 No property belonging to SANParks may be on private premises if it does not belong there. 

12.1.3 Any movable item belonging to SANParks found on employees residential plot must immediately be returned to its 
rightful place or handed to the section head concerned. 

12.1.4 There must be strict supervision of SANParks' property and items must not be left lying around. 

12.1.5 A staff member is responsible for the condition of his house as well as for the neatness of his residential plot and 
immediate surroundings. 

12.1.6 Tenants of SANParks' property may under no circumstances erect any new building, structure or shed or make any 
structural alterations, extensions or additions to existing structures, without the written consent, in terms of existing 
procedures by the General Manager: Technical Services. 

12.1.7 Residents will be held responsible for the replacement of windowpanes, wire-gauze and fencing which has been 
damaged in any way besides normal wear and tear.   Any repairs or painting that may become necessary due to the 
tenant's actions will be charged to the tenant's account.  Houses are inspected annually by Technical Services according 
to existing guidelines, to facilitate regular maintenance. 

12.1.8 Under no circumstances may walls be painted or wallpaper hung, without previous written permission from the General 
Manager: Technical Services.   If this is done without approval the restoration of such walls will be charged to the 
account of the person responsible. 
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12.1.9 No creepers or plants, which may cause damage to a building, may be cultivated.   Where this has already been done, 
the cost of removal of the plant and repair of walls or buildings will be charged to the tenant's account. 

12.1.10 Personnel in charge of vehicles, are at all times responsible for the condition of these vehicles and may only use them in 
the performance of official duties (also see Chapter 14).    

12.1.11 With prior permission from the Manager: Vehicle Fleet and under certain conditions, personnel may hire official vehicles 
for private use.   Each case will be reviewed on merit. 

12.2 Conditions of electricity supply to private users (see Procedure Document) 

12.2.1 Electricity will be supplied to all houses in areas where it is available. (See Tariff Document for applicable tariff.) 

12.2.2 The electricity supply to a house will only be switched on once the wiring of such a house complies with the SABS 0142-
1987 code for the wiring of premises as well as the Electrical Installation Regulations of the Law on Machinery, 
Occupational Safety and Hygiene.   Please take note that the responsibility lies with the tenant of a house to make sure 
that the electrical wiring of his personal apparatus and installations, complies with the standard specifications. 

12.2.3 Any alterations and additions to existing electrical installations may only be carried out and inspected by the electrical 
section after alteration of the existing plan as approved by the General Manager: Technical Services and Manager: 
Electromechanical Services. 

12.2.4 Any defects in the electrical wiring of a house must be reported to the General Manager: Technical Services and the 
Manager: Electromechanical Services without delay. 

12.2.5  The SANParks as the supplier of electricity, has the right to inspect premises from time to time to ensure that the 
electrical installations comply with standard regulations.   Any additions or alterations to existing electrical installations 
not done according to the prescribed procedures, will have to be removed or corrected within fourteen (14) days of 
written notification. The SANParks reserves the right to remove any such installations or to discontinue the electricity 
supply to the house, should there be a safety risk. 

12.2.6 The replacement of light bulbs or the repair of any electrical equipment that was not supplied by the  SANParks, is the 
responsibility of the tenant and will only be repaired by the Electromechanical Section if charged to the account of the 
tenant. 

12.2.7 Although everything possible is done to supply uninterrupted electric power to all users, the SANParks cannot be held 
responsible for any damage or loss as a result of power failures. 

12.3 Workshops and machinery 

12.3.1 Unauthorised use of machinery 

12.3.1.1 The use of machinery in any of Technical Services, Nature Conservation (Instrument-maker, Flight Engineer) or the 
Communication Department's workshops by unauthorised individuals, is strictly prohibited.  According to the 
Occupational Health and Safety Act and Regulations, workshops are registered as factories and qualified; authorised 
personnel may only use machinery in their official capacity. 

12.3.1.2 The use of machinery by "qualified" personnel without prior permission from the head of the workshop in question 
(whether for private or official work) is strictly prohibited. 

 

13. PRIVATE RESTORATION AND CONSTRUCTION WORK: SANParks EMPLOYEES  

 AND OUTSIDE INSTITUTIONS – AFTER HOURS 

13.1 Procedures 

13.1.1 Lodging of applications 

All applications must be directed to the General Manager: Technical Services or the General Manager: Nature 
Conservation (in the case of the Instrument Maker). 

13.1.2 Format of applications 

i) No formal application form is prescribed but all applications should be in writing. 

ii) The staff member's name and personnel number must be on the application and it must be signed. 

iii) A description of the repair and/or construction work should be clearly indicated. 
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iv) The application will serve as authorisation to incur any expenditure and to recover the costs from the staff 
member’s salary. 

13.1.3 Authorisation and allocation of jobs 

Only the General Manager: Technical Services and the General Manager: Nature Conservation are allowed to grant 
permission to applicants for repair and/or construction work. 

The General Manager: Technical Services or General Manager: Nature Conservation will after approval, assign the task 
to the Section Manager who will be responsible for delegating the task to the artisan under his control.   The approved 
application will be sent to the Admin. Officer to issue the job card. 

13.1.4 Issuing the job card 

On receipt of the approved application from the General Manager: Technical Services, or General Manager: Nature 
Conservation, the Admin. Officer will issue a job card in triplicate to the Section Manager concerned.   The job card 
should clearly be marked in red "PRIVATE WORK", with the staff member's name and personnel number on it. 

13.1.5 Should any spare parts be needed from the Admin. Warehouse for the repair and/or construction work, the job card will 

serve as permission to draw spare parts or material against the staff member's private account.   No spare parts and/or 

material will be drawn against a budget vote. 

Costs of these spare parts and/or materials will be processed through the warehouse system to be recovered from the 
staff member's salary. 

On completion of the repair and/or construction work, the artisan will book the number of hours spent on the job 
separately on his time sheet, with the staff member's personnel number in the budget column. 

When the time sheets are processed, the labour costs will be recovered from the staff member's salary. 

The staff member must, in collaboration with the artisan, buy the spare parts and/or material himself should it not be in 
stock. 

13.1.6 Filing of applications and job cards 

The administrative personnel concerned must file the application, together with the duplicate job card, for a period of 12 
months. 

The Section Manager concerned will file job cards that have been endorsed by the artisan after completion of the work. 

14. TIMES OF TRAVEL AND TRANSPORT  

14.1 Travelling times 

Staff members must preferably undertake all official and private journeys inside the Park during daylight hours, but in case of 

an emergency or unforeseen circumstances or in the execution of official duties, permission will be granted to travel after 

closing time from entrance or rest camp gates. 

14.1.1 Official night journeys 

14.1.1.1 To identify oneself to the local Section Ranger when travelling after hours in the Kruger National Park, the vehicle's 
hooter must be blown twice, three times in succession, when passing the ranger's dwelling or you must identify 
yourself by means of the VHF radio.   Action will be taken against any staff member who ignores this instruction.   
Supervisors in charge should instruct all drivers accordingly.    

14.1.1.2 When employees in the execution of their duties are compelled to travel after dark, guests are not allowed to 
accompany them unless the necessary permission has been obtained. 

14.1.2 Unofficial night journeys 

14.1.2.1 Without the permission of the Director: KNP or an official of the Department of Nature Conservation, no person may be 
at any place in the Park except in a rest camp or in a residential area, before official opening or after closing times of 
the gates. 

14.1.2.2 Any person who is outside of a rest camp or residential area after the official closing time or before the official opening 
time of the gates, having been unable to obtain the necessary permission in advance, must submit a written report to 
the General Manager: Nature Conservation or the local Section Ranger without delay.   Where justifiable, late permits 
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may be requested from the Nature Conservation office or from a Section Ranger.   Late permits must be obtained 
during normal office hours and only in case of an emergency may officials be bothered after hours or during weekends. 

14.1.2.3 The person driving a vehicle on an unofficial night journey must also give the prescribed hooter signal when passing a 
Section Ranger's house. 

14.1.2.4 Guests and children of personnel may not travel on public roads after hours unless a staff member to whom the 
necessary permission has been granted accompanies them.  Independent children of personnel stationed at Skukuza, 
may apply to the Nature Conservation Offices for an after hours permit to pass through Kruger Gate (only for visits to 
their parents). 

PLEASE NOTE:   Under no circumstances are guests allowed to accompany employees on unofficial after hour trips. 

14.2 Transport 

14.2.1 For identification purposes each permanent staff member or permanent resident of the KNP, must affix an official "kudu 
head" disc (emblem) to the windscreen of their private vehicle. New employees (or first issues) will be given the 
necessary letter of employment and be referred to the Nature Conservation Offices by the Division: Human Resources.  
Replacements or additional discs must be obtained directly from the Nature Conservation Offices.  

Emblems will only be issued to permanent personnel/residents of the KNP only if the vehicle is registered in the 
specific person’s name and if the person is in possession of a valid driver’s licence.  No children, dependent or 
independent, may obtain a disc.  

Under no circumstances will emblems/discs be issued to students or to temporary personnel.  

This disc remains the property of the SANParks and must be returned to the Nature Conservation Office upon 
resignation. 

14.2.2 To obviate liability in case of an accident, persons not employed by SANParks may not be transported in SANParks 

vehicles (excluding a staff members' family).   The former will only be allowed in exceptional instances and with prior 

permission from the Executive Director or Division Manager. 

14.2.3 When any employee travelling in an official vehicle is involved in an accident with another vehicle an animal or an 

object, the accident must immediately be reported to the nearest Section Ranger and the Manager: Vehicle Fleet (also 

see 14.4.5).     

14.2.4 No person (staff member or guest) may transport passengers in an open vehicle on roads accessible to visitors, unless 
in the course of official duties or unless the office of the General Manager: Nature Conservation has granted the 
necessary permission. 

14.2.5 No open vehicles are allowed in rest camps or on visitor roads. 

14.3 Drivers licences 

No person, who is not in possession of a valid driver's licence, may drive a vehicle in the Park. 

14.3.1 Driving SANParks vehicles without a licence 

All SANParks employees, who have vehicles permanently assigned to them as well as staff members in charge of the 
allotment of SANParks vehicles, must pay strict attention to the following: 

i) No person may drive a SANParks vehicle (including a tractor), unless licensed to do so.   It is the duty of every 
employee to ascertain that colleagues are in possession of the appropriate licence before permission is granted to 
drive a vehicle. 

ii) Strict measures will be taken in cases where permission was granted to a person to drive a vehicle without the 
necessary proof of licensing and where damage was caused.  The employee that granted permission will also be 
held liable for any extra payment that may be raised by SANParks. 

14.4 Conditions for the use of SANParks vehicles 

Each employee in charge of, or who drives an official vehicle, must sign an agreement to the following conditions for the use 

of SANParks vehicles: 
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14.4.1 No official vehicle may be used without the signing of a contract. 

14.4.2 No official vehicle may be used for private purposes without permission from the Manager: Vehicle Fleet of the Manager 
of the section concerned.  

14.4.3 No alcohol or drugs may be used when driving an official vehicle. 

14.4.4 After-hours and during weekends official vehicles must be parked inside a fenced-in area and if possible, under cover. 
This excludes vehicles in the veld or where special permission was granted by the Director: KNP or someone delegated 
by him.  

14.4.5 Any accident, minor or otherwise, must be reported and an accident report be filled in accurately and handed to the 
Manager: Vehicle Fleet as soon as possible.  Any serious accidents, especially where injuries and/or visitors/guests are 
concerned, must be reported to the nearest SAPS Station. 

14.4.6 As negligence or possible liability can be determined from the report, the accident report must be completed as 
accurately as possible. 

14.4.7 All traffic rules must be adhered to as fines will be payable by the transgressor. 

14.4.8 Make sure that the licence disc, emblem and the vehicle’s Park number are clearly visible. 

14.4.9 Before undertaking any journey, the vehicle must be checked for obvious defaults. 

14.4.10 The vehicle must be clean and tidy at all times. 

14.4.11 Vehicles must be serviced timeously. 

14.4.12 The latest service sticker must be displayed and available when inspections are done. 

14.4.13 Defaults must be reported without delay. 

14.4.14 Job cards must be checked after a service or repair and must be signed if the job was completed satisfactorily. 

14.4.15 The service record must be completed and kept in the cubbyhole. 

14.4.16 The radiator, battery and oil levels must be checked regularly. 

14.4.17 Tyre condition and pressure must be checked regularly. 

14.4.18 Fuel and oil consumption must be checked and controlled against the norm that is set for the specific vehicle. 

14.4.19 The logbook must be completed accurately and regularly. 

14.4.20 Check that the fuel, radiator and oil caps are replaced. 

14.4.21 Fuel coupons must be completed correctly. 

14.4.22 Journeys should be planned carefully. 

14.4.23 Journeys booked to unauthorised budget votes will be charged to the account of the transgressor. 

14.4.24 Always be careful, discerning and considerate when driving. 

14.4.25 Keep to the appropriate speed limit and be especially considerate when passing visitors. 

14.4.26 Keys must not be left in a parked vehicle. 

14.4.27 All enquiries must be directed to the Manager: Vehicle Fleet. 

14.5 Motorcycles (private) 

Motorcycles are noisy and disturbing to the atmosphere of a national park, therefore the following regulations will be strict ly 

enforced: 

14.5.1 Written permission to keep and ride a motorcycle must be obtained from the  Manager: Protection Services.  

14.5.2 The Manager: Protection Services will define which roads may be used for motorcycles. 

14.5.3 Only SANParks employees or personnel living in Skukuza or Phalaborwa will be given permission to ride a motorcycle 

in the Park. 
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14.5.4 Anyone riding a motorcycle must be in possession of a valid driver's or learner's licence. 

14.5.5  Noise as a result of defective exhaust systems of motorcycles will not be tolerated.  The following regulations are 
specifically applicable: 

14.5.5.1 Skukuza and surrounding area: 

i) Motorcycles may be used to travel to work. 

ii) Under no circumstances may a motorcycle be ridden in the rest camp (except en route to work). 

iii) Motorcycles may be ridden anywhere within the personnel village during daylight hours (Monday to Saturday).  
Motorcycles may not be used for private purposes on a Sunday. 

iv) Visitor roads outside the perimeter of the staff village and rest camp are not to be used; therefore personnel from 
Huhla and Sand River SANDF-base will not be permitted to travel to work on motorcycles. 

14.5.5.2 Phalaborwa: 

i) Written permission must be obtained from the Manager: Protection Services before a motorcycle may be used. 

ii) The shortest route between the staff member's house and the entrance gate is to be used.  

iii) No pleasure trips will be allowed. 

iv) Applications from high school children of personnel, who are in possession of a valid licence, will be considered. 

15. TRAFFIC CODES AND SPEED LIMITS 

15.1 Traffic codes    

All SANParks employees and residents of the Kruger National Park, whether driving an official or private vehicle in the Park, 

are always expected to set an example to other road users.   Although personnel and residents are allowed to drive at higher 

speeds than the visitors do, care should be taken to do so as unobtrusively as possible. Another vehicle must be approached 

and passed at a reduced speed, decelerating as soon as an oncoming vehicle is sighted, and only accelerating to the 

permissible speed once other vehicles are out of sight. 

15.2 Speed limits for personnel 

15.2.1 The maximum speed limit of 65 km/h outside rest camps and staff villages is valid for all SANParks employees and staff 

members of other organisations working in the Kruger National Park.   This speed limit applies to all official and private 

vehicles and may only be exceeded under exceptional (emergency) circumstances. 

15.2.2 A margin of 5 km/h will be allowed for possible defects of the vehicle's speedometer. All persons travelling in excess of 

75 km/h will however be prosecuted, as are visitors who exceed the speed limit, regardless of rank or status in 

SANParks' service. 

15.2.3 Official visitors to the Kruger National Park must observe the stipulated speed limit of the road concerned, unless 
permission has been obtained from the Manager: Protection Services to travel at the personnel's official speed limit. 
Written permission will be given in meritorious cases.  

15.2.4 Guests and independent children of staff members must observe the stipulated speed limit at all times. 

15.2.5 In rest camps and staff villages, the stipulated speed limit must be adhered to. 

 

16. CONTROL AT ENTRANCE AND REST CAMP GATES 

16.1 Entrance gates 

16.1.1 General 

It is the duty of any resident of the KNP, to report to the tourist officer on duty at entrance gates when leaving or entering 
the Park during official entrance times. 
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No official visitor or guest to the KNP, who arrives after closing time at entrance gates, will be allowed to enter the Park if 
not met by a SANParks employee or permanent resident of the KNP. The official visitor or guest may then travel in his 
own vehicle to his destination accompanied by the employee.   In these instances, late permits must be organised 
beforehand by the host.  Only in emergencies, such as sickness or a SAPS investigation, will anybody be allowed to 
enter after closing time without an official late permit. 

16.1.2 Paul Kruger Gate 

16.1.2.1 Normal gate hours 

The use of the Paul Kruger Gate road and the gate during the day is subject to the normal rules and regulations that 
apply to other roads and gates in the Park.  

16.1.2.2 After-hour use of the Paul Kruger Gate  

The after-hour use of the Kruger Gate is for the convenience of personnel living permanently at Skukuza and 
permission to use this road to the gate (after hours), without official consent, is subject to the following conditions: 

i) Where possible the route through the staff village must be used. 

ii) Only vehicles belonging to staff members with the official emblem disc attached to the windscreen will be 
allowed to enter or leave the gate after hours.   Should the vehicle not have a disc (for example a new vehicle 
or Avis vehicle) prior arrangements must be made with someone to take a late permit to the gate (to the 
Security Guard not the Tourist Officer). 

iii) This concession is only applicable to personnel living permanently in the Kruger National Park and not to 
guests and independent children of staff members.  A permanent arrangement may however be made at the 
Nature Conservation Offices for children to enter after-hours (also see 18.2). 

iv) When staff members accompanied by guests or other unauthorised persons in their own or unauthorised 
vehicles use the road and gate after-hours, a late permit must be obtained beforehand from the Nature 
Conservation Offices.    In bona fide cases where a person that is not employed by the SANParks has to use 
the road after-hours, a late permit must also be obtained beforehand from this office.    In all cases where 
unauthorised persons leave the Park after hours, the late permit must be handed to the Night Watchman 
after the register has been signed.   If returning the same night, the late permit must be kept and only handed 
to the Security Guard during the return trip. 

v) PLEASE NOTE: No late permit will be issued for guests arriving after hours, unless the staff member 
produces an entrance permit for the guests (obtainable at reception or issued against a free guest permit).   
Guests brought in and taken out of the Park by staff members after hours without any record, is not 
acceptable.    In case of an emergency a late permit will be issued on condition that a free permit of 
authorisation is obtained from Reception the following morning.  Guests arriving at entrance gates without the 
valid free permits of authorisation, will be liable to pay the entrance fees before leaving the Park.  Personnel 
that deliberately bring guests into and out of the Park without entry permits, will be prosecuted and/or forfeit 
this concession. 

vi) The road and gate may only be used for bona fide trips out of and into the Park. 

vii) Under no circumstances may staff members, alone or accompanied by guests, use the road for pleasure 
trips or game viewing after official closing times.   Anyone caught, will forfeit all privileges with regard to the 
after-hours use of this road, and will, as in the past, have to make prior arrangements for late permits to use 
this road. 

viii) Anyone passing through Paul Kruger Gate after-hours, has to sign the Official Register and supply the 
relevant information regarding name, vehicle registration number, time of departure or arrival and the number 
of people in the vehicle.   This information must be legible and the Security Guard be treated with the proper 
respect and courtesy at all times. 

ix) At all times vehicles must be driven with the necessary caution and vigilance.  Game is plentiful along this 
road (including black and white rhino) and a high speed may be fatal to both man and animal. 

x) Speed traps will be set on a regular basis (also after-hours) along this road. 

16.1.3 Rules controlling Phalaborwa Gate 

16.1.3.1 Day visitors to staff members at Phalaborwa Staff Village (also see 18.3) 

i) These rules are applicable to day/night visitors who visit staff members for part of a day/night. 
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ii) A register for this purpose only, will be kept by the Gate Officer. 

iii) The visitor must be met and signed into the register by the host/hostess. 

iv) After-hours the host/hostess must sign the visitor into the Security Guard’s register. 

v) These registers will be inspected and signed regularly by the Section Ranger. 

16.1.3.2 Staff members stationed at other rest camps, and their visitors using Phalaborwa Gate: 

i) Visitors spending the night in the Park are allowed to enter according to the normal procedures, i.e. 
producing a free guest permit. 

ii) Guests arriving late at Phalaborwa Gate, are subject to the same procedures governing Kruger Gate 
(see 16.1.1 and 16.1.2). 

iii) Staff members and their guests will not be allowed to use this gate after-hours without a late permit. 

iv) Late permits are available from the nearest Section Ranger. 

16.1.4 Airport and Toulon gates 

16.1.4.1 The Airport Gate is not the same as the other entrance gates although it is an official entrance gate.   The reason being 
that the outside road is a private road and is therefore not accessible to the public (or Skukuza personnel). 

16.1.4.2 Toulon Gate is on the western boundary of the Park and is manned by a Sabie Sand Gate Guard. 

16.1.4.3 Procedures for the use of the Airport/Toulon gates to Sabie Sand:  

a. To Sabie Sand 

i) Only by invitation from the landowners (Mala Mala and Sabie Sand) -  no one is allowed to drive on 
these farms without their permission. 

ii) A Toulon permit must be obtained from the Nature Conservation office. 

iii) The Toulon permit must be shown to the SANParks Gate Guard at the Airport Gate and the register 
signed. 

iv) Show the Toulon permit to the Sabie Sand Gate Guard on the KNP/Toulon boundary and sign the 
book. 

b. Return from Sabie Sand 

i) Your host must issue a red Toulon permit to you. 

ii) Sign the book at the Toulon Gate Guard. 

iii) Hand the red Toulon permit to the SANParks Gate Guard at the Airport and sign the register. 

16.1.5 Malelane, Crocodile Bridge, Numbi, Orpen, Punda Maria and Pafuri entrance gates 

16.1.5.1 Staff members living close to these entrance gates may pass through at all hours without a late permit.   This 

permission is valid only for persons travelling in and out through the gate concerned and not for after-hour game 

viewing.   The shortest possible route to the gate must be used. 

16.1.5.2 This permission includes the following: 

Malelane Malelane and Berg-en-Dal staff members 

Crocodile Bridge Crocodile Bridge and Nkongoma staff members 

Numbi Numbi and Pretoriuskop staff members 

Orpen Orpen and Kingfisherspruit staff members 

Punda Maria Punda Maria staff members 

Pafuri Pafuri and SAPS staff members 
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16.1.5.3 All staff members living further away in the Park may not use these or other gates freely and must be in possession 
of a late permit which is available from the local Section Ranger or Nature Conservation offices.  To avoid any 
embarrassment, this instruction must be strictly adhered to. 

16.1.5.4 Everyone passing through the gate after-hours must complete the security guard’s register in full (correctly). 

16.1.5.5 All late permits must be obtained timeously and during office hours.   Nature Conservation personnel are in 
possession of late permit books at their homes, but may only be troubled after-hours in case of an emergency. 

16.2 Rest camp gates 

16.2.1 General 

Staff members must affix the official identification emblem to their private vehicle's windscreen as soon as possible after 
commencing duty in the Park. (Available from the Manager: Protection Services. 

16.2.2 Skukuza Rest Camp Gate:  Regulations for after-hour entry to Skukuza rest camp 

The rest camp gate will be manned from the official closing time to the official opening time.  Except for official trips all 
entries and exits after 22:00 must be covered by a late permit 

i) A monthly late permit obtainable from the Nature Conservation office may be used instead of an emblem and 
must be visible on the windscreen. 

ii) Should you wish to travel to Kruger Gate after-hours, an additional late permit will be needed. 

16.2.3 Other rest camps 

No person may leave any rest camp unofficially, after closing time without a late permit and without signing the register 
in the possession of the Security Guard (unofficially and officially).  

Persons arriving late (unofficially), at a rest camp gate must report to the local Section Ranger if not in possession of a 
late permit. 

 

17. ENTRY INTO PROHIBITED AREAS 

17.1 Firebreak and patrol roads 

Staff members are not permitted to travel in private vehicles along firebreak and patrol roads where a signboard or any barrier 

indicates that such a road is closed, unless they have obtained prior permission to do so from the local Section Ranger.   

When firebreak and patrol roads have to be used officially, the local Section Ranger must be informed of the date and route 

of such a journey, preferably in advance.   Where urgent journeys were undertaken and the Section Ranger could not be 

informed beforehand, it should be done as soon as possible thereafter.  The only exception is the fishing road between the 

Sabie and Sand rivers.   Staff members are allowed to travel the whole route during daylight hours provided the vehicle has a 

legal emblem on the windscreen. 

17.2 Wilderness trail areas 

Firebreak roads within wilderness trail areas may not be used under any circumstances without prior permission from the 

Manager: Wilderness Trails or the local Section Ranger.   The visitors at great expense, are paying for a wilderness 

experience and do not want to see other staff members. 

17.3 All refuse dumps are out of bounds to all staff members and visitors with the exception of those staff members directly involved 
with them. 

18. GUESTS: CONCESSIONS AND REGULATIONS 

18.1 Free admission for guests of staff members 

Every permanent staff member is issued annually with a booklet containing 12 free guest permits, which allow his guests free 

entry into the Park.   Any of the following three procedures must be adopted for free admission of guests: 

18.1.1 A permit may be forwarded to the guest beforehand.   On arrival at the entrance gate, the guest must hand this permit to 
the Tourist Officer who will issue a free entrance permit.  This procedure is the most convenient for all concerned and 
should be adhered to as far as possible.    
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18.1.2 Should it be impossible to send a permit to a guest beforehand, it must be forwarded to the tourist officer at the gate of 
entry before the guest's arrival. A free entrance permit will then be issued to the guest at the gate. 

18.1.3 If circumstances dictate that additional guest permits for free entry are necessary, such a request must be directed to the 
General Manager: Human Resources, together with a motivation. 

18.1.4 If neither 18.1.1 nor 18.1.2 can be complied with, the following procedures may be followed:  

18.1.4.1 All personnel living near rest camps: 

i) A free guest permit may be taken to the rest camp reception office where a free entrance permit will be issued.   
The original will be handed to the host. 

ii) The staff member will then have to inform the gate concerned by phone that an entrance permit was issued as 
well as the number thereof. 

iii) The officer at the entrance gate will then complete a green permit cover, endorsed with the visitor's name and 
the entrance permit number as an admission document. 

iv) The host must sign and attach the entrance permit to the green cover in order to obviate problems when 
leaving the Park. 

v) Should the host fail to hand the entrance permit to the guest, the guest will be charged entrance fees when 
leaving the Park. 

18.1.4.2 Personnel not resident near rest camps 

i) This section applies to the following Section Rangers:  Pafuri, Vlakteplaas, Shangoni, Woodlands, Mahlangeni, 
Houtboschrand, Tshokwane, Stolsnek and Nwanetsi, as well as foremen of working squads who are living 
semi-permanently with their families in the veld. 

ii) Only the above-mentioned persons are entitled to contact the different entrance gates directly to arrange for the 
issue of a free entrance permit. 

iii) It is however an express condition that a guest permit be attached to the free entrance permit by the host, and 
that the guest departs via the same gate of entry. 

iv) Should this procedure not be strictly adhered to, the guest will be charged an entrance fee when leaving the 
Park. 

18.1.5 Over and above the 12 free guest permits issued to staff members annually, parents and independent children are 
allowed free entrance at all times provided the gates are notified beforehand by the Nature Conservation office by means 
of an N-number. The same applies to visitors such as teachers or friends, who transport dependent children or ageing 
parents to and from the park and who will be staying at the staff member's home for the duration of their visit (also see 
18.2). 

18.1.6 Temporary staff members may apply to the Nature Conservation office once a month for one guest permit for free entry 
of their guests.   No more than 12 guest permits will be issued to any temporary staff member per year. 

18.1.7 If a staff member conveys guests into the Park in his private vehicle, or if a guest enters the Park driving a staff member's 
vehicle, these guests are still subject to the stipulations of the guest permit system just as if they had entered the Park in 
their own vehicle. 

18.1.8 A parent of minor children who are not in his/her care but who live permanently in the KNP, are entitled to free entry. 

18.1.9 Guests entering the Park as visitors of a staff member, may take up accommodation in a rest camp after leaving their 
host and not be liable to pay the prescribed entrance fees, subject to the following conditions: 

18.1.9.1 The staff member issuing the guest permits must endorse the entry permit of his/her guest, noting the inclusive 
dates, which the guest resided at his/her residence.   Omission of the prescribed endorsement will render the guest 
liable, as previously enforced, for the entrance fees, day fees as well as camping fees. 

18.1.9.2 The staff member will be responsible for ensuring that accommodation has been reserved for his/her guest at the 
required rest camp. 

18.1.9.3 Once the guest/s depart from the host's residence, they are then entitled to pay the prescribed day and 
accommodation fees.  
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18.1.10 Guests staying over in rest camps before visiting staff members will have to pay the normal entrance fees at the gate 
of entry. 

18.1.11 The tourist officers at the gate may not use their own discretion with regard to free entry of visitors and if staff 
members neglect to arrange free entry in time, visitors will either have to pay the normal entrance fees or entry will 
be refused.    

 PLEASE NOTE:   It is not the duty of the Tourist Officers to phone and obtain permission for entry, and staff members 
will definitely be held responsible for visitors who misbehave in these circumstances. 

18.2 Permanent entrance permits for parents and independent children of staff members 

18.2.1 Permanent entrance permits may be arranged for parents or independent children of staff members who visit them 
regularly, for the entrance gate closest to the staff member concerned.    

The staff member requesting such a permit must submit a passport-size photograph and full particulars of the person 
requiring the permit, to the General Manager: Nature Conservation, who will instruct the tourist officer at the relevant gate 
to enter the photograph and particulars in a special register, after which it will not be necessary to arrange for admission 
of these guests.  Should such independent children or parents use more than one gate of entry, as many photographs 
should be submitted. 

PLEASE NOTE:   Children and parents making use of this concession, must always report to the Tourist officer at the 
entrance gate for purposes of identification.   These guests must reside at the staff member's dwelling.   Should they 
make use of accommodation in rest camps, they will be required to pay the normal entrance fees. 

18.2.2 Visitors to personnel during long weekends 

Visitors to staff members during long weekends and school holidays are limited to one family per household, except if 
prior permission is obtained from the Director: KNP. 

18.3 Guests of personnel living near park borders (also see 16.1) 

Social visits by guests (occasional visitors, normally neighbours) to a staff member at his home for part of a day or night, not 
sleeping in the Park and entering and leaving the Park through the same gate 

Please note the following: 

18.3.1 Staff members need not make use of their 12 free permits for these guests. 

18.3.2 A register of these guests must be kept by Nature Conservation Skukuza or by the gate concerned. 

18.3.3 Prior arrangements must be made to ensure that the tourist officer at the gate, or the gate - guard (after-hours), are 
aware of the guests entering the Park. 

18.3.4 This concession is applicable to staff members residing at Skukuza, Phalaborwa, Malelane, Berg-en-Dal, Pretoriuskop, 
Crocodile Bridge, Kingfisherspruit, Orpen and Punda Maria, subject to the following conditions: 

18.3.4.1 Staff members at Skukuza and Berg-en-Dal must obtain permission for these guests from Nature Conservation 
offices who will organise an N-number at the gate concerned. 

18.3.4.2 After-hour visits of this nature are not allowed for Skukuza and Berg-en-Dal.   In these cases a late permit must be 
obtained from Nature Conservation offices or the local Section Ranger, and the staff member concerned must 
accompany these people from and to the gate personally (also see control at specific gates for possible exceptions 
16.1). 

18.3.4.3 During the day (and after-hours), prior arrangements must be made through the Nature Conservation offices or the 
local Section Ranger, who will arrange at the entrance gates for entry of these guests. 

 18.3.4.4 As a matter of control this concession will not be allowed over long -weekends or school holidays. 

PLEASE NOTE:  Any staff member abusing this concession will forfeit all future privileges of this nature. 

18.4 Unofficial guests of staff members 

In cases where unofficial guests pay the normal entrance fee at the gate of entry and then reside at the home of a staff 

member, the entrance permit must be endorsed by the host stating the number of nights the guests spent in his home.   

Should this not be done, the guest will be charged camping fees for the duration of his stay in the Park.   The entrance permit 

need not be signed if the unofficial guests only visit for one day. 
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18.5 Official visitors of SANParks 

Free entry is granted to visitors who are on official business in the Park but not to their wives, children or any other persons 
accompanying them in the vehicle.   Where possible, free entry of such official visitors must be arranged in advance by the 
relevant section head (N - Nature Conservation, M - Human Resources, B - Tourism, F - Finance and T - Technical Services 
numbers). 

18.6 Official visitors of staff members 

Should firms deliver or fetch items such as refrigerators, furniture, lawnmowers or any item too large to be transported in 

private vehicles, free entrance will be allowed at the nearest entrance gate provided that: 

18.6.1 Such transactions be restricted to weekdays, i.e. Mondays to Fridays.   No free permits will be issued during weekends 
or public holidays. 

18.6.2 The staff member concerned must sign the entrance permit. 

18.6.3 Should his wife, children or friends accompany the representative of a firm, they will have to pay the normal entrance 
fees. 

PLEASE NOTE:  Official visitors of staff members, visiting parents/children and sport teams, may only enter the Park 
with N-numbers obtainable from Nature Conservation offices.  In these cases the other entrance numbers are not 
applicable. 

18.7 Sports Teams 

No sports teams will be allowed in during a long-weekend without permission from the Director: KNP (also see 23.1.7). 

18.8 Entrance of guests of staff members during long-weekends and school holidays 

It has come to our attention that certain people living near the Park and who are familiar with names of staff members employed in 

the Park, have abused this knowledge to circumvent the day visitors quota during long-weekends and school holidays.   It often 

happens that people gain admission to the Park after the quota of day visitors has been reached, under the pretext that they are 

the guests of a staff member.   These people are quite prepared to pay the normal entrance fees and promise to produce an 

endorsed entrance permit for repayment of fees on their return to the gate. 

These people are not seen again as they usually leave the Park via another gate after having spent a day as unauthorised day 

visitors to the Park.   Some have even come equipped with camping gear and spent several days illegally in camping sites. 

To close this loophole in our system of control, officials at gates will in future under no circumstances allow anyone to enter the 
Park during peak visiting periods, posing as a staff member's guest, without the necessary proof.   Such proof constitutes prior 
arrangements with the gate of entry or possession of a valid free guest permit.  

Staff members must please realise that gate officials cannot be expected to communicate with relevant staff members by phone or 
radio during peak visiting periods to ascertain proof of identity of a staff member's guest.   The onus therefore rests on the staff 
member and the guest to make proper arrangements prior to these peak periods in order to avoid any embarrassment and 
annoyance. 

18.9 Guests of Skukuza personnel: after hours 

Guests of personnel are not allowed to use any roads outside the staff village after closing time without permission.    When guests 
of staff members are travelling to and from rest camp gates after closing time, prior permission must be obtained from the Nature 
Conservation offices upon which a late permit with the date will be issued to the guest.   It is however preferable, where possible, 
that guests be transported in the staff member's private vehicle after closing hours.    Owners of strange vehicles parked in front of 
the camp gate, or travelling on any road outside the staff village without a late permit, will be prosecuted according to normal 
procedures (this includes independent children of personnel). 

19. FAMILY OR FRIENDS OF STAFF MEMBERS (AND OTHER RESIDENTS OF THE KNP) RESIDING IN OFFICIAL HOUSES 
WHILE RESIDENTS ARE AWAY ON HOLIDAY 

No resident of the Park is allowed, without the permission from the Director: KNP, to make his house available for occupation by 

relatives or friends whilst such a member of staff is away on leave. 
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20. RESTRICTIONS ON PERSONNEL RESIDING IN SANParks ACCOMMODATION WHERE NO RENT IS PAYABLE  

20.1 Domestic workers 

A staff member wishing to employ or dismiss a servant, must proceed as follows: 

20.1.1 The Staff Living Quarters Manager or Section Ranger (only for staff members away from Skukuza) must be informed 
when a domestic worker is required. 

20.1.2 No person may employ a domestic worker who is not in possession of a valid permit empowering him to seek 
employment. 

20.1.3 When a domestic worker is employed, the employer must endorse the above permit or write a note to the Staff Living 
Quarters Manager or the Section Ranger to inform him of the employment of the domestic worker.  

20.1.4 The domestic worker will then be registered in the relevant employer's name and details will be kept in a register by the 
Staff Living Quarters Manager. 

20.1.5 Where servants' quarters are available, the domestic worker must sleep on the premises, otherwise accommodation 
must be arranged with the Staff Living Quarters Manager or the local Section Ranger.   Only two domestic workers will 
be allowed to sleep in the servants quarters on premises.   When a domestic worker is dismissed or resigns, he/she must 
report to the Staff Living Quarters Manager or the local Section Ranger.    It is the duty of the employer to also notify the 
Staff Living Quarters Manager or Section Ranger. 

20.1.6 It is illegal and punishable by law to withhold a domestic worker's wages, as this is a form of theft.   Should a domestic 
worker be caught stealing from a staff member, a complaint must immediately be lodged at the SAPS Station or the Staff 
Living Quarters Manager or the local Section Ranger be informed.  The domestic worker will immediately be expelled 
from the Park should he/she be found guilty. 

20.1.7 Should a servant be required to work later than the last available bus, the servant concerned must personally be 
transported by the employer to the living quarters. 

20.1.8 Servants’ children will be allowed in the staff village under the following conditions: 

i) Permission must be obtained from the Staff Living Quarters Manager (Skukuza) or the local Section Ranger. 

ii) The homeowner takes full responsibility and may not be away on holiday. 

iii) The children may not wander around the village or rest camp on their own. 

20.2 Other staff 

It is the duty of every employer or supervisor in the Park, in addition to the above disciplinary regulations, to impress the following 

regulations and obligations on the employees under their supervision and where possible, to enforce the observation of these 

regulations: 

20.2.1 Every person living in SANParks accommodation where no rent is payable, must: 

i) obey all reasonable and legal commands issued by the Director: KNP, an official or any person authorised by him 
to do so, 

ii) sleep and live only in the accommodation allotted to him, 

iii) keep the quarters allotted to him clean and tidy 

20.2.2 No person living or present in these quarters or otherwise resident in the Park, may: 

i) allow or grant unauthorised permission or aid a person to enter or be present in or remain in these quarters 

ii) conduct himself in such a way as to be detrimental to discipline, cleanliness or good health in the quarters 

iii) without the written permission of the Director: KNP 

a. keep domestic stock or poultry, 

b. make or allow any excavations to be made or 

c. erect any structure or make any alteration to existing structures in any of the quarters. 
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iv) directly or indirectly obstruct or hinder any employer or an authorised person who in the course of his duties is 
carrying out an inspection or investigation 

v) deliberately create a disturbance by making a noise, screaming, roaring, quarrelling, inciting crowds or behave in 
any riotous, violent or improper manner 

vi) deliberately or negligently damage or destroy any tree, shrub, building, fence or structure, pipe, dustbin or any 
other fitting or installation 

vii) enter or leave in any way other than through the approved entrance and exit gates 

viii) gamble 

ix) relieve himself in such a way as to create a nuisance 

x) leave refuse, food left-overs or other matter in any place other than the containers especially provided for that 
purpose 

xi) erect any type of screen around a bunk occupied by him; in such a manner as to obstruct the free passage of 
light and air 

xii) dawdle or loiter unnecessarily in any rest camp at any time 

xiii) brew, bring into the Park, or possess any beverage as described in the Liquor Laws 

xiv) possess any habit-forming drug 

xv) have in his possession raw venison or any game product without the necessary permits 

xvi) produce a permit or letter for the purpose of entering the Park under false pretences 

xvii) hitch-hike in the Park 

xviii) accommodate family in staff living quarters, without the permission of the Staff Living Quarters Manager or 
Section Ranger except where provision has been made specifically for family accommodation 

21. MALARIA CONTROL 

21.1 Personnel permanently residing in the KNP 

The use of anti-malarial medication is entirely voluntary by all staff members.  Nevertheless, because of the general increase of 

malaria in recent years and the risk it poses to certain people (see below), it is recommended that all staff seriously consider using 

anti-malarial medication during the high-transmission period which is between October and end-May.  The Scientific Services 

Section will send out a cautionary reminder to all staff when a particularly high risk exists. 

Reducing risk of malaria infection is achieved by two primary means.  The first is to minimise your contact with mosquitoes.  This 

can be done by applying some mosquito repellent (Tabard etc.) to the exposed parts of your body (especially fee and ankles) in 

the evenings and at night, wearing socks and shoes in the evening, burning mosquito coils or using vaporising mats, and 

minimising time spent outside at night.  Finally, during the highest-risk months (February to end-May) you may also want to take 

anti-malarial medication. 

21.2 Anti-Malarial medication 

The entire KNP is considered to be a chloroquine-resistant area, so the appropriate medication recommended is either a weekly 
dose of Lariam, or a combination of chloroquine (trade-names Daramal, Nivaquine, Plasmoquine etc; to be taken weekly) and 
Paludrine (to be taken daily).  Most people in the KNP prefer to use the chloroquine/Paludrine combination.  For adults the dosage 
is two chloroquine tablets per week and two Paludrine per day, but for children a doctor or pharmacist must be consulted.  All staff 
who are not on a medical aid must be allowed opportunity to receive free anti-malarials by their supervisors, to be purchased from 
the Administrative Warehouse against the cost centre of the supervisor. 

21.3 People at particular risk to Malaria 

Pregnant women, very young children (less than five years old), elderly people, sick people, and transplant patients are at high risk 

and should take particular care to avoid contracting malaria 
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21.4 Anti-Malarial spraying 

The Scientific Services Section, in collaboration with the Department of National Health, is responsible for implementing the KNP 

Malaria Control Programme.  Should any staff member wish to have his/her residential unit sprayed, a request may be made to the 

Scientific Services Section. 

22. SHOOTING RANGE - SKUKUZA 

22.1 The shooting range and the western boundary road to the range, are out of bounds for all unauthorised staff members. 

22.2 The shooting range is controlled by the KNP Military Unit (KNP MU). 

22.3 Any person wishing to use the shooting range in his private capacity, must obtain permission beforehand from the Skukuza 
Section Ranger and the KNP MU Operational Centre, 0555 VHF or telephone 756 2715 or 756 2716 Skukuza and must comply 
with the prescribed safety measures of the shooting range. 

23. UTILISATION OF FACILITIES ESTABLISHED FOR STAFF MEMBERS AND/OR PAYING VISITORS TO THE KNP, BY 
PERSONS LIVING OUTSIDE THE KNP 

This information has been taken up in the KNP Code of Conduct as guidance to Skukuza personnel and to obviate any 
misunderstanding and embarrassment. 

23.1 General rules 

23.1.1 Although certain written rules  (Lisbon, Sabie Sand and Airport visits) as well as unwritten rules, exist for the use of 

SANParks’ and other facilities and the participation in activities by outsiders, the drastic increase in population numbers 

close to our boundaries require that certain guide-lines be set to avoid any misunderstanding. 

23.1.2 The following exceptions are reaffirmed and will continue due to the long-standing relationship between the Park and 
these people and because there is no reason why the status quo cannot be maintained: 

i) Permanent staff from Lisbon and the permanent Supervisor of Sabie Park 

 Distinct written rules exist between SANParks and these people and no changes are intended in the short-term.   
Should there be large personnel expansions in future, this matter will be reconsidered. 

These people are allowed, (within the written rules), full participation in all facets of Skukuza community life as 
well as the use of SANParks and other facilities in Skukuza. 

ii) Sabie Sand 

The use of the Airport and other facilities in Skukuza, according to the existing rules and permits, will continue.   
The number of permanent permits for free entry to Skukuza during daylight hours, will not be increased. 

iii) Airport 

The use of the Airport according to the existing rules will tentatively be continued. 

23.1.3 No other person outside the Park, whether from Sabie Park, Mkhuhlu, Hazyview or any other place, will in future be 
granted free entry to the Park for visits to Skukuza.  

23.1.4 Should outsiders be prepared to pay the normal entrance fees, they are welcome to make use of the rest camp, Post 

Office, Police, AA, Volkskas, SA- Express, the church, doctors, etc., (during normal day hours), like any other visitor.  

23.1.5 For normal routine visits to the doctor, rule 23.1.4 will be applicable.   In emergencies any person may, without paying 
the entrance fee, consult the doctor, and every bit of assistance will be given to such a person.   The doctor will hand a 
note to these people confirming that it was indeed an emergency.   Without this written confirmation, these people will be 
liable to pay entrance fees on departure from the Park. 

23.1.6 Although SANParks is sympathetic towards church-goers, the control is difficult.  People living outside the KNP are 

therefore requested to join congregations beyond the Park's borders. 

23.1.7(i) No person living outside the KNP (rule 23.1.2 excluded) will be permitted to join the sport clubs in the Park - even if 
they are prepared to pay entrance fees. 
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(ii)   Permanent staff living outside - Pensioners and Head Office. 

(iii)   SANParks’ sport facilities are for SANParks staff members only, who contribute towards the personnel recreation 
fund, as well as other organisations within the borders of the KNP contributing to this fund. 

(iv)   Organised sports teams will be allowed to compete against local sports teams in the KNP under the existing rules.   
Free entry for the sportsmen/women and his/her immediate family will be granted, but all other outsiders will have 
to pay the normal entrance fees. 

(v)   Sponsored days at the Golf Club will be treated as organised sport (see iii.).   The sponsors and their immediate 
families, as well as participants who were invited, as well as their immediate families, will also be granted free 
entrance. 

Entry for all these people must be arranged according to the correct procedures.   All other persons shall pay the 
normal entrance fees. 

(vi)   All membership of outside members (excluding those under 23.1.2), has expired and no new outside members will 
be recruited. 

23.1.8 Inevitably all cases cannot be dealt with.  The rules are however clear, staff facilities are only available to Park residents 
and public facilities may only be utilised by outsiders if the normal entrance fees are paid. 

Please note that people from outside who have been invited to deliver a service to staff members (for example 
specialised training, ministers, etc.) are not included in these rules.   In these cases free entry can be arranged by means 
of an N-number through the offices of Nature Conservation (also see 18.5 and 18.6). 

23.1.9 The permission for neighbours living close to the Park to visit staff members during the day is not to be abused in order 
to evade the above-mentioned rules. 

23.2 Lisbon Permanent Staff 

23.2.1 Visits to the Park - General 

Visits from personnel at Lisbon Citrus Holdings to the KNP, fall into two clearly distinguishable categories and it is 
essential that this is understood and accepted: 

1) Permanent staff of Lisbon (like the Skukuza community) have the need, as with any other secluded community, 
to be able to socialise. 

The fact that the one group lives in a national park, make things a bit more difficult, but practically possible - 
implementing certain control measures. 

Lisbon staff members would like to be involved with the Skukuza staff members and their affairs, for example 
school, church, commando, shop, vegetables, SAPS, doctor, post office, bank and sport.   This need is realised 
and rules are therefore made in this category. 

2) The other category is the utilisation of facilities offered to visitors by the KNP, i.e. game watching, overnight stays 
in rest camps and the use of restaurants. 

This is a completely different case with a different goal and because no exceptions can be made, Lisbon staff 
members who wish to visit the Park for this reason, will have to pay entrance fees like any other visitor. 

23.2.2 Rules applicable to Lisbon residents when using Kruger Gate during official gate hours 

23.2.2.1 Official transport document 

i) An official document (two copies) phrased as follows, will be given to the Manager of Lisbon Holdings, who will 
be responsible for the keeping and application thereof:  This vehicle is under the control of the Managing 
Director of Lisbon Holdings. 

The presentation of this document is proof that this vehicle is used for official business as agreed, and may 
enter the Park during office hours at Kruger Gate. 

ii) This document will be handed to the driver of any vehicle, by the Manager of Lisbon Holdings or any person 
delegated by him, who is sent on official business to the Park. 

iii) Official trips, as agreed, include the following:  school, church, SANDF, airport, SAPS, post office, bank and 
sport facilities as well as visits to the staff shop and the purchasing of vegetables. 
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23.2.2.2 When any other transport is used by Lisbon staff, for example private vehicles, arrangements must be made 
beforehand at the Nature Conservation Office, and if the request is justified, an N-number will be given to the tourist 
officer at Kruger Gate. 

23.2.2.3 The name of the person, number of people, the date and the reason for the visit will be noted in the N-number register 
at Nature Conservation and Kruger Gate.   The officer at Kruger Gate will also note the time at which the vehicle 
entered the Park, as a matter of control. 

23.2.2.4 When a Lisbon staff member expects to travel to Skukuza more than once a week, permission to do so may be 
obtained once only.   In both the Nature Conservation and the gate registers, each trip will be booked separately 
against different numbers. 

23.2.2.5 With the exception of persons travelling to and from the Airport, all other persons (guests of staff) and non-resident 
staff of Lisbon, must pay the normal entrance fees.  This includes both official and private vehicles. 

23.2.2.6 Every driver is expected to report to the Tourist Officer at Kruger Gate, so he will know exactly who is entering the 
gate. 

23.2.2.7 There is a reasonable time span for any type of business to be concluded and when this time is exceeded for some 
or other reason, an explanation will be expected from such a person. 

Example:  A church service normally ends at 9:00 (9:30 during the winter).   If a person arrives later than 11:00 at the 
gate, it is not unfair to ask for an explanation. 

23.2.2.8 In emergencies (for example illness) during the day, the Lisbon staff member will  immediately be allowed through 
Kruger Gate without prior arrangements having been made. 

The staff member must make sure that the doctor signs and dates the entrance permit and on departure, the latter 
must be handed to the official at the gate.   The official at the gate will report to the Nature Conservation Department 
as soon as possible to obtain an N-number for entering in the register. 

23.2.3 Lisbon staff members entering through Kruger Gate after hours 

23.2.3.1 The rule at present is that Lisbon staff members (individuals) who wish to visit people in Skukuza, must arrange for 
late permits at Nature Conservation offices.   This rule remains unchanged.   It is, however, not necessary for the 
host to accompany the guest back to Kruger Gate.   The register at the gate must be completed and the late permit 
left with the Night Watchman.  

23.2.3.2 There are times where groups who attend the church, school and SANDF activities after hours, have to be escorted 
back to Kruger Gate. 

In the above event, special identification documents for the manager and senior personnel will be left with the Night 
Watchman stating that they are authorised to escort these people after hours into the Park.  These powers are not 
transferable, in other words, one of these people must accompany the group.    If this cannot happen, late permits 
must be organised.  It is also not necessary for these people to be accompanied back to Kruger Gate by a Skukuza 
staff member (also see 23.2.3.1). 

23.2.3.3 The conditions of this authorisation document, containing the photograph of the person concerned, are as follows: 

i) Permission is herewith granted to  M...................., to make use of Kruger Gate after closing hours, without the 
normal late permit for church, SANDF, school and other business. 

ii) This document must always be produced on demand. 

iii) Above-mentioned person may also act as official escort for Lisbon staff members who visit the church, 
commando, school and sports activities at Skukuza after hours. 

iv) He will at all times be responsible for the group he is escorting and they must always travel in a convoy. 

v) This document expires when M....................... resigns from the Lisbon Citrus Holdings' services. 

24. BHF RADIOS IN THE KNP 

The BHF radio network in the Park has expanded to (255) sets at present.   The network was established to streamline the 

activities of the SANParks by effective communication.    To ensure that the system is effective, it is essential to eliminate any 

abuse. 

 



KNP Concession Operations Manual 

SANParks Revision 2  

 

Page 114 of 188 

24.1  General 

The present system consists of:  

i.  ± 300 radios 

ii. Seven relay stations on Dzundwini, Dzombo, Longwe, Khandizwe, Masala, Nwamuriwa and a direct relay station at 

Skukuza. 

These stations are linked to each other and any conversations on channels 1, 2 and/or 3 activates the relay stations.   
The relay stations are dependent upon solar panels for electricity.  These panels supply limited electricity and excessive 
use cause the batteries to run down with a consequent loss of communication. 

iii. VHF radios in military bases:   A VHF radio is placed in each military base in order to monitor the radio network (these 

sets do not have channel 5, except Sand River Base).  KNP VHF radio users can contact these military bases directly.   

The call signs are as follows: 

 a. Nkongoma  - 0555 B 

b. Shishangani  - 0555 C 

c. Makhadzi  - 0555 D 

d. Masokosa Pan  - 0555 E 

iv. The 0555 facility:   This radio with an electronic call facility, is at the Sand River Base and manned 24 hours a day.   

Between 8:00 and 10:00 every morning the operator on the set has to process a lot of information received during the 

night and may not answer the radio.    In this event, contact 960 who will then contact 0555 telephonically. 

24.2 Radio discipline 

Radio discipline is necessary.   To make sure that the system works effectively, the following rules apply: 

24.2.1 Always be pertinent and to the point, but friendly.   Casual conversation on the radio is unacceptable and guilty persons 
will be reprimanded. 

24.2.2 Use the correct call signs. 

24.2.3 Make use of scheduled radio sessions where at all possible.   Any matters for discussion should be written down 

beforehand to allow efficient communication. 

24.2.4 Follow the same procedures throughout the course of the day, but before you speak, ascertain whether: 

i. It is necessary to talk.   Can the conversation not wait until the next session or when the person can be contacted 
personally (in Skukuza) or by telephone? 

ii. You are in an area where good contact is possible.    In this context it is necessary to understand that radio signals 
basically travel in straight lines.    There should therefore be no obstruction between your radio and the relay 
station.    As a general rule, travel to the highest point and stop your vehicle. Then start the conversation. 

24.2.5 Should no contact be made, do not keep on calling.   It may be that the person is not close to the radio or that he/she is 
busy at that instant and will speak to you later. 

24.2.6 As a general rule, if you are receiving, the transmission will also be good.    If your reception is bad, change your position 

first before you transmit. 

24.2.7 If the person answers, it can be assumed that the reception is good.   Immediately go ahead with the conversation.   You 
don't have to ask: "can you read me" or something similar.   If the signal is bad, the person will inform you.   If the other 
station is unclear, let them know that you can hear them call but that they are not clear - don't start a conversation, they 
know that the radio is transmitting and that their position has to be changed. 

24.2.8 A third person cannot normally relay a message.   If you cannot speak to the person, he will also not be able to.    Give 

the person a chance to change his position and then he will contact you again. 
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24.2.9 The radio is for official conversation and not for a nice chat.   When you have to explain something to somebody, come to 
the point of the message and avoid any unnecessary stories (see 24.2.1). 

24.2.10 When one radio station calls another, you as third person must please give them a chance to answer - don't activate your 
radio by calling another station -  this causes confusion as three radios are activated at the same time during this period 
and nobody receives a decent message. 

24.2.11 Base stations with telephones: 

When a base station hears his/her call sign, but is busy with a telephone conversation, ask the person whom you are 
talking to, to please hold the line and answer the radio - then tell the person calling on the radio that you are busy with a 
telephone conversation and that you will call him/her back.   Other radios would also have received you.   Do not ignore 
the radio, it could be an emergency. 

24.2.12 Remember, only speak when it is necessary and think before you do.    When the button is pressed, 255 radios and 

seven relay stations are activated. 

24.2.13 Wait every few minutes for a pause of 20 seconds during long sessions so that people with emergencies, may have a 
chance to cut in.   This is especially important for people in charge of radio sessions. 

24.2.14 If all users do not give their full co-operation, an investment of almost one million Rand is wasted.  Urgent messages 

have been lost because people use the radio for casual conversation.  

24.2.15 Your full co-operation is essential and steps will be taken against stubborn abusers in future. 

25. SECTION ACCOMMODATION FOR THE USE OF KNP RESIDENTS 

25.1 The use of trail camps by staff members 

All the trail camps are available to staff members on Saturday evenings.  This privilege is subject to the following conditions: 

i. The trails camp must be booked timeously with the Secretary to the General Manager: Nature Conservation. 

ii. The Section Ranger in whose section the camp is situated, as well as one of the trail rangers in charge of the specific trail, 

must be notified beforehand.  

iii. The camp may be occupied between 12:00 Saturdays and 10:00 on Sundays. 

iv. All supplies, food, drink,  firewood etc. must be taken along.    Trail supplies may under no circumstances be used. 

v.  The camp's bedding and towels may not be used. 

vi. Saturday is the chef's day off and he cannot be of service to you. 

vii. Crockery, cutlery, pots and pans, as well as the camp's freezer may be used,  on condition that everything is left in the same 

condition as it was found. 

viii. Rubbish may not be left and must be carted away. 

ix. The camp must be left in the same condition as it was found. 

x. No walking in the veld outside the camp fence will be allowed. 

25.2 Official dwellings and park homes: Technical Services 

25.2.1 General 

As you are aware, flats and/or park homes are available at the following rest camps for the use of staff members: 

i. Pretoriuskop - 2 bed Park Home 



KNP Concession Operations Manual 

SANParks Revision 2  

 

Page 116 of 188 

ii. Lower Sabie - 2 bed hut 

iii. Berg-en-Dal - 2 bed Park Home 

iv. Satara - 2 bedroom flat 

v. Olifants - 6 bed park home 

vi. Letaba - 2 bedroom flat 

vii. Mopani - 6 bed park home 

viii. Shingwedzi - 6 bed (3 bedroom) park home 

25.2.2 The following rules are applicable for the use of the above-mentioned accommodation: 

i. These facilities were established to ensure overnight accommodation for personnel of the Technical Services division, on 
official duty, when no accommodation is available in the specific rest camp.   Staff members on official duty therefore have 
preference to occupy these units. 

ii. Staff members, on official duty, are allowed to be accompanied by guests when using this accommodation. 

iii. The units, when not officially in use, are available to all staff members from other sections for recreation.   Guests may 
accompany staff members in these cases. 

iv. The number of beds available in the different units, are the restricting factor concerning the number of persons allowed to 
use the facilities for recreational purposes.   Additional accommodation such as caravans and/or tents may under no 
circumstances be established. 

v. Guests may under no circumstances be allowed to occupy these facilities on their own. 

vi. Where these units are situated outside rest camps, staff members using these units for recreational purposes, must report to 
the local Section Ranger before taking up accommodation. 

vii. To avoid any misunderstanding, all bookings must be done via the Maintenance Secretary, telephone extension 2222 or 
VHF radio 914. 

26. THE USE OF TELEPHONES IN THE KNP 

26.1 Official telephones in private houses 

Where necessary in the execution of official duties, the SANParks supplies official telephones at home to employees in certain 

positions.    It is however, the duty of these employees to keep a record of private calls and to pay for these calls monthly.   When 

these telephones are connected to an automatic exchange and the cost of the calls cannot be determined from the telephone 

account, the following information must be given: 

 The town that was dialled 

 The duration of the call 

The cost will be calculated according to the official tariffs of the Post Office and the employee will be invoiced accordingly.  The 

SANParks will pay official telephone lease but only posts mentioned in the approved tariff document of SANParks, will be allowed 

this concession. 

26.2 Official telephones not connected to the Regional Exchange 

Some offices have official telephones that are connected directly to the Post Office exchange.  Separate accounts will be issued to 

them and it is the responsibility of the person in charge of these telephones to see that no private calls are made.   If however, it is 

unavoidable, a record must be kept of the private calls and SANParks must be reimbursed for these calls. 

26.3 Official telephones connected to the Regional Exchange of the Organisation 

26.3.1 Private calls must be limited to an absolute minimum. 

26.3.2 Section Managers will determine what limitations apply to each telephone in his section. The following limitations may be 

requested and may be altered on request;                               



KNP Concession Operations Manual 

SANParks Revision 2  

 

Page 117 of 188 

a. Only internal 

b. Internal and local calls 

c. plus neighbouring towns 

d. plus PWV area 

e. plus rest of RSA and neighbouring states 

f. unlimited - overseas as well 

26.3.3 Every section controls its own telephone budget and must ensure that staff members account for private calls.    As a 
matter of control, detailed reports of each telephone extension are available from the switchboard.    

26.3.4 All private calls, including those to staff houses, must be reported to the switchboard operator, so that they can be 
invoiced to the staff member.     The procedure may be changed from time to time but staff members will be notified by 
memorandum.  The correct procedure may also be obtained from the switchboard operator. 

26.3.5 Every telephone extension has a person who is primarily responsible for calls from this extension. It is an offence to 
make outside calls from this person's telephone without his permission. 

26.3.6 All telephone equipment remains the property of the SANParks and instruments appear on the asset register.   Should 
any instruments be moved or replaced by the maintenance technicians, the Assets Control Officer must be notified 
through the normal channels. 

26.3.7 As telephone calls are expensive, staff members must be cost effective when using a telephone: 

a. Make sure that you have the right number and that you dial correctly.   A wrong number also costs money. 

b. Ascertain beforehand to which person or division you would like to speak and keep to the point. 

c. Be polite and do not "procrastinate". 

d. Don't wait indefinitely for an answer from an engaged line - rather dial a second time. 

e. Be cost effective even if it is a private call. 

26.4 Linked lines to Head Office 

The SANParks leases dedicated speech/data lines from Telkom for communication between Head Office and Skukuza.    A set 

amount is paid per month, regardless of utilisation level.  Staff members must make use of these lines when phoning Head Office.  

Only when the lines are out of order or in extreme emergencies, will trunk calls to Head Office be permissible.    An engaged tone 

is not enough reason to make a trunk call. 

27. CEMETERY AND WALL OF REMEMBRANCE 

27.1 General 

A cemetery and wall of remembrance has been laid out at Kruger Gate.   When a death occurs,  the immediate family experience 

a time of trauma and also have to decide where to bury their loved ones.   These facilities have been established in the KNP in 

order to facilitate their decision. 

27.2 Requirements 

The following persons qualify, should they wish to be buried in this cemetery /wall of remembrance: 

i. All employees of SANParks employed in the KNP, who pass away during the course of their service. 

ii. Spouses and dependent children of all employees of SANParks employed in the KNP. 

iii. Employees and their spouses who retire after more than 10 years service in the KNP and then pass away. 

iv. All non-SANParks employees stationed in the Kruger National Park who meet the above requirements. 

v. All meritorious cases, for example Executive Directors and members of SANParks. 

27.3 Outlay 

The terrain will consist of a wall of remembrance as well as a conventional cemetery.   No vertical tombstones will be allowed.  

Only small horizontal plates at ground level will be allowed.   The Drawing Office will keep a plan with number of each grave in the 
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cemetery.  The wire cage covering the grave, wreaths and flowers arrangements will all be removed six months after the burial.  

The horizontal plaque can be erected anytime thereafter. 

27.4 Management of Cemetery 

The cemetery/wall of remembrance will be managed by a committee consisting of the Director: KNP, the General Manager: 

Technical Services, the local NG Church minister and the Chairman of the KNP Community Association.   This committee will 

decide who may be and where persons will be buried, the costs involved as well as the layout and tombstones. 

28. KRUGER NATIONAL PARK IDENTIFICATION DOCUMENTS 

28.1 All KNP employees and permanent residents of the KNP must be in possession of a KNP identification document which must, at 
all times, be available on request. 
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15.2 ANNEXURE A2 - CODE OF CONDUCT FOR PERSONNEL FROM OTHER ORGANISATIONS TEMPORARILY 
WORKING IN THE KNP. 

15.2.1    Introduction 

You will presently begin an important task in the Kruger National Park (KNP), which is an area controlled by the National Parks Board.  For 
obvious reasons your task must be completed in the shortest possible time and to accomplish this, there has to be co-operation at all levels 
between yourselves and personnel from the Parks Board. 

In the past, you and your sub-ordinates worked in uncontrolled areas, but you are presently in a controlled area and furthermore in a National Park. 

As the name implies, the main objective of the National Parks Board (NPB) is the protection, conservation and utilization of our precious heritage, 
in such a way as to allow our descendants to admire and appreciate it in its present unspoilt state.  This great endeavour can only be achieved if 
every individual who works in the KNP, admits to and accepts nature conservation as their duty.  Certain procedures were followed in the past to 
accomplish your task, but you must now accept that adaptations will have to be made to complete your task in a National Park without disturbing 
the natural phenomena. 

You will also be subject to certain necessary restrictions during your stay and operations in the KNP.  Certain exceptions will be made in 
accordance with your work commitments.  While restrictions will be kept to a minimum, those that are enforced must please be respected and 
seen in a positive light so as to promote co-operation and to prevent any unpleasantness. 

Depending on where you are resident while living in the KNP, you are requested to discuss any problems you may encounter, with the local 
Section ranger or the person in charge of Visitor Services or Technical Services.  You can be assured that these officials will do everything in their 
power to assure that you have a pleasant and productive stay in the KNP. 

Please study and commit yourself to the attached Code of Conduct.  Any uncertainties will be cleared up by Park officials.  We wish you a pleasant 
and productive stay in our National Park. 

15.2.2 Regulations and Relevant Extracts from the National Parks Act 

All persons resident or working in the Kruger Park are subject to the National Parks Law No 57 of 1976 and the regulations of Article 29 of 
this law. 

The following is a summary of the appropriate extracts from Article 20 and 21 of the above law. 

 

A. ARTICLE 20 

 No prospecting or mining is allowed on any ground forming part of a National Park. 

 

B ARTICLE 21 

 Only an official2 or employee acting on authority of the Board may not: 

 

 Enter or reside in a park without permission. 

 Be in possession of an unsealed weapon, explosives, traps or poison in the park or convey the same into the park. 

 Hunt, kill or hurt an animal or collect, damage or destroy a bird's nest or its eggs. 

                                                             

    2 Unless stated otherwise, an 'official' means the Park Warden: KNP; General Manager: Environmental Conservation; 

Manager: Environmental Management; Chief Ranger or Section Ranger 'Employee' - any employee of the board other 

than an official. 
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 Purposely or negligently (including officials) cause a veld fire or damage any object of geological, archaeological, 
historical, ethnological or of any other scientific value in a National Park.   

 Convey any animal or pet into a National Park or allow a pet to stray in the park. 

 Remove any animal (dead or alive) or parts thereof from the park (unless lawfully conveyed into the park). 

 Cut down trees or plants in the park or in any way damage or remove any three or plant or seeds.   

 Feed an animal in the park (in other words do not feed the animals) 

 Drive a vehicle without a license or allow a minor or person not in possession of a valid drivers license, to drive a vehicle  
under his control. 

 

C. REGULATIONS 

27(6) Any pet conveyed into a park illegally, can be destroyed by an official. 

27(7) No one may spend the right anywhere in the park, except in a rest camp or private home, without the Board's permission. 

30(1) Unlicensed or unregistered vehicles may not be driven in the park. 

30(2) Only roadworthy vehicles may be driven in the park. 

31(1) Only a member, official or employee acting on authority of the Board, may use closed roads. 

33(e) Vehicle engines must at all times be switched off when refuelling. 

34(1) Vehicles may not be driven recklessly or negligently. 

34 (3) All vehicle drivers must consider other drivers and all animals. 

34 (4) No person under the influence of alcohol or drugs, may drive a vehicle in a park or be in the drivers seat of a vehicle with the 
engine running. 

41 (a) Without special permission, no person may organize or perform public entertainment or fund-raising campaigns. 

42 No person may: 

a. Damage or endanger property belonging to the Board. 

b. Use a radio or musical instrument in such a way as to cause a disturbance to others. 

c. Dispose of any article or rubble other than in containers provided by the Board. 

45(3) No person may remove sand, stone or wood without the Board's permission. 

49(4) Unless issued with an official late permit, no one may travel from a rest camp or entry gate after gate closing times.  Permits are 
issued by the Nature Conservation office or local Section ranger after acceptance of a legitimate motivation. 

49(5) The proclaimed speed limit in the KNP must be strictly adhered to (The Board will allow a concessionary speed limit of 65 km/h 
during the day and 50km/h at night, to officials and employees from other organizations residing or working in the park, while on official 
duty.) They are also allowed to travel at the amended speeds using their private vehicles en route from their residence to the nearest exit gate.  
Elsewhere as well as in rest camps and personnel villages, the official speed limits must be adhered to.  Outside organizations must obtain the 
necessary letter of permission from the Nature Conservation office at Skukuza 

15.2.3 Domestic Rules and Regulations of the Board with Respect to Behaviour and Discipline 

15.2.3.1 Responsibilities and attitudes towards Nature Conservation 
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 Antiquities or objects of historical value which you may discover during your operation in the Kruger National Park, are 
and remain the property of the Board.  These items must be handed in to the Nature Conservation office as soon as 
possible.  Any person found in possession of such articles, either to keep or sell, will be liable to prosecution. 

 No firewood may be collected or removed without the permission of a Nature Conservation official.  Under no 
circumstances will permission be granted to remove firewood from the park unless proof of sale at one of the Board's 
shops can be produced. 

 Stone, sand or soil may not be removed from any area, unless permission has been granted by the Park Warden: KNP; 
General Manager: Environmental Conservation; Manager: Environmental Management; Chief Ranger or local section 
ranger.  These products may only be removed from sites specified by the section ranger of the area. On request, the local 
section ranger will point out to the foreman, the sites allowed for the removal of stone, sand and water for building or other 
purposes.  No water may be taken from existing boreholes unless the local section ranger allows it under exceptional 
circumstances.    

 The removal, cutting down or damage to any living plant in the Kruger National Park is illegal and may only be done with 
permission.  Where the construction of roads, buildings etc. necessitates the destroying of indigenous trees, shrubs or 
plants, it must be kept to an absolute minimum.  Gravel pits must, where at all possible, not be visible from any road.  
After construction, these pits must be properly filled with top soil to encourage the re-growth of plants.  These 
rehabilitated gravel pits will then assume the topography of a natural pan. 

 No animals may be killed in the park, although officials of the Board may kill them under certain circumstances. Other 
employees of the Board and personnel resident in the park, but not employed by the Board, may only kill an animal in an 
emergency, to protect a life or property or when specifically authorized to do so by the Board.  A report of all animals 
killed and the circumstances surrounding it, must be sent to the office of the Manager: Environmental Management, as 
soon as possible. NB.  Snakes may only be killed in residences, restcamps and living quarters.  Under no 
circumstances may poisonous or non-poisonous snakes be killed in the bush or elsewhere.  Residents in the park are 
encouraged to study the poisonous and non-poisonous snake species for their own protection. 

15.2.3.2 Possession of Fire Arms 

Only authorized persons are allowed to possess firearms in the park.  (According to the Park's constitution, pellet guns are also defined as 
firearms).  Firearms will only be allowed in exceptional bona fide circumstances, where an employee may need it in the execut ion of his 
duties, and will be subject to certain strict conditions. 

15.2.3.3 Litter 

All residents and work teams are expected to have proper respect and attitude towards the scenic beauty of our National Park and not to 
litter tins, paper etc. and construction debris where new roads, bridges, dams and buildings are being constructed.  It is the duty of the 
supervisor to assure that after completion of the project, all litter be properly buried or carted away.  Under no circumstances may this litter 
be dumped in the bush or anywhere else. It is your responsibility to find out from the local section ranger where litter may be dumped. Used 
diesel and tar drums, as well as grader blades, must be removed by the supervisors and not be left in the veld.   If at all possible, work teams 
may not camp within site of tourist roads.  It is the duty of every supervisor to bring this to the attention of every employee in his charge.  If 
this is not done and employees transgress, the supervisor will be held responsible.  Littering is a serious offence and transgressors will be 
prosecuted under Article 43(c) of the Parks Law. 

 

NB. After completion of any project the section ranger in charge will submit a report declaring his satisfaction with the condition of the terrain 
and immediate surroundings. 

15.2.3.4 Pets 

Dogs - Only Section rangers, who need dogs in the execution of their duties, certain gate officials and permanent residents of the 

Phalaborwa personnel village, may keep dogs in the Kruger Park. 
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Other pets - No other pets are allowed in the Kruger Park without a veterinary certificate and the written permission of the local state 

veterinarian and the Park Warden: KNP 

15.2.3.5 Availability and Control of Venison and Game Products 

Permanent employees are allowed to buy venison for private use, but due to the presence of diseases such as foot and mouth, Trichinoses 
and rabies, the transportation and handling of raw meat has to be strictly controlled, to prevent the spread of diseases to the rest of the 
Republic of South Africa.  Venison will therefore only be available to temporary work teams from outside organizations under the following 
conditions: 

 Raw venison will only be made available where an official dining room exists and not to individuals. Tinned venison and 
biltong in sealed packets will be freely available when in stock. 

 No venison (raw or cooked), biltong (except in unopened sealed packets from the abattoir), skins, animal hair, etc, may 
be removed from the Park. 

NB. ONLY RAW VENISON (AND NOT OTHER MEAT) IS PROHIBITED FROM BEING TRANSPORTED FROM THE PARK.TINNED 
VENISON FROM THE ABBATTOIR IN SKUKUZA MAY BE TAKEN OUT OF THE PARK.  

Any person guilty of smuggling venison or game products from the Park, will be prosecuted according to the applicable Parks Act 
and future privileges to buy venison will be forfeited. 

15.2.3.6 Personnel Relations 

Section rangers are officials of the Board and are responsible for the enforcement of the Parks Act and regulations, in their respective 

sections.  To uphold the Boards authority, they have to be aware of all activities and especially extraordinary activities on their section.  It is 

therefore not only a matter of courtesy but of necessity to report all activities to the local section ranger.  It is very important that all new 

building activities, the construction of new roads, etc., be reported by the supervisor of the specific project, of the work teams, to the Section 

ranger.  It is just as important to report the use of firebreak roads, well as unscheduled night trips, to the Section ranger. 

No person residing or working in a rest camp may leave the rest camp gate after gate-closing times, without the Section ranger's permission. 

15.2.3.7 Travelling times and Transport matters 

All private and official trips within the Park, must be undertaken during daylight hours and permission to travel after-hours will only be given 

in emergencies, unforeseen circumstances and during the performance of official duties. 

Official night travelling - When permission has been granted to officially travel after-hours, hoot twice, three times in succession when 

passing a Section ranger's house, to identify yourself.  Each Section ranger must preferably be contacted by radio, to confirm the trip 

through his section.  Where personnel have to travel after-hours in the performance of their duties, they may not be accompanied by guests, 

unless they have special permission. 

Unofficial night travelling - Before official gate opening or after gate closing times, personnel are restricted to personnel villages or rest 

camps.  This rule may only be waived if permission has been granted by the Park Warden: KNP, General Manager: Environmental 

Conservation, Manager Environmental Management, Chief Ranger or Section Rangers.  The Nature Conservation office or Section ranger 

will issue a late permit in deserving circumstances. 

No person (employee or visitor) may transport passengers on the back of an open vehicle within the Park, unless in the execution of official 
duties. 

15.2.3.8 Road Rules and Speed Limits 

Road Rules - All personnel, whether in an official or private capacity, must ensure that their driving sets an example to other drivers. 

Although all people working in the Park, may drive at a faster speed than the tourists they must do this as unobtrusively as possible by 
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approaching another vehicle at a decreased speed, passing it and then accelerating slowly to the required speed.  As soon as an on-coming 

vehicle gets in sight, speed must once again be decreased until the vehicle is out of sight.  

Speed limit for personnel - All employees of the Parks Board, as well as employees from outside organizations with written consent, working 

in the KNP, may travel at a maximum speed of 65km/h during day and 50km/h at night regardless of the speed limit.  These speed limits are 

applicable to all official trips and may only be exceeded in emergencies.  Personnel and/or their spouses may also drive at 65km/h during 

the day whilst in their private vehicles en route to the entrance gate closest to their residence.  During private trips in the rest of the Park, the 

designated speed limit has to be adhered to as well as in all the rest camps and personnel villages. Please take note that all transgressors of 

this privilege will be prosecuted in the same way as tourists who disregard the speed limit. 

15.2.3.9 Control at Entrance- and Rest camp Gates 

Entrance gates - When entering or leaving an entrance gate to the Kruger National Park that is officially open, you must identify yourself to 

the tourist officer in charge.  No one may leave a rest camp after-hours unless the local Section ranger has granted permission and anyone 

arriving after-hours at a rest camp must report to the Section ranger. 

15.2.3.10 Entrance toNo-Entry Roads 

Firebreak and patrol roads - Please take note that no one may drive along a firebreak or patrol road with a no-entry sign in their private 
capacity or along any road which has been closed in any way.  Only a Section ranger may give permission to do so.  When a firebreak or 
patrol road has to be used officially the Section ranger must preferable be given prior notice of the date and route.  If it is not possible to 
notify him, it must be done immediately on completion of the trip. 

15.2.3.11 Guest Privileges 

Arrangements regarding guests must be made by the site supervisor in co-operation with the section ranger or Nature Conservation office at 
Skukuza. Only immediate family members (parents or children) will be allowed free access to the Park with the use of an N-number obtainable at 
the Nature Conservation office at Skukuza. 

15.2.4 General Discipline 

15.2.4.1 Personnel 

It is the responsibility of every supervisor in the Park to ensure that the following rules and regulations are brought to the attention of every 
employee under their supervision and to see that regulations are adhered to. Every employee residing or present in living quarters (in a rest 
camp or on site) must: 

 Obey all reasonable and lawful commands given by the Section ranger or someone so authorized by him. 

 Reside only in specific quarters reserved for him. 

 Maintain cleanliness and sanitation in his place of residence. 

No person residing, working or officially present in the Park, is allowed to: 

 Accommodate any unauthorized person, assist him or give him permission to enter or live in any living quarters 

 Behave in such a way as to be detrimental to maintaining discipline, order or health in such quarters 

 Without written permission from the Living quarters Manager, Skukuza or Section ranger. 

  - keep living animals or poultry 
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  - excavate or have excavations made 

  - build or make any alterations to existing buildings 

 in any way, either or directly or indirectly, hinder any employee, security officer, Section ranger or anyone authorized by 
them, in the performance of their duties, inspections or any investigation deemed necessary or purposely hinder, 
obstruct, mislead or refuse to divulge information when requested to, or refuse to assist in any way or heed legitimate 
request or command 

 purposely disturb the peace by making a noise, shouting, screaming, arguing, causing violence or acting violently or 
improperly 

 purposely or negligently cause damage to any tree, shrub, building, fence, pipe, rubbish bin or any other appliance or 
object 

 enter or leave the Park or living quarters other than through the official gates 

 gamble in any way 

 defecate in a place or manner as to offend any other person 

 dispose of rubble or left-overs in any place other than in bins provided 

 keep sorghum beer for longer than 12 hours 

 possess, distribute or introduce photos or literature containing immoral or subversive propaganda 

 be away from their official quarters after 21:00, except in the line of duty 

 Aimlessly loiter or hang around near or in rest camps or personnel living quarters at any time 

 introduce, brew or be in possession of alcohol as described in the Parks Act 

 be in possession of habit forming drugs 

 be in possession of any fresh meat, especially raw venison or other animal products and, if acquired legally, it may not be 
transported out of the park without the necessary Veterinary permits 

 hitch-hike in a Park 

 possess a fire-arm or any dangerous weapon without the necessary permission 

 where work teams reside and work in the field, wander away from the work site or living quarters 

 temporary work teams (Supervisors excluded) are not allowed to receive visitors in the Park 

15.2.4.2 General 
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Outside organizations working in the park must recruit and employ personnel in conjunction and with the permission of the Division of 
Human Resource. It is the contractor’s responsibility to ascertain the rules and regulations laid down by Human Resources division. 

15.2.5 Malaria and Malaria Control 

All residents of the Park must be aware of the fact that they live in an endemic malaria infested area and are constantly exposed to the 
disease. 

Malaria is a potentially dangerous disease and if not treated timeously and correctly, can be fatal.  It is therefore extremely important that all 
residents, their children and their employees take adequate preventative measures to protect themselves from the disease. 

Malaria is a disease caused by small parasites which destroy the red blood corpuscles of an affected person.  Parasites are t ransmitted from 
person to person by the anopheles mosquitoes.  Various types of malaria occur of which plasmodium falciparum is the most common and 
also the most dangerous. 

The possibility of contacting the disease can be reduced by avoiding mosquito bites and by taking prophylactics which prevent the 
development of the parasites in the body. 

Malaria mosquitoes are most active during the spring and summer months yet the most dangerous time in the Kruger National Park is during 
April and May and up until the first winter cold snap suppresses them.  Preventative measures must be taken at the onset of the first spring 
rains right up until the first cold spell in June after which measures can be relaxed.  Please be aware of the fact that people have contracted 
the disease during the winter months in endemic areas. 

15.2.5.1 Preventing Mosquito Bites 

The Parks Board in conjunction with the Department of Health, control anopheles mosquitoes in malaria areas.  Residences are sprayed 
with pesticides, when requested by the owner, to kill mosquitoes that enter houses and where possible all open water and breeding sites are 
also treated to kill mosquito larvae.  Gauze on windows and doors is effective in keeping mosquitoes out while the spraying of peritine or 
other suitable aerosols at night will kill mosquitoes indoors.  Additional protection, especially for babies would be the use of mosquito nets 
over beds.  Other deterrents are "Peaceful sleep", "mylol", "tabard" etc. which can be rubbed or sprayed on to the body when outdoors.  
They are especially useful for people who are allergic to prophylactics or suffer from porphyria. 

Prophylactics - There are no prophylactic which offer complete protection.  In spite of all the above precautions, it is still possible to be 

bitten by an anopheles mosquito while braaing outdoors etc. To further reduce the risk of contracting malaria, it is necessary to take 

the proper prophylactics according to prescription.  This prevents the malaria parasite from completing its cycle in the human body.  

The parasite's incubation period is 1-3 weeks and it is therefore necessary to take prophylactics for at least 4 weeks after leaving a malaria 

area or at the end of the active period which is about the end of May.  The medication is completely safe if taken at the prescribed dosages, 

though some people suffer side effects.  Please consult your physician accordingly. 

Dosage - Please consult the local physicians in Skukuza regarding the most effective medication and dosages, as they are experts 
in the prevention and treatment of malaria. 

NB. Anyone developing symptoms of malaria (headache, body pains, alternating hot and cold fevers, high temperatures) must 

consult their physician immediately and inform him of your visit to a malaria area. Do not accept that these are just influenza symptoms.  

The most appropriate time for a doctor to diagnose malaria by making use of a blood smear is during an acute fever attack. If you are unable 

to consult a doctor immediately and suspect malaria, take a thick blood smear during the first fever attack for a later diagnosis.  (All Section 

rangers have glass slides). Start treatment immediately as if you have contracted malaria. 

At present the most effective home treatment is to take FANSIDAR according to instructions. 

The most effective method of malaria prevention for you, your family and your work team, is to adhere strictly to the above instructions.    
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15.3 ANNEXURE A3 – GUIDELINES FOR THE PROVISION OF ARTIFICIAL WATER IN THE KNP CONCESSION AREAS 

 

15.3.1 The contract document 

15.3.1.1 Water sources for attracting wildlife 

An Artificial Water Provision Policy is in place within the KNP and any opening or closing of water holes must be done in 

consultation with SANParks staff and with due cognisance of this Policy. SANParks reserves the right to close any water 

features as necessary to carry out its park management activities. Every effort will be made not to close water features in 

Concession areas over the life of the concession period. The EIA must include an assessment of all artificial water features.  The 

exact design, size and location of new water features must be determined in consultation with SANParks. 

15.3.2 The KNP's water distribution policy (abstracts) 

Based on the ecological role of water and the unnatural influences that have been imposed on the KNP, the water provision 

policy may be divided into two main categories, i.e. 

 water provision away from perennial rivers and,  

 stabilization of the perennial rivers. 

15.3.2.1 Water resources away from perennial rivers. 

The artificial provision of water is accepted as justified, provided: 

 i) It is in accordance with natural ecosystem principles. 

 ii) Full control may be exerted over the resource. 

 

The following considerations are of relevance: 

 i) Water may only be provided to augment existing natural resources 

ii) Water resources should not be created to overrule the ecological effects of natural and environmental 
fluctuations 

iii) Provision of artificial water supplies should not be designed to alter or disrupt the natural distribution and 
relative density patterns of animal populations or aquatic systems, including seasonal differences 

iv) These artificial water holes should be properly managed and periodically closed down when they are not 
necessary (i.e. when adequate veld water is available) to give the veld a resting period and to allow for a more 
natural pasture rotation grazing pattern. 

v) Catchment dams in seasonal watercourses are normally no longer justified in providing additional water 
resources during periods of drought, due to the following reasons: i.e. 

  a) Wide expanses of water are alien to the KNP ecosystem. 
b) Full control over the water resource is difficult. 

15.3.2.2 Perennial rivers 

At this stage only the Crocodile and Sabie Rivers, of all the KNP's perennial rivers, are of relevance to the concession areas. A 

continuous flow of these rivers is now almost guaranteed due to the following reasons: 

 i) Changes in the new Water Act and general policy with regard to rivers, which makes  provision for an 
ecological reserve. 

 ii) The increase in awareness about the plight of rivers. 
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 iii) The increased status of conservation areas.  

It is therefore not necessary to consider any form of artificially provided water to stabilise water sources in the perennial  rivers. 

The first of three phases of the new water provision policy was implemented in 1998 when a number of existing artificial water 

points was closed down.  

15.3.3 Critical implications in providing artificial water. 

i) Providing water on vulnerable soils, such as brackish soils or against easily erodible slopes, should be avoided. 

ii) Rare game species, like sable, might be negatively influenced or driven from an area if water is provided in areas where 
they normally occur. They don't take well to the competition of other species. This is probably also true of black rhino, 
which in general avoid areas with large concentrations of white rhino. 

 There are conclusive evidence that the indiscriminate provision of artificial water over many years in the KNP and 
adjacent private nature reserves have impacted negatively on the numbers and distribution of rare species like roan, 
tsessebe, eland and sable. Further pressure on these species should be avoided at all cost. 

iii) Artificial water shouldn't be provided in or next to drainage systems that have their origin inside the KNP. 

iv) Avoid the placement of artificial water in summer grazing areas. 

v)  No water points will be allowed in Wilderness zones. 

vi) Artificial water may be provided if it compensates for natural water that use to be available in an area, but are now 
influenced by unnatural or manmade causes. 

vii) Daily journeys of up to 5 km to water seem typical for medium sized ungulates such as wildebeest and zebra, while 
elephant, buffalo and rhino are capable of traveling much further.  Water points must therefore not be seen as the only 
and exact points where game will be encountered during dry seasons. Water points in areas adjacent to concession 
areas will definitely also make a positive contribution to game distribution in concession areas. 

viii) Opening a number of artificial water points in concession areas could have a detrimental effect on the KNP in the long 
run, because of the interference with the natural processes. The consequences are not fully predictable. It is also 
possible that game might move completely out of areas where water is artificially provided in search of better grazing at 
certain times of the year and because of overgrazing in the vicinity of the artificial water source. 

ix) The long-term sustainability of species diversity and population densities in concession areas should receive preference 
over a short-term opportunistic management approach. 

x) In contrast to small private nature reserves, the KNP is a large open system in which game moves around freely and 
where movements are dictated by a number of environmental factors. This makes the distribution and numbers of 
species less predictable than in the smaller reserves. 

xi) Close down boreholes during a good rainy season in order to conserve underground water and to prohibit trampling of 
areas around a water point. 

xii) The use of solar pumps instead of windmills are aesthetically more acceptable 

xiii) If there is a need to put a mechanical pump on a borehole, stay within the prescribed pump rates to avoid over-utilization 
of the borehole. 
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15.3.4 Mpanamana Concession Area 

15.3.4.1 The current situation. 

The Crocodile River on the southern boundary of the concession area is a perennial river with a continuous flow, which can be 
guaranteed almost 100 %. It has several measuring weirs along its length in the KNP, which al low the Department of Water 
Affairs and Forestry to manage the flow in the river properly. Large concentrations of game gather on the northern bank during 
dry periods ensuring year round good game viewing in the area. 

The Jubilala, Shiglibeleni and Nwangala streams act as drainage systems for the greater part of the Lebombo mountains in 
this area. The pools in the rocky bottoms of these streams last very well in most years. The Mpanamana and Dzuweni spruits 
on the plains have large, almost permanent pools, which last very well, ensuring well-distributed natural water over the whole 
area. 

Mpanamana dam, which is situated more or less in the center of the concession area, has only dried up during an exceptional 
dry period in the early nineties. Game concentrations at the dam during drier times are of the most spectacular in all of the KNP. 
Nhlanganzwane dam to the north and Makohlolo dam to the west of the concession area ensure that the game on the plains 
stay in the area all year round. 

15.3.4.2 Recommendations 

With the almost guaranteed availability of water in the Crocodile River and at Mpanamana dam, there is no specific need to 
supply additional artificial water in the area. 

A single small water feature at the proposed main lodge site might enhance game viewing from the lodge and will definitely 
improve the aesthetic appeal of the site.  

 

FINAL ARRANGEMENTS 

 
a) An artificial water feature may be constructed at the main lodge site along the Nwangela spruit. 
b) The water used for the water feature will form part of the lodge quota of 350l/person/day, or must be from 

recycled/grey water from the lodge. 
c) The final design of the water feature must still be finalised.  
d) If there is a threat of Mpanamana dam drying up during severe drought conditions, consideration may be 

given to artificially supplement the water in the dam with water from the flycamp borehole. The water used will 
however form part of the daily quota of 350l/person/day. 

e) The need for a small waterhole at the mountain flycamp was discussed, but the concessionaire is uncertain at 
this stage if it will be required. A final decision will be taken at a later stage.      

f) No other artificial waterholes will be constructed in the Mpanamana Concession Area. 
g) The water feature and the use thereof will be subject to the management principles of the Water Provision 

Policy of the KNP. The KNP may take a decision in future to close the waterhole if an unnatural degree of 
environmental degradation (overgrazing, erosion, etc.) occurs. 
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15.3.5 Lukimbi Concession Area. 

15.3.5.1 The current situation 

The Crocodile River, near the southern boundary of the concession area, is one of the KNP perennial rivers with an almost 100 
percent guaranteed flow throughout the year even under severe drought conditions. A number of measuring weirs in the river in 
the KNP enable the Department of Water Affairs and Forestry to actively monitor and manage the flow in the river under any 
conditions. Water can be released from dams in the catchment of the river to supplement the flow in the river during times of  low 
flow. 

The Biyamiti and Mlambane rivers, two of the major tributaries of the Crocodile River in the KNP, originate entirely inside the 
park. This enable the KNP to have full control over these streams with the result that they operate completely natural. Both have 
large, fairly permanent pools along their lengths. Due to the large sandy bottoms of these streams, elephants and other game 
can dig for water quite successfully which also create relative permanent sources of water throughout most years. The 
Lwakahle stream, although a bit shorter and smaller than the previous two, has almost the same qualities. 

There are a few well-developed seasonal pans on the water shed between the Mlambane and Lwakahle catchments in the 
concession area, which have had water throughout the year over the past few years. They are probably some of the most 
permanent pans in all of the KNP. 

There are two windmills, Blinkwater and Biyamiti, along the Biyamiti which are still operational due to the fact that they are 
along a tourist road. The boreholes have never dried up in the past ensuring permanent water available in the area. The closest 
other artificial water to the area is at Ampie windmill, a few kilometers higher up along the Mlambane, which won't have much of 
an influence on the concession area itself. 

15.3.5.2 Recommendations 

With the Crocodile River on the southern boundary of the concession area and with the three large tributaries running through 
the concession, it is felt that there is an adequate supply of permanent natural water in the area. 

The water situation in the concession is further secured by the two boreholes on the Biyamiti. During exceptionally dry periods 
game will still have the option of using the Crocodile River in the south or the two water points along the Biyamiti in the north. 
This will undoubtedly result in a very even distribution of game over the whole concession area. 

It is recommended that over time the two windmills along the Biyamiti be replaced by solar pumps which would make the area 
aesthetically more pleasing. 

An additional water point or water feature at the lodge site will add to the availability of water in the area and will attract game 
towards the center of the concession area. However, due to the high density of black rhinos in this concession area, care must 
be taken that this additional source of permanent water does not have a detrimental effect on their numbers. 

 

FINAL ARRANGEMENTS 

a) An artificial waterhole may be constructed in front of the Lukimbi lodge site approximately 100 meters away 
across the Lwakahle River. 

b) No other artificial waterholes will be constructed in the Lwakahle Concession Area. 

c) The waterhole will be a small (8-10m diameter), organically shaped depression or basin constructed from clay. 

d) Provision of water to the waterhole must be from recycled water from the lodge operations OR will form part 
of the quota for the lodge of 350l/person/day, pumped from the boreholes at the lodge site. 

e) The waterhole and the use thereof will be subject to the management principles of the Water Provision Policy 
of the KNP. The KNP may take a decision in future to close the waterhole if an unnatural degree of 
environmental degradation (overgrazing, erosion, etc.) occurs. 
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15.3.6 Jock Concession Area. 

15.3.6.1 The current situation. 

The Biyamiti River, which flows through the concession area, is one of the largest drainage systems that originate inside the 
KNP. The fact that it originates close to Pretoriuskop in the highest rainfall area in the KNP, makes it one of the most reliable of 
the non-perennial rivers in the park. Regular floods replenish the pools on a regular basis throughout most seasons. The wide 
sandy bottom of the river also makes it possible for elephants to dig very successfully for water, contributing to the almost 
permanent availability of natural water in the area.  

The Mtomeni tributary, which joins the Biyamiti River at the current lodge site, is in itself quite a significant drainage system. It 
originates in the high rainfall Malelane mountains to the southwest, which ensure extended water flow through most seasons. 

The Nkombanini and Ngwenyeni windmills along the Biyamiti were closed down during 1998 when it was decided in the new 
Management Plan of the time to follow a more natural approach to management practices in the KNP. 

15.3.6.2 Recommendations 

Natural water in the concession area is available in abundant supplies during most years, because of the origin of the Biyami ti 
and Mtomeni drainage systems in the high rainfall areas of Pretoriuskop and the Malelane mountains. The need to supplement 
these natural water sources will only be necessary during prolonged dry periods. 

The following options are proposed in terms of the provision of artificial water: 

 i Only re-activate the boreholes at Nkombanini and Ngwenyeni during extremely dry conditions to  minimize the impact 
on the normal game distribution pattern in the area. 

ii Alternate the use of these water points during dry periods. 

 iii Use and develop one of the water points permanently, but manage it in relation to the principles  that was explained in 
the Water Provision Policy. 

The Nkombanini water point is situated on an extensive sodic patch with the resultant danger that extensive soil erosion might 
develop over time if the water point is kept open permanently. On the other hand, this water point is situated more central to the 
concession area and therefore probably the preferred option if it is decided to develop one of the water points. It might be 
necessary to develop another more natural water feature away from the present drinking trough to get away from the sodic area. 

The development of a water feature in the front of the lodge at Jock in the Biyamiti might be sufficient to ensure permanent water 
within the concession area. 

 

FINAL ARRANGEMENTS 

a) Jock Concession will be allowed to maintain a waterhole at Ngwenyeni and Nkombanini  boreholes under 
the following conditions: 

 - The waterholes will be managed in line with the principles of the Water Provision Policy of the KNP in that it may only 
be activated at the beginning of the dry season, depending on the availability of natural water in the veld. The local 
Section Ranger and Concessionaire must agree on when to activate or close the boreholes. 

 - The waterhole at Ngwenyeni may be placed on a different (improved) site in the vicinity of the current borehole – it is 
the choice of the concessionaire. 

 - The trough at Nkombanini must be removed and the area rehabilitated (currently on a sodic patch).  The new 
waterhole must be placed in an environmentally more acceptable area, i.e. stabile soils and it is proposed that the 
waterhole be established in a close-by natural pan area. This was done with the approval of the Division: Conservation 
Services.  

 - The maintenance of the windmills, reservoirs, trough at Ngwenyeni and new waterhole at Nkombanini will be the 
responsibility of the concessionaire. 

b) The Concessionaire must implement a monitoring programme to measure the impacts of the use of the two 
waterholes. 
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c) A small waterhole may be developed in front of the Jock Lodge site, across the Biyamite  River on the 
following conditions: 

 - Provision of water to the waterhole will be from recycled water from the lodge operations, OR will form part of the 
quota for the lodge of 350l/person/day, pumped from the existing borehole at the site. 

d) No other artificial waterholes will be constructed in the Jock Concession Area. 

e) All the waterholes and the use thereof are subject to the management principles of the  Water Provision 
Policy of the KNP. The KNP may take a decision in future to close the  waterholes if an unnatural degree of 
environmental degradation (overgrazing, erosion, etc.) occurs. 
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15.3.7 Tinga Concession Area. 

15.3.7.1 The current situation 

The Sabie River, which borders the concession along its entire length, is generally considered to be the most permanent of the 
perennial rivers in the KNP. This river has never stopped flowing in living memory and therefore provides a permanent source of 
water to the Tinga concession area. 

The Sand River, which forms the northeastern boundary of the concession area, doesn't quite fall in the same category. This 
river flows through most years and seasons, but dry up during drought periods. 

Apart from the rivers, there are also two fairly large emergency dams adjacent and to the west of the Skukuza staff village. 
These dams are kept full artificially to provide water to the rest camp and village in case of an emergency such as a disastrous 
event of pollution in the river. 

15.3.7.2 Recommendations. 

It will be unnecessary to consider the provision of artificial water in the Tinga concession area. Nowhere within the concession 
area are game further than three kilometers from the permanent water of the Sabie river. 

It can also be expected that there will be a large influx of game during dry periods to make use of the Sabie River as a 
permanent water source. There are no other artificial water sources in the area to detract the game from this possibility. 

 

FINAL ARRANGEMENTS 

  
a) An artificial waterhole may be constructed adjacent to the northern boundary of the Jakkalsbessie lodge site. 
b) Water will be pumped to this waterhole from the Sabie river and all excess water will flow back into the Sabie 

river via a small natural drainage line. 
c)  The waterhole and the use thereof will be subject to the management principles of the Water Provision Policy 

of the KNP. The KNP may take a decision in future to close the waterhole if an unnatural degree of 
environmental degradation (overgrazing, erosion, etc.) occurs. 

d) The water feature approved for Narina camp in the EIA will be constructed at the entrance to the lodge and will 
only be for aesthetic purposes and not to attract game. The water used will form part of the daily quota of 
350l/person/day.  

e) No other artificial waterholes will be constructed in the Jakkalsbessie Concession Area. 
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15.3.8 Rhino Walking Safaris Concession Area 

15.3.8.1 Current situation 

The Mutlumuvi stream flows through the middle of the concession area and is a seasonal tributary of the Sand River.  The 
Mutlumuvi originates entirely inside the KNP and flows mostly periodically during the rainy season with a tendency to dry up 
very soon after heavy rains or thunderstorms. 

The Tswiriri and Timbetene spruits are two small tributaries of the Mutlumuvi stream and only flow for short spells immediately 
after a thunderstorm event. 

The Tswiriri dam is situated in the Tswiriri spruit and only holds water through the dry season, depending on the amount of 
water received during the rain season.  The dam has silted up to a large extent and will in all probability only be operational for a 
limited period in future.  There is an unequipped borehole at the dam.  The N’wanitsana dam is situated in the Mutlumuvi spruit 
and due to the fact that it is also silted up, does not keep water for long into the dry period. Both these dams are situated in 
spruits that originate inside the KNP and were built for very specific purposes, i.e. when the western boundary was first erected 
to compensate for the sudden barrier that stopped game movement and loss of access to water.  The western boundary fence 
has since been removed and the game has adapted to the situation with the result that these dams are no longer necessary.  In 
terms of the Water Provision Policy of the park, dams situated in drainage lines that originate inside the KNP need to be critically 
evaluated and where possible decommissioned and the area rehabilitated.  

There are two artificial water points in the concession area, i.e. Xiteveteve and Timbetene.  Both water points are provided with 
water from very strong boreholes that will allow for a constant water supply – even through periods of drought.  In terms of the 
Water Provision Policy, a decision must be taken regarding the future use and existence of these water points, as they are 
situated next to drainage lines that originate inside the park.  Permanent water does not occur naturally in this area and the 
concession area is considered to be a summer grazing area.  The placement of these water points – four kilometers apart in the 
middle of the concession area  - assists in the distribution of game from the middle to the outlying areas of the concession.  The 
current water distribution created a habitat preferred by sable antelope and a large number of animal species are present in 
summer even though they do not occur in large numbers. Both waterholes are placed on sensitive soils and in particular the 
Timbetene water point is situated in a big sodic patch. 

Other artificial water sources close to the concession area include Manzimhlope, Jones Dam, Manzimahledam and Sundwini. 

15.3.8.2 Recommendations 

Natural water is not abundant in the area due to the seasonal nature of the streams and there may be a need to supplement this 
situation with the provision of artificial water holes.  The fact that the current water supply and distribution create a habitat for 
sable antelope must be taken into consideration, but similarly also the fact that all four water points (dams and boreholes) are 
situated next to or in drainage lines that originate inside the KNP.  The sensitivity of the soils in the area does not support the 
maintenance or creation of more artificial water points. The needs of the concessionaire in providing a game viewing experience 
must also be considered for the future existence of one or more of the waterholes. 

The following options are proposed: 

 
i) That the status quo be maintained in that the two dams not be supplemented during the dry season, and that the two 

water points be maintained on a permanent basis, but managed in terms of the Water Provision Policy.  This would 
mean that the dams would be decommissioned in time as a result of siltation.  

ii) Immediate removal of the two dams and rehabilitation of the area, with the further use of the two water points at 
Xiteveteve and Timbetene on a permanent basis, but managed in terms of the Water Provision Policy. 

 
iii) The immediate decommissioning of N’wanitsana dam, with the maintenance of Tswiriri dam and the two artificial water 

points at Xiteveteve and Timbetene. 

NB :  There must be agreement on the responsibility for rehabilitation in all proposed scenarios. 

It is not recommended that any additional artificial water points be considered for the Mutlumuvi concession area, except 
a small waterhole at the main lodge/camp, depending on the exact location of the camp.  SANParks however reserves 
the right to close this waterhole, or any other waterhole, if the impacts thereof are unacceptable. 
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FINAL ARRANGEMENTS 

  
a) An artificial waterhole may be constructed at the main lodge site as approved in the EIA, including the 

necessary mitigation measures as proposed in the Scoping Report. 
b) The waterhole will be a small (8-10m diameter), shaped depression or basin constructed from concrete and 

anchored to bedrock either within the riverbed, or against the opposite bank of the Mutlumuvi spruit. 
c) Provision of water to this waterhole will be from recycled water from the lodge operations OR will form part of 

the quota for the lodge of 350l/person/day, pumped from the boreholes at the lodge site. 
d) The existing waterholes at Timbitene and Xiteveteve will be maintained as is. The two windmills at Timbitene 

will be removed and a solar pump will be installed in an effort to improve the aesthetic appearance of the area. 
The concessionnaire will take over the responsibilty of ensuring a sufficient supply of water to the game using 
that waterhole as well as the maintenance of the solar pump. The two windmills on the dry boreholes at 
Xiteveteve will also be removed for aesthetic reasons. 

e) The status quo will be maintained with regard to Tswiriri dam and N'wanitsana dam.  These dams will be 
managed in terms of the Water Provision Policy and will eventually be decommissioned due to excessive 
siltation.  

f) No other artificial waterholes will be allowed within the Mutlumuvi Concession Area. 
g) All above-mentioned artificial waterholes and the use thereof will be subject to the management principles of 

the Water Provision Policy of the KNP. The KNP may take a decision in future to close some of these 
waterholes if an unnatural degree of environmental degradation (overgrazing, erosion, etc.) occurs. 
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15.3.9 Singita Concession Area. 

15.3.9.1 The current situation 

The Singita Concession Area covers a variety of water features and systems that have proven over the years to be permanent or 
near permanent in nature. 

A weir dams the Nwanetsi stream upstream from the new lodge site and is called the W.N.L.A. dam. A little further downstream 
below the confluence with the Sweni stream, another weir dams the Nwanetsi. The extensive drainage systems of both the 
Nwanetsi and Sweni streams ensure that this dam forms a permanent water body extending well below the new lodge site. Both 
these dams are extensively utilized in dry conditions by a variety of game. 

The Shinkelengane spruit, one of the main tributaries to the Nwanetsi, flows through the middle of the concession area and is 
joined on the way down by a number of smaller streams which feed the Shinkelengane on its way down the slopes of the 
Lemombo mountains. The shallow soils and rocky nature of the Lebombo's ensures a high run-off of any precipitation in the 
area, which results in an abundance of natural water in the area, especially in the Shinkelengane itself. 

To add to this favourable feature, the Gudzane stream on the western side of the concession area is also known to flow for long 
periods of time. If not flowing, it has a series of almost continuous pools that last through most seasons and conditions. The 
Gudzane dam in the Gudzane spruit, a little upstream from its confluence with the Nwanetsi, has never dried up completely 
since its construction many years ago. 

Apart from these water sources in the concession area, there are also a number of other artificial sources just outside of the 
concession. They are Gudzane-east, Lewerik, Msasane and Sonop water points. These sources will also contribute to the 
distribution of game in the concession area during dry periods because of their close proximity to the area. 

15.3.9.2 Recommendations 

The Singita Concession area is well provided for as far as water sources for game is concerned. Not only is there a well 
developed system of natural sources, but they are further supplemented by numerous artificial sources i.e. the two dams in the 
Nwanetsi itself, the dam in the Gudzane spruit and the number of artificial water points adjacent to and around the area.  

The Nwanetsi, Sweni, Shinkelengane and Gudzane streams are well known for their capacity to have water in store through 
most years and conditions (The well-developed riparian vegetation along these streams is a further testimony to this fact.)  Any 
additional artificial water can only be detrimental to the outstanding natural features and natural processes taking place in the 
area, and is not recommended. 

The fact that the lodge itself will be situated on the banks of the Nwanetsi, with a view over the Nwanetsi dam, will make it  
unnecessary to create an additional water feature for the purpose of the lodge. 

 

FINAL ARRANGEMENTS 

 
a) The proposed development of an artificial waterhole opposite the lodge site across the Nwanetsi river was 

investigated in the EIR and the recommendation was that the waterhole not be developed. This was accepted 

by the Concessionaire. 

b) However, the Concessionaire requested that the number, distribution and management of artificial waterholes 

in the Satara/Nwanetsi region be kept under review and rationalised if needed to sustain biodiversity 

throughout the area. This must be done equitably to satisfy the needs and expectations of both the KNP 

guests as well as the Concessionaire's guests. SANParks agreed to this request provided that such 

rationalisation fall within the overall objectives for biodiversity management in the KNP. 

c) No other artificial waterholes will be constructed in the Singita Concession Area due to the availability of 
existing water sources within and adjacent to the concession area.  
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15.3.10 Imbali Concession Area. 

15.3.10.1 The current situation 

Of all the drainage systems running through the Imbali Cconcession area, only the Nwaswitsontso is of any real significance. 
Bordering onto the northern section and meandering through the eastern half of the concession area, this seasonal river will act 
as the main source of water for game in the area. The smaller tributaries feeding into the N'waswitsontso river, such as the 
Pokolweni, Mluwati, Gezantombi and Tswayini spruits, are generally too small to hold water during drier periods. This is 
typical of a so-called summer grazing area, which play an important role in regulating seasonal movements of game throughout 
the park. Such areas are vital in maintaining the long-term sustainability of meaningful numbers of game in a specific area. 

A significant part of the catchment of the Nwaswitsontso originates outside the KNP's western boundary where the KNP doesn't 
have control of the use and flow of the river. It was always part of the water policy to compensate for such unnatural situations 
through stabilization of known water pools inside the Park's boundaries. A number of boreholes have been drilled and a series of 
water points established at Mahlobyanine, Talamati, Fairfield, Monzwene and Ngwenyeni. 

In addition to this, a dam was built in the Nwaswitsontso at Ngwenyeni. This dam is known for holding water for long periods of 
time and even when dry, it maintain a high underground water table that allow animals such as elephants to dig for water quite 
successfully. 

It may even be argued that an excessive number of artificial water points have been established in a relatively small area and 
that the closing down of some of these points will have to be considered in future. It is however not the purpose of this document 
to discuss the merits of the situation at this stage and we will leave it at that for the moment.  

There was a time when water was also artificially provided in the upper reaches of the Tswayini spruit. This was done during 
and immediately after the erection of the western boundary fence to provide alternative sources of water to the game whose 
natural migration routes, and access to water sources further west, was cut-off by the fence. The game in the area has since 
adapted to the situation with the result that the water there is no longer necessary. The windmill has since been removed and the 
little earthen dam fortunately washed away. The KNP water policy is quite explicit on artificial water points like these old ones at 
Tswayini. Water would only have occurred there naturally for a very short period of time immediately after good rains and 
therefore no permanent source of water can be established here. 

15.3.10.2 Recommendations 

It is not recommended that any additional artificial water points be considered for the Imbali Concession area. The situation at 
the moment is very close to ideal in the sense that water has been provided where it was necessary to compensate for unnatural 
losses, while the rest of the area has not been interfered with and left in it's natural state. This gives us a very dist inct difference 
between summer and winter grazing areas, which is the way it was always meant to be. 

It will be necessary however to manage the artificial water points along the Nwaswitsontso quite intensively for them to operate 
as naturally as possible, to save the underground water and to avoid the trampling of the areas around the water points. 

A water feature in front of the lodge might be acceptable and will add another water point to the series of well -established 
existing points. 

 

FINAL ARRANGEMENTS: 

 
a) Approval was granted for the construction of an artificial waterhole at the Imbali Main lodge site under the 

following conditions: 

  -  The artificial waterhole may be developed in front of the lodge on the opposite bank of the Nwaswitsontso River 

in a small natural clay depression. 

 -  The waterhole may not exceed 10 x 15 meters in size. 

b) Approval was granted for the construction of a small artificial waterhole at Hoyo Hoyo Satellite Camp under 

the following conditions: 
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 -  The waterhole may be developed in a small natural clay depression on the northern side of the Mluwati spruit 

next to the camp. 

 -  The waterhole may not exceed 10 x 15 meters in size. 

c) Approval was granted to construct a small waterhole in the Ngwenyeni dam basin on the following conditions: 

 -  That the waterhole only be constructed in the event of Ngwenyeni dam drying up. 

 -  Water may only be supplied to this waterhole until the dam receives water after the first rains. 

d) Provision of water to all the approved waterholes will be from recycled water from the lodge/camp operations 

OR will form part of the quota for the lodge/camp of 350l/person/day, pumped from the boreholes at the 

lodge/camp sites. 

e) No other artificial waterholes will be constructed in the Mluwati Concession Area. 

f) All the waterholes and the use thereof will be subject to the management principles of the Water Provision 
Policy of the KNP. The KNP may take a decision in future to close these waterholes if an unnatural degree of 
environmental degradation (overgrazing, erosion, etc.) occurs. 
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15.4 ANNEXURE A4 - THE INTERIM GUIDELINES FOR THE COLLECTION AND UTILISATION OF RIVER SAND IN THE 
KNP. 

(These Guidelines were approved by the Conservation Services Standing Committee Meeting, KNP until the legalities around the harvesting 
of sand and gravel in national parks can be finalised.) 

The KNP may consider accommodating small-scale requests on an individual basis and within the following parameters: 

1. Sand utilisation requests may be considered within well-motivated and defined limits (usually for specific construction or maintenance 

projects). 

2. If granted, sand may only be removed from rivers originating outside of the KNP, where it can be argued that unnatural sediment yields 

are due to anthropogenic changes in the upper catchments.  

3. The natural pattern of flows and water quality of the rivers may not be affected or disturbed. 

4. An impact evaluation must always precede the removal of sand from a new site or source.  

5. No new access roads to the riverbanks will be considered or allowed. 

6. If the activity is approved, an EMP must be drafted to guide the operations and the rehabilitation / resculpting requirements stipulated. 

This document must include inputs from the local section ranger and be submitted to the KNP Manager: IEM for comment and 

approval. 

7. A ceiling of removal is established per request (i.e. an overall maximum limit shall be determined for any sand removal from anywhere 

in the KNP). 

8. If there is a conflict between financial considerations (i.e. costs) and environmental considerations, the environmental concerns must 

carry precedence. 

9. The KNP reserves the right to stop removal of sand before set limits are reached if a negative impact is observed. 

10. Regular inspections by the local section ranger will be essential to monitor and audit the effects and impacts of such removals. 

11. No requests for permission to collect river sand resources from within the boundaries of the KNP for commercial purposes will  be 

entertained until legal clarity is received. 

12. All requests must be channelled through the General Manager: Conservation Services for further consideration – this will include new 

requests by concessionaires.  

13. Current KNP utilisation practices must be evaluated in conjunction with Technical Services and a streamlined approach determined, 

agreed to and implemented, including an EMP.  

14. Applications from neighbouring landowners will be evaluated on merit. Harvesting of sand must be for the sole use of the neighbouring 

landowner / community member who requested permission (i.e. there will be NO REMOVAL FOR COMMERCIAL GAIN OR LARGE-

SCALE CONSTRUCTION WORKS, ETC). Similarly, the sand will only be utilised on the property adjacent to the KNP (i.e. not 

transported further a field). If no suitable sites are available in the immediate vicinity of the neighbouring applicant, permission will not 

be granted.  

Environmental auditing is essential to document the effects of sand removals. 
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15.5 ANNEXURE A5 – PROPOSED POLICY FOR THE ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT OF FIRE IN THE KRUGER NATIONAL 
PARK 

Policy revision co-ordinated and document prepared, by Harry Biggs. April 2002. 

 

Participants in policy revision: several SANParks researchers notably Andre Potgieter; many SANParks Management staff 
including especially Louis Olivier, Bruce Leslie, Johann Oelofse and Nicholus Funda; and several of our regular fire advisors, in 
particular Winston Trollope and Bruce Brockett.  In addition, Navashni Govender and Sandra MacFadyen are thanked for 
technical help. 
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Summary 

The fire management system being proposed for the Kruger National Park must satisfy the Park’s recently revamped ecosystem 
objectives, which stress heterogeneity over space and time.  The current intended lightning-driven system meant to achieve this, 
but proved to be dominated instead by fires caused by illegal immigrants.  This led to revision, which was well underway before 
the tragic fire of 4th September 2001, an event which served to help unify relationships between this and KNP fire security 
policies.  

 

Areas of continuing debate include understanding the implications of the role of early man in shaping the landscape with fire, as 
contrasted with justification behind demands for “hands-off” wilderness management. Cognisance has to now also be taken of 
the reality of concession areas and their need for smaller-scale fire heterogeneity patterns and lower levels of risk appropriate to 
their geographically more confined operations. The experimental burnplots (EBP’s) operated since the mid-1950’s are 
discussed, including recent initiatives which are making these results more valuable to our current objectives. 

 

Despite these challenges, much has been definitively learnt, for instance that point ignitions are preferable, that there should be 
limits on total extent allowed to burn, and that the system employed must include enough cautiously thought-through variants to 
allow us to learn.   The strategic adaptive approach is embedded in the proposed system by TPC’s3 being built into the proposed 
operations, two of the most important ones being measured and evaluated by rangers directly. 

 

Consequences arising from fire policies during the era during which fire management was intended to be dominated by lightning 
(1993-2001), are reviewed, as is the LASHFIRE trial, a planned experiment to realistically review practical alternatives to 
lightning fire systems. Reasons for dissatisfaction with the intended lightning system are highlighted, the main one being that the 
system in practice turned out instead to be driven largely by illegal transmigrants setting fires on their way through the park. 
Apart from proposing an alternative system, we also recommend the planned LASHFIRE trial now be shelved, for reasons of our 
having outgrown its philosophical base, and having integrated most proposed variants that would have been tested in isolation, 
into the newly proposed fire system anyway. The basis for a healthy relationship between the ecosystem fire management 
policy, and the KNP fire security policy (designed to protect humans and infrastructure) is considered, threats posed by fire to 
animals is also being discussed. The need for training, and the emergence of Fire Protection Associations, is mentioned.  

 

An innovative and seemingly practical way of uniting the best available components of patch mosaic fire philosophy 
with range condition and lightning fire philosophy, and embracing the reality of transmigrant burns, is proposed. It 
involves setting annual and monthly burn targets based mainly on vegetation measurements taken at the start of the 
season. Each month from early in the fire season, patch fires are put in by rangers towards a target also influenced by 
transmigrant fires. Adaptive “catching-up” or “slackening-off” is practised as the season progresses, to try to keep 
somewhere near target.  Rangers will generally stop setting fires at the onset of the lightning season to then allow 
lightning a chance to contribute as a natural source.  Slight variations, to enable learning while managing, are imposed 
for wilderness areas, non-wilderness areas and concession areas, and other variations (such as amount of lightning 
influence in different areas) will arise over time as a natural contrast. 

 

In this way, lightning has the best safe chance of burning significant areas, instead of these areas being pre-empted earlier in the 
season by (often rampant) transmigrant fires. Generally, all fires are point ignitions. Wilderness areas are allocated the least 
invasive form of fire management, and concessions are given maximum safeguards permissible within a biodiversity 
management philosophy. Rangers will once again feel a sense of empowerment in fire management, and develop fire setting 
skills.  

 

At all times during the learn-as-we-manage process described above, the central suite of TPC’s operated in the KNP will act as 
the “referee’s rules” for the desirability or otherwise of these systems. Systems exceeding TPC’s will be discontinued or adapted. 
Certain focussed research projects may need to be solicited to answer particular questions not amenable to resolution using the 

                                                             

3 TPC’s are Thresholds of Potential Concern, which are monitoring endpoints based on objectives describing the 

desired state for the Park. They are a variation on Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC’s) and are discussed 

extensively in Box 3 page 14 of the Revision of the KNP Management Plan (Braack, 1997). 
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regular monitoring programme, whose scope should in any event be scrutinised to make it as simple and practical as feasible in 
future. 

Practical ways of transferring the technology, and the overall way forward, are discussed. 

 

Introduction and Background 

Fire management practices in conservation areas have remained contentious for decades, for three basic reasons.  Fire is an 
obvious ecosystem driver (Walker 1987), there are important gaps in our understanding about the actual effects of fire including 
the interactive effects together with other factors such as herbivory (Bond 1997), and multiple practical fire management opt ions 
appear to be available to managers (Bradstock et al. 1998). These three factors imply that managers realise the importance of 
fire, feel the need to choose between options to manage it, but acknowledge that the decisions are currently being taken on 
imperfect knowledge.  Ongoing research into fire management  thus appears important (Braack 1997), as does the learning-
while-doing operating principle stressed in Vol VII of the management plan.  

 

Our mandate to derive a fire policy rests on the belief that certain fire management systems will better than others “maintain 
biodiversity in all its facets and fluxes” as stated in our vision. Braack, in the 1997 management plan revision, states  

“the intent is to adopt a fire policy which tries to approximate the frequency, seasonal distribution, intensity and extent o f fire 
which has shaped the Lowveld savanna and with which the biotic components have co-evolved. Modern human impact has 
grossly affected the historic “natural” fire pattern, or pattern which could reasonably be expected to prevail had human population 
growth and cultural practice not changed so rapidly and dramatically”. 

 

This raises a currently unanswerable question which bedevils fire ecosystem management debates – namely, what role did early 
man play? Apart from the knowledge that early man in Africa has been setting veldfires in some or other manipulative way for up 
to a million years, little is known of the extent to which this happened and likely patterns which prevailed. Some preliminary work 
done in the region (Connor, pers. comm.), investigating the role of human-induced fires over the last two thousand years, was 
unable to come up with definitive evidence except that such fires were present, and probably at greater intensity at least during 
the militant Difequane period. 

  

One strict interpretation of the wilderness ethic seeks to eliminate the effect of man completely, believing lightning constitutes the 
only valid ignition source in the region. The fact that a footnote to the mission statement of the KNP (Braack, 1997) 
acknowledges “the integral part which pre-industrial man in low densities had in the Park, existing as a harmonious component 
of ecosystem diversity”, suggests that anthropogenic fire needs to be condoned in some way at least. The “fire shortfall 
argument” states that a certain number of human-ignited fires which might escape control, are acceptable for the following 
reasons:  

 early humans resident centuries ago in low numbers in the area which is now the Park would probably have burnt 
fires, contributing to the architecture of the landscape. 

 the high boundary : perimeter ratio of the long, narrow KNP, with in recent times very few fires ignited outside, or 
(if ignited) almost none spreading in from outside the Park, has certainly led to a reduction in the number of fires 
that would have otherwise spread to inside the park area.  

 

There is no guarantee, however, that those human-ignited fires now arising within the borders of the KNP (currently due mainly 
to illegal transmigrants) and which cannot be extinguished immediately, cause fires similar in area, frequency, seasonality or 
intensity to fires caused by the two historical sources mentioned above. The policy proposed here reflects the inability of 
concerted efforts over the last decades, to reduce the flow of illegal transmigrants across the park to a level where their fires are 
not a problem for management, and at this time this level of ignitions by them is considered a given. It may, however, be 
possible (Trollope, pers comm) to influence their fire-setting behaviour, something which has never been attempted in practice in 
this region. In essence, this proposal arose as a direct response to illegal transmigrant fires, and it will be reasonable to consider 
possible changes to it, if and when such pressure abates.  

  

After first giving a historical overview, this proposal suggests a policy modification arising after nearly ten years of experience 
with a fire management system which attempted to maximise lightning-induced burns and suppress fires from all other causes. 
This lightning policy itself could be seen as having been built partly on experience in the forty years before. The current policy 
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attempts to also take into account what has been learnt from the cumulative research and experience over the last half -century 
(after van Wilgen, pers comm): 

 that a diverse composition - enhancing carrying capacity - can be expected if the veld is burnt according to veld 
condition assessment criteria4.  

 that point ignitions are preferable to perimeter ignitions around blocks 

 that variability in regime is desirable 

 that there should be limits on the total area allowed to burn (based on the year’s biomass production).  

 that density and morphology of woody plants can be influenced by fire regime, in certain reasonably understood 
ways. 

 

We have also learnt some institutional lessons: 

 that we should not at this (or perhaps any future) stage proceed with a single fire management method over the 
whole area - thus precluding the opportunity to learn by comparing different actions. 

 that the threshold for potential concern (TPC) approach adopted in the KNP management plan is highly suited to 
the adaptive management we strive to practice.   

 

Apart from the sound foundation laid by many pioneers (as reviewed by Trollope, 1998), changes in perceptions of how 
ecosystems function (Peel et al, 1998) require that our approach also support multiple views of these possible functional 
pathways. To this end, a good basis of recently analysed fire data and proposed alternative practical fire systems is available, as 
exemplified by publications such as van Wilgen et al (2000), van Wilgen et al (1998), Trollope et al (1996), and Brockett et al 
(2001).  The Kruger Park, with the assistance of acclaimed fire ecologists, is thus in a leading position to now answer many 
questions needed for further guidance in biodiversity management. 

 

Without  placing value judgements onto any philosophical underpinning, fire management policies in conservation areas have 
tended at various times to be influenced by one or more of four basic beliefs or goals.  These were: creation of desired (and 
previously usually fairly fixed) endpoints in vegetation structure and composition, sometimes contrasted (Trollope et al. 1996) 
with the second one, a belief in a wilderness-based ecosystem philosophy; thirdly, a heterogeneity paradigm, supporting 
enhancement of patchiness (Wiens 1997), and finally, a conviction that early man may have strongly influenced the evolution of 
savannas in Africa by using fire in ways we might choose to emulate (Bond 1997). No final agreement has currently been 
reached on the correct choice or blend of these choices, though this proposal attempts to take elements emanating from all the 
above foundation belief systems into account, and integrate them in a way not achieved before. 

                                                             

4 Although an important realisation, it can be overinterpreted relative to objectives in large natural systems, where the desired 
“natural” heterogeneity does not necessarily imply maximising carrying capacity throughout, or even maintaining one suite of 
diverse grasses at as many points as possible in space and time  
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History of Fire Management policies, with special reference to the recent intended lightning-driven system 

An early account was given by Brynard (1971). Fire management history was reviewed again by Braack in the fire chapter of the 
1997 management update, and in summary by Biggs and Potgieter in 1997. The latter account is repeated here: 

 

“Little is known about fires up to the present century, other than that early inhabitants made at least some use of fire to 
manipulate the range. From the early 1900’s till the mid-1950’s, there was a period of what has been referred to as an era of 
uncontrolled burning (somewhat of an oversimplification) with very low numbers of staff in the early years and large tracts of land 
with no firebreaks. Fire suppression towards the end of this period led inadvertently to some very large fires, the organisation’s 
Board then committing themselves to the appointment of their first research officer and to the initiation of long-term experimental 
burning plots.  At the same time, a so-called triennial burn policy began, with rotational burning of burn blocks delineated by 
firebreaks, to be continued in various forms till 1992 (a description of the variations is available in Trollope et al. 1996). Although 
the initial intention was to burn three-yearly, the later variants of the policy allowed prior field visits with overrride options i.e. the 
field evaluation might result in the block not being burnt for several more years.  For this and other reasons such as the one 
explained below, the mean fire return periods turned out far closer to six years (Trollope et al. 1994). Van Wilgen et al. (in press) 
evaluate the 55-year fire pattern history till 1996 in detail, showing that because of the shape of the cumulative fire probability 
curves (a pattern which needs to be understood clearly by fire managers5) the median fire return period was indeed three to four 
years, even though the average was far longer, as Trollope had shown. Overall, however, the frequency was shorter than is 
generally being judged in the late nineties to be desirable, and, as a result, allegations of possible homogenisation of the 
landscape due to “overburning” and its interactive effects with herbivory,  are being made (Trollope et al. 1998). The intensity of 
fires is now also believed to have been uniformly too high due to the fact that perimeter burning was employed.” 

 

The lightning-fire era (or what it transpires should be called the intended lightning-fire era) began in 1993, 1992 having been year 
of such severe drought and low production that, for all practical purpose, no fires burnt.  This policy supplanted the nearly forty-
year run of rotational burning, and was documented as a formal modification to the then current Management Plan (Joubert 
1986). This nearly amounted to a reversal, with the previous rotational burn policy being to set management fires and suppress 
lightning and “refugee fires”,  this policy now allowing lightning fires and suppressing all others. The underlying reasons for this 
radical change were to be found in the roots of wilderness fire philosophy (Kilgore, 1994), highlighting the belief that lightning 
was the only non-human or “natural” ignition source in this ecosystem. The perceived consequence was thus that this source 
would then lead to a rich “natural” mosaic, with point fires burning at different intensities over different areas under different 
conditions.  Support was also given by certain opinion-formers not necessarily fully aligned with wilderness philosophy, but who 
believed lightning must at least be allowed to play its partial role, and from those who saw an opportunity to now generate more 
patchiness in this way.  An important ancillary issue arising during those discussions was that point ignitions (as would occur 
with lightning) were deemed far more desirable than perimeter ignitions which had been employed till then for the rotational block 
burns. An explicit stipulation was that all lightning fires should burn to their fullest natural extent, with rangers lighting them 
across man-made barriers, such as roads. In practice, this “natural extent” clause proved hopelessly idealistic. A cursory 
examination of any burn outlines (also after the  attempted implementation of these guidelines) shows that the commonest 
reason a fire stopped was that it ran up against a road or firebreak. With the subsequent removal of many firebreaks (discussed 
below) this remained true, but with larger fires being burnt. Another less common reason for larger fires was extreme weather 
(high winds, high temperatures and low humidity) which caused fires to jump roads or firebreaks. Through all this, man-made 
boundaries formed the commenest end-of-fire delineation.  

                                                             

5 The pattern can be understood by imagining say 3 patches (typically burnblocks, in the rotational system)  having 

had the following inter-fire periods making up (say, for simplicity) an exact 21 year fire history – in other words if 

they all burnt in the first and last years as well, the interfire years would total 20 for each: 

Block A: 2yr, 9yr, 4yr, 3yr, 2yr;  Block B: 8yr, 1yr, 11yr;  Block C:  1yr, 5yr, 3yr, 3yr, 8yr. 

Aggregating all interfire periods from short to long gives: 1, 1, 2, 2, 3, 3, 3, 4, 5, 8, 8, 9, 11 yrs 

The average interfire period is 60 yr/13 interfire periods = 4.61 yr while the median (middle value) is 3 yr. 

If the fires were all equally sized, there would thus be 2/13 (15%) of land burnt within 1 yr since a previous fire; 

4/13 (30%) of land within 2 yrs, 7/13 (54%) of land within 3yrs, but then far smaller increments after that.  Persons 

interested in plotting all the points on a graph with x-axis (time since last fire) and y-axis (cumulative % burnt) will 

see a graph typical of inter-fire behaviour of savannas.  
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Braack makes the point in the management review that “the courage represented by this policy was put to severe test during the 
spring of 1996, when large accumulations of grass resulting from the exceptionally wet season of late 1995/early 1996 enabled 
several massive fires in the central and southern KNP, causing considerable public concern and enquiries. Nevertheless, no 
mammal mortality attributable to these fires could be found despite several helicopter and fixed-wing patrols during and 
immediately after the fires, and good follow-up rains resulted in rapid regeneration of grass. Some wildlife managers 
nevertheless felt that had good follow-up rain not fallen at such an opportune time, the consequences could have been dire, and 
this resulted in a re-appraisal during mid-1997 of the “Wilderness Fires” policy”. By 2001 it was clear that 1996 was the only year 
on record in the “lightning-fire-driven era” when lightning fires actually burnt a larger surface area than anthropogenic fires, 
although the perceived threat of drought following very large fires of transmigrant origin is equally (or, because of their 
“unnaturalness” from some viewpoints, even more) worrying. The re-appraisal mentioned led to the so-called “lid-on-fire” 
argument, which, although originally intended as a safety measure for five years, is now widely thought to be permanently 
required. The specifications of this “lid-on-fire” clause strive basically to restrict the area burnt in one season to fewer than 50% 
of whatever (larger-scale) fire management unit is in place, whatever the circumstances. 

 

The change to a lightning-driven fire policy in 1993 took place before the current revision of the KNP management plan in 
1996/97, and it was with great interest that the fire management policy was scrutinised during the revision. The basic elements 
of the new management plan include maintenance of biodiversity and wilderness qualities, while providing human benefits in 
keeping with the organisation’s mission (Braack, 1997).  A clearly traceable objectives hierarchy was generated under this 
overarching objective, to make clear, at different levels of detail, exactly what was being aimed at.  The review team which had 
to flesh out details of policy for fire-related issues in this plan felt it necessary to co-opt several local fire ecologists to assist in 
this endeavour.  The result was a series of workshops during which the principles of the plan were presented to workshop 
participants, who were asked to formulate fire policies compatible with these. The outcome was a series of recommendations: 

 that whatever studies could be undertaken on the 45 year experimental burning plots to feed into of the new 
research and management objectives, should be encouraged. 

 that the SANP should not find itself in the position again, as it did in 1992, where a major change in policy needs 
to take place, and no comparison with any other system is possible. To avoid this, it was eventually decided that 
realistic alternative and continuously adaptive policies should be tested on a landscape scale and probably for at 
least 20 years. This led to the plan for the LASHFIRE trial, which is described below.  

 that the “default” policy of allowing lightning fires to burn could in the meanwhile serve as a likely route to achieve 
lower fire frequencies and richer landscape mosaics. 

 

The LASHFIRE trial as planned 

The trial design is described in detail in Biggs and Potgieter (1999) and summarised here. 

 

Four large experiments, each occupying about 5% of the surface area of the Park, would be placed in the four main vegetation-
soil combinations in the Park (combretum on granite; knobthorn-marula on basalt; mopani on granite; and mopani and grassland 
on basalt). Two were placed in the intended high-impact elephant zones, and two in the low impact zones. Each experiment 
would have three treatments –  

A patch mosaic system (Parr and Brockett 1999; Brockett et al 200). In such a system, an estimate is made at the beginning of 
the fire season (in most years taken as April) of the target percentage to be burnt by the end of the season, based on grass 
biomass at the end of the growth season (also April). This is divided into monthly steps, the earlier months with large numbers of 
small fires, fire size increasing and monthly fire number decreasing as the fuel dries with seasonal progression. All origins of 
point fire are allowed, as long as within the numbers and area guidelines. In practice, most early fires are set by ranger staff, 
usually at random locations, and simply left to burn. The underlying idea is to create an ecologically rich mosaic, and in so doing 
break up the fuel bed as the season progresses, thus reducing the risk of large fires.  The system has been practised with some 
success in several southern African conservation areas. 

A range condition burning system (Trollope et al 1995). In this system veld condition assessment (quantity and composition) is 
undertaken in April and used as a basis for deciding which areas to burn. The objective is to only set fires in areas with 
vegetation characteristics which are known to respond in a way which produces “equally good or better” veld condition, and thus 
avoid veld “degradation”. As stated in an earlier footnote, this is often (but possibly not universally) helpful in maintaining a range 
of diversities in large conservation areas. As adapted to the LASHFIRE plan, up to five point ignitions were to be allowed per 
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block designated to be burnt, with no full perimeter ignitions being allowed. Again, other point ignitions (such as lightning) would 
be allowed as long as the rules were met. 

A lightning-driven system (the same as the rest of the Park outside the experimental area) as described in the previous pages. 
The only reason to have a specific similarly-sized block adjacent to the other two treatments – rather than simply use any other 
area in the Park – was for rigour of comparison. 

Each experimental subunit would be managed in a practicable way (meaning that if selected later as the default for the Park, that 
if it could easily be employed more generally over wider areas in a practical and cost-effective way). Each would be allowed to 
make adaptive changes to the system, and in fact, some level of eventual convergence between systems was anticipated.   A 
more intensive suite of monitoring themes would be implemented in these LASHFIRE areas, allowing close ecological tracking. 
The “refereeing” between systems would be carried out over the anticipated 20-year span,  simply by applying standard Park 
TPCs.  This would include not only fire pattern TPCs (as in van Wilgen et al, 1998) but also all the other TPC themes in the KNP 
monitoring programme (Braack, 1977). Any system consistently outside the “desired state” represented by the joint envelope of 
the TPCs, would be discontinued or adapted. If two or even all three stayed within the envelope, the choice between systems 
would eventually then be made on the basis of practicality (mainly cost-effectiveness and safety criteria) and not on ecosystem 
criteria. This trial reached an advanced stage of preparation, many additional monitoring transects for several biodiversity 
themes having already being put in by 2000. In 2000 a fair amount of prototyping of fire management systems took place, 
particularly of patch mosaic burns in certain of the designated areas. 

 

If the proposal presented below is accepted, the LASHFIRE trial will however, be shelved, and some of the questions it sought to 
answer, addressed in other ways through but now in the normal course of management proposed in the new plan. 

 

 The Experimental Burn Plots (EBPs) 

The recognition of the need to understand the effects of fire prompted the decision-makers in the 1950’s to set out a replicated 
trial of twelve treatment combinations of frequency and season in 7 ha plots, in each of the four major vegetation types in the 
KNP.  This trial and its products were thoroughly reviewed by Trollope at al (1995). Although the experimental treatments were 
faithfully carried out for a half-century, very little was done until recently to analyse data from the trial. The fact that what little 
information was available in 1992 was not directly used to influence the policy change at that time, indicates a disconnect 
between research and management systems in this particular case.  Although the trials have been variously considered to have 
been “conducted at too small a scale”, “based on a regular regime” and “confounded by herbivory”, much can be learnt from 
them in terms of results from the rigorous field experimentation and resultant solid inference. An assertive such initiative is 
currently underway, and the plots have recently attracted so much national and international interest (and are producing so much 
novel and useful science) that KNP needs to consider whether the designation “wrap-up” – as applied to the five year period 
granted to complete work on these plots is appropriate. The plots represent a unique set of interventions which can shed 
important light on, inter alia, vegetation response to global climate change. The fact that KNP’s (historically strong) research 
stature will be an even more important part of its overall portfolio in a globalising world, dicates that we take any decisions on 
downscaling or closure of the EBPs with care, outside involvement and great discretion. The EBP trial, in spite of the original 
intentions of it designers, should no longer seen as a realistic management experiment, but rather as a rigid scientific trial for 
promoting understanding of fire-herbivory interactions, potentially useful in understanding basic relationships in the ecosystem, 
and for assisting in the calibration of TPCs. 

 

Additional considerations in formulating fire policy 

 

Threats to human safety and infrastructure due to fires 

Fire security issues (such as timeous burning of firebreaks round camps and round parts of the border of the Park), have 
traditionally been separated from ecosystem fire management, though clearly there is an interface –  the two systems should be 
as compatible as possible with each other (see Appendix 1). The procedures for these fire security issues has been 
administered and implemented by the particular line-function departments.  Over many years, only isolated cases of such fire 
threats actually manifested, and authorities and stakeholders were probably justified, on the basis of that experience, in 
considering the system fairly safe. Unfortunately, a set of unusual conditions worked together on the evening of 4th September 
2001 and led to the biggest tragedy in the KNP’s history, in which 23 people (19 contract grass-cutters and 4 staff) died near a 
temporary encampment in the Pretoriuskop region. Unusual and unpreventable though the combination of circumstances may 
have been, the incident will leave a lasting mark on KNP’s attitude towards fire security – indeed fire security guidelines are 
currently being consolidated (Appendix 2). The ecosystem fire management policy proposed in this document was 
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conceptualised in July 2001, several months before this tragedy. Since the tragedy, several people have automatically but 
wrongly assumed that this proposal was a result of institutional response to the killer fire. Regarding changes in national fire 
legislation, KNP is expected to play a key role in formation and membership of the emergent local Fire Protection Association, 
and needs to also assert its ecosystem fire management needs at a realistic level in this forum.  

 

Discussion in this paragraph will be restricted to the overall philosophy concerning the influence of fire ecosystem management 
on the fire security situation. It is contrary to our mission to manage a natural area in such a way that no or almost no fire 
security risks are present. There will be a certain tension between the need for appropriate fire ecosystem management, and 
reasonable fire security requirements. The proposed new fire ecosystem management policy, through its concern over large 
fires, and through its intention to explicitly create mosaics, clearly reduces fire security risks. Since the tragedy, an additional 
goal of re-instituting certain key firebreaks has been included, though this limits the Board’s stated desire in the late 1990’s of 
coalescing wilderness areas into blocks which are as large as possible. Current thinking on the firebreak system is based on 
encircling the outer boundary of the Park, encircling concessions, encircling “blocks” of contiguous pristine wilderness areas, and 
finally, maintaining or re-opening certain other key firebreaks in between these.  The resultant landscape fragmentation is far 
less than that caused by the firebreak system of the rotational block-burning years. 

 

Threats to animal safety due to fire 

Animal populations can be threatened in two ways – by direct damage due to fires, and probably more importantly, through 
removal of grazing by fire, followed by a drought. Both these have generally been considered “natural risks”, though they can 
become very contentious if the management policy is itself considered “unnatural”, for instance, when perimeter burns often led 
to very hot fires in the central vortex of a block, in the rotational burn policy. Still, most fire effects are seen as “natural” by park 
managers, and there often exists a gap between this view and broad public perception, a gap which we should work to reduce. 
In spite of occasional deaths (there were as many as 20 elephant deaths associated with the same fire as led to the human 
tragedy, and another 20 elsewhere in another fire in the Park) animal populations generally show enormous indifference to fires 
– in a current study examining bird populations between heavily burnt, lightly burnt, and unburnt areas, only small differences 
could be detected (Mills, pers. comm.). This usually renders media adjectives such as “destructive” inaccurate and even grossly 
misleading, though one is reminded by the recent (albeit very unusual) set of circumstances that such destruction can 
occasionally occur. This paradox is part of forming a mature understanding of the variation over time and space in the 
ecosystem, so clearly stated in our mission and objectives. Looked at over long time scales and large areas, “natural” fire e ffects 
appear to be a disturbance factor which is integral to system function, an understanding we have yet to transfer successfully to 
the public as a whole. 

 

Concession Areas and fire 

Concession areas, by definition, operate at a smaller scale than the whole KNP or even than the regular fire management units 
in KNP, and therefore run a higher risk of a single fire passing through their whole area and possibly creating game viewing and 
landscape conditions which are uniformly unpleasing to the visitors. Because of this concern, the contracts include a clause 
allowing them, under these circumstances, to use alternative areas for a period. This contingency will not be easy for SANParks 
to manage.  The proposed policy below deals with special arrangements to minimise this likelihood.  

 

Wilderness Areas and Fire 

The intended lightning-driven system was particularly acceptable to wilderness lobbyists, as it implied minimal interference and 
“letting nature get on with its own burning”. One variation of this opinion was that the influence of early man could validly be 
superimposed on the lightning regime, and in some conservation areas in Kwazulu-Natal, patch mosaic systems actually 
selectively choose locations near very old settlement sites, believing this to emulate the influence of early man (Blackmore, 
pers.comm.). It must be remembered that one reason why such people may have burnt, was to improve grazing conditions or 
attract wildlife, so that there may be justification for applying range condition type systems in wilderness areas, provided the role 
of early man is accepted in this way. 

 

Reasons for dissatisfaction with the intended lightning-driven fire management system  

It has proved impractical to carry out the intended lightning-driven policy, except in one year, 1996. In every other year after 
1992 (except 1995, when the area burnt by lightning-ignited fires and by fires from other ignition sources was almost equal) fires 
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started by illegal transmigrants, or accidentally by guests or staff, have dominated the fire regime. Of all the area burnt every 
year, lightning-ignited fires have only accounted for an average of 19%.   

 

This led to exceedance of a threshold for potential concern (TPC) designed for exactly this purpose, viz. so that we do not fool 
ourselves that the system is lightning-driven.  Out of all the TPC’s tabled on various themes since the inception of this form of 
adaptive management system, this TPC is the only one which has not been acted upon in some way. Instead, it followed the 
alternative (allowable) route of re-calibration by the committee responsible for these decisions. After much debate and 
contextualisation, the re-calibration eventually specified that the same comparison would be made in 2003, after 10 years of the 
so-called lightning-driven system would have elapsed. Apparent agreement was thus reached that the lightning system might 
need alteration if the 10-year figure (as seems inevitable now) still showed that transmigrants, rather than lightning bolts, were 
actually driving the predominant fire regime in the Kruger Park.   

In retrospect, it now appears that this extension of the TPC should not have been entertained, as we face widespread 
dissatisfaction amongst ranger staff (as expressed in a presentation by them at the annual meeting at the end of 2000). This is 
because: 

 

They consider there to be too many runaway fires started by transmigrants or guests. Their impression is verified by exceedance 
of the TPC. 

They object to the obligation to have to go out and combat each and every of these fires, often under dangerous conditions. 
Many of these fires could be considered “desirable”. Some are safest left alone, or being combatted from a distance only. 

Even in 1996, the one year in which lightning-ignited fires predominated, several of these were considered uncontrollable, 
leading to the “lid-on-fire” clause. 

Even knowing that fires can only be partially manipulated in conservation areas, the feeling they have is one of almost no 
control.  The increased emphasis on wilderness management in the park has led to removal of firebreaks and thus less ability to 
control “runaway fires”. There is a measure of acceptance of this removal, yet a feeling that some compensation has to now be 
made in terms of fire policy. In the same vein, because the emphasis is on leaving lightning fires and on combatting other fires, 
rangers are no longer as well versed in fire-setting skills as they were in earlier years, thus compounding this feeling of 
disempowerment. 

The fact that veld is burnable from April onwards, and that the lightning season usually only begins in late spring, sets the scene 
for the dominance of transmigrant fires. Transmigrants presumably burn fires for reasons of warmth and security and not for the 
same reasons as resident tribal communities – the result is that fires are not necessarily set for reasons of their ecological effect. 
Also, although widespread through the Park, they tend to an extent to occur more often on certain routes. 

 

This proposal argues that these objections are indeed valid, and that sufficient time has elapsed to draw such conclusions based 
on experience. It is true that the arguments are most relevant in wetter years and cycles, but similar conditions will occur again.  

The key question which thus arises is how the intentions of the 1993 modification (giving lightning fires the best 
possible chance to fulfil their natural role) can be achieved in some more practical way.  

 

Towards an Integrated Fire Management System – the approach to modification 

The presence of all our South African fire advisors in Skukuza in July 2001 was leveraged to take recent ranger suggestions and 
existing policy intentions into account. These proposals were developed in a process of further consultation with rangers and 
senior management staff. The purpose of this submission is to give lightning fire the best chance it can be given under practical 
circumstances (i.e. given the above problems), to play out its natural role. The rationale of the integrated system proposed is to 
“co-manage” the fire system together with (the reality of) transmigrants in the early season, in such a way that the following goals 
are reached:  

 transmigrant fires are limited in type and extent, by putting in patch burns to break up the fuel bed and by pre-
empting them.  

 the total amount burnt by 30th September is in most years less than (or at least roughly the same as) would have 
been burnt by transmigrants alone, given the runaway nature of many of their fires if no pre-empting or breaking 
up of the fuel bed were possible. 
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 the mosaic created by spring is such that massive lightning (or transmigrant) fires are less likely, even though 
many intermediate-sized fires totalling a large area may still be possible. Lightning will obviously vary over 
different years in effect. 

 

All fires will thus generally be point ignitions, obviating what transpired to probably be one of the bigger disadvantages of the 
system employed in Kruger prior to 1992 viz. perimeter burns. No patch burns set by staff are allowed after a certain cut-off point 
(depending on the year e.g. in a wet spring, the end of September) thus leaving only lightning to “compete” with transmigrants on 
a safer mosaic at a time when lightning “has a chance.” 

 

Because of the special requirements of concessions, special variants of this policy are presented for use in these areas. 
Considering the spirit behind establishment of wilderness areas, all pristine wilderness areas (PWA’s) are given less contrived  
human manipulation. 

 

How will this take place? – Integrating the best of each system 

Although it is recommended below that the LASHFIRE trial be shelved, the long thought processes which went into refining the 
two alternative systems (patch mosaic and range condition) for this trial, and the difficult experiences we had in the park as a 
whole with the intended lightning-driven system, have placed us in the following position: we recommend an integrated system 
which has a fair chance in most years of achieving the goals stated in the section above.   It is believed that the hybrid elements 
making up the Integrated Fire Management System take the best out of each system and unify them in a practical way, meeting 
our 1997 biodiversity goals. Apart from differences of opinion concerning small modifications, our team of advisers and fire-
knowledgeable staff could not, after several iterations stretching over months, come up with any alternative system that could 
compete with the one this proposal.  We will probably thus need to now learn from implementation and from experience of the 
consequences, before we can again move on to an improved plane of thinking in fire management philosophy. 

 

The system can be summarised as follows: 

 

The Park is divided into at least 12 large fire management units or LFMU’s (usually consisting of the area covered by a section 
ranger and by the the assistant ranger under his guidance, see Map 1, attached here as MAP1.DOC) though differing edaphic 
templates in some of these may lead the section ranger to subdivide the area into two e.g. in the south-west of the Park, a 
sweet- and a sourveld district. Regarding the six functioning concession areas, each of these will constitute a totally independent 
small fire management unit (SMFU).  It is thus anticipated that there will not be more than about 20 FMU’s in all, comparable  to 
the 24 in the previous fire management systems. All FMU’s, large or small, will function as a unit with regard to the criteria and 
actions listed in the operational plan below.  Although pristine wilderness areas have different operating rules to the other parts 
of LFMU’s, the LFMU is considered the unit6.  

 

At the beginning of each season, the veld condition assessments will provide the baseline for estimating the percentage of 
surface area to be burnt in each by the end of the season, though rangers (especially if assisted by experienced regional 
rangers) are allowed to modify the targets slightly according to their judgement of other influential factors e.g. possible poor 
representivity of VCA sites, expectation of a drier season ahead etc. Provision of a month-by-month step function helps translate 
the annual target into a monthly cumulative target to aim at as the season develops. (These two targets are two of the most 
important “interactive” fire TPCs specified in the KNP adaptive management system, and are delegated here to ranger level for  
implementation, monitoring and decision-making; all other fire TPCs will be centrally checked in Skukuza at the end of each fire 
season and feedback given per district).  

                                                             

6 Thus, overall annual and monthly targets are calculated over the whole LFMU, with an expectation that rangers 

will in practice burn to roughly the same targets both inside and outside PWA’s. It is therefore not expected that 
they will inadvertently manipulate the system to burn far more inside or outside of these firebreak-encircled PWA’s. 

Only in particular years and under exceptional spatial patterns will conditions arise which could lead to far different 

burning patterns inside and outside PWA’s, and even these conditions tend to mean that more burning is then 

“needed” on the one side.  The proposed year of inception of this system (2002) is unusual in that conditions are 

good for burning using range condition criteria virtually everywhere, implying no difference in approach for 2002 

inside and outside PWA’s. 
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Outside of concession areas 

Patch fires will then be put in to account for half of each monthly target, normally leaving the other half for transmigrants to 
burn, a reality. The Ranger decides when to combat transmigrant or other accidental fires of human origin, using certain 
guidelines, with the targets as limits.  If a ranger is then “ahead” or “behind” target by the end of any month, s/he can adjust the 
patch burn amount accordingly the next month and in this way align with the overall target. By a certain cut-off point (probably 
end of July in a very dry year and end of Sept in a very wet spring) the ranger will cease putting in patch fires, and literally leave 
the lightning fires (now likely as the lightning season arrives) to “compete” with the rest of the season’s refugee fires, both of 
which will now often be limited in potential spread by the mosaic formed till then, a pattern on which the ranger at least had some 
influence. Till the cut-off point, all the elements follow the patch mosaic methodology, except that lightning fires, if any of 
these occur so early in the year, are allowed to burn further than the limit, at most as far as the “lid-on-fire”.  The following 
modification is regarded as an essential contrast: that the quality filter (consisting of a lower biomass limit and an upper 
Increaser II grass species compositional limit) as per the range condition philosophy, be strictly applied in certain areas, this 
system to then be compared with random burning (without a quality filter) in other areas.  The reason for this contrast is, on the 
one hand, to spread our risks, and to learn by non-radical experimentation, on the other. The guarantee we have against “things 
going wrong”  is the TPC suite, which, if consistently exceeded, will lead to a change in system. It is recommended for 
practicality that the areas where the filter is applied should be the non-wilderness areas in each fire management district. Said 
conversely, in Pristine Wildernesses (PWA’s), quasi- random mosaics are put in without any quality filters – if it ignites, that area 
chosen for an ignition is burnt, irrespective of biomass or composition of the veld7. The point has been made that it is unlikely 
that the current VCA sites will provide adequate coverage to pick up such differences between consequences in wilderness vs. 
non-wilderness areas.  The following is thus proposed: that, in the forthcoming review of the KNP monitoring system, 
simplification be sought for the VCA system, perhaps along the lines that a restricted (critical) set of readings be taken but at 
more sample points, thus giving better geographical representivity for these few crucial measurements. This restricted set must 
however enable the ranger to take all the immediate decisions they need to operate this system.  In addition, it is suggested that 
a wider set of detailed readings then be taken by research staff or contracted collaborators, specifically in limited identified areas 
most amenable to yielding the particular answers being sought. For example, in the comparison of quality filter vs random 
burning, the choice of such areas for detailed measurements might be those in which illegal transmigrant fires occurred least 
(the quality filter thus working best).  

Variation of the system as recommended for use in Concession Areas. 

 

Ideally, concession area fire policy should be seen merely as a variation of the above system (described below), though the fear 
of one fire changing the whole concession into a “black area almost without animals to view for several months” remains a major 
concern. Apart from the onset year8, it is recommended that SANParks staff, who are contractually responsible for ecosystem 
fire management in all concession areas, exercise their discretion using the following guidelines and treating each concession’s 
situation as a  separate case treated on its merits each year: 

 

In years and under situations where patch mosaics are seen not to be too risky, they should be implemented with the following 
variations: 

 ensuring that sufficient early-season patch burns are definitely set in the concession area, to reduce risks while it 
is still very safe to do so. 

 setting patch fires in such a way and under such conditions as to generally allow easy suppression at pre-chosen 
tracks, if they burn that far. 

                                                             

7 An alternative suggestion, currently not favoured, was that every second fire management unit as a whole should 

use the quality filter (even if it contains large wildernesses), thus implementing the contrast at a coarser scale. A 
third suggestion is the establishment of a LASHFIRE type experimental management area, regarded as the least 

feasible, as this then becomes seen as a research and not an operational area. 

8 At the time of this proposal being submitted and till late in 2002, only two concessions will have started tourist 

operations. The remaining areas have little or no internal firebreak/track structure as yet. Tall grass after the heavy 

rains in late 2001 is considered a fire risk for building; burning these areas would be an ad- vantage for track 

placement. It is therefore proposed that the non-operational concessions be burnt in 2002.  
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Continuation of setting of patch fires after September as one component of the ignition sources, so that variation in greenness of 
patches is still promoted thereafter, and so that the risks of the aftermath of a large fire disrupting the experience of their guests 
on these relatively small areas,  is minimised 

Application of range condition (quality filter) prerequisites for burns as far as is possible, in view of the relatively intensive 
management in these areas.  However, if conditions do not allow rangers to get anywhere near the target (because there is too 
little area to burn which meets the quality filter) and if there is still significant fire risk, burning should continue elsewhere to reach 
targets. Although the latter makes for safety, it is logical that it might promote degradation, and such areas should thus be 
carefully monitored. Although TPC’s form a general safety net, these areas will require extra scrutiny, given the potential “vicious 
circle” that may arise if rangers are always burning for safety only, and degraded yet burnable veld is resulting.  

Any lightning fires should form part of the contribution to the targets, but should not be allowed to burn beyond the target, as 
allowed elsewhere. In fact, if the lightning fire is seen as too risky (e.g. due to weather conditions) and can be extinguished, this 
should be done as part of the more cautious approach in the concessions. 

 

Under other circumstances, when patch fires represent too great a risk in the view of the ranger, the following “block-patch 
procedure” can be adopted: 

 

Identification and usage of small “burnblocks” created by roads, tracks, rivers or adequate drainage features. Track development 
in most concessions should make this readily possible by 2003. (If no or hardly any such features exist, there seems little option 
but to revert to patch burning, even at the higher risk) 

Burning selected ones of these under safe conditions using perimeter fires, in such a way that the burnt blocks form a seasonal 
mosaic approximately meeting the targets  set for the concession (SFMU) – these will be the same targets as would have been 
used for a patch mosaic system, a system which follows all the above (safer concession variation) specifications. All that wi ll 
differ is that the ranger will have decided that patch fires are too risky in that particular year or place. Rangers should strive not to 
use this perimeter option too often, as the whole foundation of the 1992 decisions was to move away from perimeter fires 
(particularly in small areas such as these) even though occasional perimeter fires are not expected to result in the suspected 
deleterious landscape patterns. As long as the blocks are safely “ring-burnt” it is not necessary to burn the centres if the fire dies 
before then. If targets are not being met that month or later, the centre can be ignited if this seems the best option to reach 
targets. 

 

These interventions are seen as a necessary compromise, given the valid concerns of concessionaires. This also provides one 
form of field experiment (albeit at a reduced scale than elsewhere in the Park) to compare with the late season lightning-
dominated and late season transmigrant-dominated systems expected in different localities (see Quo Vadis LASHFIRE? below) 

 

The Operational Rules of the Integrated Fire Management System 

This is a two page document to be inserted here. For field use it is printed back-to-back and laminated. Attached here as 
FIELD_GUIDELINES.DOC. 

 

Backburns 

During the planning of this proposal, the issue of backburns was repeatedly raised. It has become clear from experience here 
and elsewhere, that injudicious placement of back-burns is responsible for many large fires. Although put in in good faith 
because of an overriding desire to do “something to help”, these backburns often result in far larger fires than if they were  not put 
in at all. This illustrates the following non-linear sequence: 

 If conditions enhancing fire spread are unfavourable, backburns are often unnecessary, but if put in, will probably 
not result in very serious consequences unless weather conditions change. Under the right conditions, they may 
improve chances of stopping the fire, if this extra certainty was really needed. It needs to be remembered that the 
risk of weather change is what can turn an (often) unnecessary backburn under these conditions into an 
undesirable cause of extra danger. 

 If conditions promoting fire spread are intermediate, backburns which are correctly put in at the right time (not too 
soon after point-fires, else point-fire setting is useless; and not too late, when they will no longer stop the fire) will 
stop a fire, helping rangers to stay within target.  Under this policy, these conditions should be commoner than 
conditions favouring rapid spread, since rangers choose the circumstances for prescribed burns. 
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 If conditions for fire-spread are favourable, backburns are often counterproductive, as these fires tend to jump 
firebreaks and roads. Setting backburns several firebreaks further back, under these adverse conditions, 
increases the chance that a very large area burns and the new fire jumps, with multiple extra heads and fronts to 
control. If they are not put in, and conditions change, the fire may die down and can be put out more easily, often 
having burnt a far smaller overall area. On the other hand, the right backburn, if really needed, may on important 
occasions save the day. Thus great care is needed putting in backburns, discretion sometimes being the better 
part of valour. Backburns are always safer put in at night, if it is at all feasible to wait. If the decision is to not put in 
back-burns, that time can be used to further secure infrastructure or human safety. Seniors and the public at large 
should be aware of the difficulty rangers face making these decisions. 

  

 

Quo vadis LASHFIRE? 

The LASHFIRE trial in its original form now seems largely unnecessary, given the merging of techniques achieved by this 
system, and the low relevance of each pure system as an independent entity. Although we agree that running the pure systems 
would generate useful knowledge, we suggest the logistics and costs will be excessive given the expected outputs.   We 
therefore propose that LASHFIRE be shelved, but point out that the preparatory exercised till now was probably the only way we 
would have put together the concepts behind this Integrated Fire System. However, we insist that we keep alive the spirit of 
LASHFIRE’s aims – that we learn as much as practically possible by management.  

 

How will we learn-as-we-manage, with the new system? 

We suggest the most important questions we can answer within the normal operational framework of the currently proposed 
system, over the next decade or two (some experts believe we may need even longer), each a key cutting-edge question in 
practical savanna fire management, are the following: 

 Are fire and biodiversity patterns different between the concession areas (where staff-selected patch or block-
patch burning will dominate, though lightning and certain transmigrant fires will be allowed) and the rest of the 
park? Unsatisfactory systems as judged by TPC’s being consistently exceeded will be modified. It must be 
remembered that there exists an inherent scale problem in this comparison (concession areas are typically 
around a quarter the size of the other management units). It is also thus likely in practice that many more small 
fires per unit area will be able to be put in there. It is nevertheless a worthwhile opportunity for comparison. 

 Are fire and biodiversity patterns different between late-season lightning-dominated and late-season transmigrant-
dominated fire systems (we can predict with some certainty where some of these are likely to be)? Localities 
representing these systems will be finally chosen for biodiversity analysis according to the unfolding history of 
dominant fire source. Again, Park TPC’s will act as the “referee’s rules”, and modification considered once either 
system is found wanting. 

 Do fire and biodiversity patterns differ if range condition criteria (biomass and veld condition) are included or 
excluded from the protocol? This question pits the well-researched veld condition criteria known to produce the 
most productive and species-rich veld, against a belief system which states that all burnable areas should burn 
(preferably at random locations). The latter paradigm suggest that large conservation areas need, in addition to 
“prime” veld,  a percentage of “degraded” and a some “moribund” rangeland,  important for different organisms. It 
is suggested that this important question can be satisfactorily answered for our scale of management by including 
the range criteria in certain management units, and excluding them in others, till biodiversity TPC’s are exceeded. 

 

Achieving each of the above may require, as stated earlier, wider spatial coverage of ranger sampling – something which would 
also improve the immediately “field-usable” part of the monitoring results – but this would have to come at the cost of an 
important compromise viz. rangers collecting only a few crucial items per sampling site. If this is considered when the monitoring 
programme is reviewed later this year, the obvious action needed to complement it is more remote-sensing (esp. satellite image) 
analysis and more detailed groundwork by scientific teams in carefully chosen localities. The latter will bring back some of the 
detail planned for monitoring LASHFIRE, in the same spirit. 

 

Finally, this report does not recommend, but wishes to nevertheless discuss the following: 

A contentious final question is: what fire and biodiversity patterns develop in an overwhelmingly lightning-dominated system? 
This question is regarded by some as no longer relevant, given a belief that anthropogenic fire has played a predominant role in 



KNP Concession Operations Manual 

SANParks Revision 2  

 

Page 152 of 188 

shaping African Savannas for a million years; and that transmigrant fires can anyway not be controlled - and so will always pre-
empt whatever pattern lightning will have produced on its own.  Although there may yet be sense in setting up a large lightning-
only block (with good fire security round the edge, few transmigrants and high ignition rates) to clarify this perplexing question, 
our recommendation is again that the logistics and costs are excessive given the likelihood of even achieving lightning 
domination. Reasons why it may yet be worthwhile are (1) that it could act as a benchmark for simulated systems, and (2) it may 
indeed e.g. with the advent of transfrontier parks, be possible to control transmigrance rates. If deemed worthwhile to attempt 
this, feasibility will surely remain a key consideration, given the Park’s poor track record to keep systems lightning-fire 
dominated. Because of its still restricted area, appropriate modelling will have to be used to generate rules to augment the 
number of fires in such a block according to how many lightning fires are calculated to have come in from outside if there had 
been no boundary. 

 

Technology Transfer 

The proposed system, although integrated and thus complex, can be distilled down to a few core principles, as expressed in the 
summary. Even the more detailed operation rules can be summarised on two pages (as per attachment). Rangers will thus need 
to appreciate these basic underpinning themes, and carry out the operational rules as specified. This will mean an initial round of 
training in the principles, and in fire-setting. Andre Potgieter who has a lifetime of fire experience, is still in contractual employ of 
the KNP for this season, and is training up a fire technician and an understudy for this person. This team will visit all rangers, 
probably in business unit groupings, in the next two months, and carry out this training. They will be available thereafter for 
advice, guidance, and for the centralised (later) part of the data analysis.  

 

Certified training in fire safety and fire-fighting, as required by legislation in the emergent local Fire Protection Association which 
KNP will be assisting in founding, is essential and urgent, and will most likely require special financial arrangements which 
should receive immediate attention in KNP. It is important to arrange certified training in fire-setting in a way at least involving our 
own expertise i.e. which supports the principles in this document, and not only in small-scale farm blockburning. 

 

 

Conclusions and The Way Forward 

Thus, in the light of what we have learnt to date, we believe the above recommendations to be the most practical way of 
achieving our 1997 biodiversity goals, since: 

 The lightning component, as far as it is possible to promote this in a practical way,  will fulfil the original intentions 
of a varied “natural” fire regime (Braack, 1997) 

 The patch mosaic component driven by us will fulfil the heterogeneity aims targeted by that system (Brockett, 
2000) 

 The quality filter introduced over large areas (in terms of range condition) will provide a certain safeguard against 
possible adverse ecological developments as a result of fire; in the areas it is applied. In all areas, changes will be 
monitored. 

Furthermore, the system will:  

 Reduce fire security risks to some (in many years a considerable) extent, because of break-up of the fuel-bed. To 
strengthen this (but only within reason) we also recommend re-examining the network of firebreaks with a view to 
re-opening certain key firebreaks for extra security. 

 With the special arrangements for concession areas, promote the particular interests of concessionaires, insofar 
as this is possible in a national park setting. 

It is important to realise that fire in extensive natural settings is so varied under different circumstances, and these specifications 
sufficiently flexible, as to give rangers considerable freedom of judgement in implementing the intended achievement of KNP 
goals. Indeed, a more rigid programme is likely not to succeed in achieving biodiversity aims. Therefore, understanding the 
background and intention is crucial for rangers, and rangers should not be reprimanded for consequences which may arise 
founded on good or even reasonable judgement on their part, in the rare events when unexpected changes of, for instance, 
weather conditions, lead to large fires. This is inevitable at times in extensive systems, and is likely to continue to arise even 
more frequently if this proposal is not adopted, and the KNP continues to allow illegal transmigrant burns, set indiscriminately 
under any weather conditions and at any (for us convenient or inconvenient time) to predominate. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix 1 - DRAFT: Compatibility between the Fire Ecosystem Management and the Fire Security Policies 

 

Compilers : Biggs and Jordaan/Nobela 

 

Background 

 

The Fire Ecosystem Management Policy is aimed at managing fires in the ecosystems of the Kruger National Park in such a way 
as to maintain the natural (or at least quasi-natural) state of these systems in a sustainable way. Establishing such a policy 
obviously requires taking the overall system view, and as tragic as occasional deaths of individual animals or groups of animals 
are in fires, these will have always taken place to some extent in such systems. Indeed, complete elimination of such risk will no 
doubt imply extreme actions, which even if feasible, will imply that ecosystem aims cannot be met.  The result is that managers 
have to “accept” a certain amount of apparently unnecessary “damage” as part of a wider tolerance of the natural role of fire. The 
level of “damage” to animals and plants in any event falls within the overall schema of the Fire Ecosystem Management Policy.  
Consequently, these trade-offs fall entirely within the ecosystem management objectives of the KNP, and indeed, need to be 
guided by higher-level objectives as stated in the ecosystems and biodiversity parts of the  management plan. 

 

There exist, however, higher-level trade-offs about overall fire management in the objectives hierarchy, namely, between: 

ecosystem/biodiversity management, as enumerated above 

human benefits, namely safety in terms of human and infrastructural risk. Minimising this risk is part of the Fire Security Policy 

wilderness philosophy, which stresses “naturalness” in a puristic form, and hence has lobbied for removal of as many firebreaks 
as possible, to produce unimpacted areas of the greatest possible size 

The setting of the three-way trade-offs between these sometimes opposing forces is not simple, yet common-sense should 
prevail, as guided by the following principles: 

It is recommended that infrastructural safety from fire, of all approved structures, especially all inhabited buildings or 
encampments, take precedence over wilderness and ecosystem/biodiversity considerations. Low-value structures or structures 
which cannot cost-effectively be protected against fire, may be exceptions, in that higher levels of fire risk be tolerated. It is 
assumed that the measures needed to protect this infrastructure (and human lives there) do not constitute unacceptable 
environmental practices (e.g. use of unacceptable herbicides) and are not carried out on a scale which significantly jeopardises 
ecosystem/biodiversity management. If there is doubt about any of these consequences, integrated environmental management 
criteria will need to be used to set the trade-off levels. 

The Ecosystem Fire Management Policy should achieve its own aims but as far as possible in such a way as to minimise risks to 
human life and infrastructure. Fortuitously, the currently proposed amendment to this policy, resting on patch mosaic principles, 
will tend to break up fuel-beds progressively through the dry season, hence minimising the chances of very large uncontrollable 
fires which again pose a human and infrastructural risk. There is thus little scope for conflict here. 

Wilderness considerations may be more difficult to trade-off, as indeed, we appear to be considering re-instating some 
previously closed (so-called “rehabilitating”) firebreaks because of the need for some extra safety lines to fall back on in the case 
of large fires under difficult conditions. This intention has resulted from experience following the closure of these firebreaks. 
Firebreaks sometimes double as patrol roads, and the indicated necessity for these is presumably justified under the “how” of 
biodiversity management. All in all, it is suggested that wilderness, patrol management and fire policy representatives come up 
with an optimal firebreak system, which presumably will never satisfy all requirements. The philosophical guidance for the level 
of these trade-offs should come from stated park objectives, interpreted in the light of experience. It seems to make sense that 
safety of humans in camps, and critical infrastructure, be given as high a level of priority as is reasonable, and that practical 
considerations of patrolling be given some but not complete consideration, when being weighed up against the desirability of re-
instating large tracts of firebreak-free (and hence burnable) wilderness.  
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APPENDIX 2 - DRAFT TABLE OF CONTENTS FOR FIRE SECURITY POLICY : FEBRUARY 2002 

 

1. Link with the ecological management system (H Biggs & W Jordaan) 

2. Protection of infrastructure (M Coetzee & S Schoeman) 

3. Fire fighting equipment (M Coetzee) 

4. Fire fighting capacity (P Nobela & M Coetzee) 

5. Preparation of firebreaks (P Nobela & S Schoeman) 

6. Training ( P Nobela & M Coetzee & W Jordaan) 

7. Protective clothing ( P Nobela & M Coetzee & P Melamu) 

8. Emergency procedure (P Nobela & M Coetzee) 

9. Establishment of a Fire Protection Association (P Nobela & M Coetzee) 
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15.6 ANNEXURE A6 – KNP GUIDELINES FOR OVERHEAD POWERLINES 

 Before any Overhead Power Line is constructed inside the KNP, the necessary EIA/EMP must be initiated in accordance 
with the Environment Conservation Act (ACT 73 OF 1989 AS AMENDED ) 

 All technical aspects concerning Overhead Power Lines before constructed, replaced, maintained or removed, must 
comply to the Occupational Health and Safety Act (ACT 85 OF 1993 as amended) as well as SABS 0142 OF 2001 as 
amended. 

 The KNP (Technical Services) must be consulted before any Overhead Power Lines are constructed in its area of 
jurisdiction (Statutory requirement).  

 

 IMPORTANT PRINCIPALS 

 Overhead Power Lines will not be routed through Wilderness areas. 

 Overhead Power Lines will be routed adjacent to fire break or management roads to ensure minimum bush clearing and 
easy access to maintain the lines.  

 Overhead Power Lines will, as far as possible, not be visible from any tourist roads.   

 The minimum clearance of electrical conductors and other wires of Power Lines will be 6, 2 meters above ground level.  

 No buildings, structures, material or soil may be placed in the vicinity or under a Power Line which will encroach on the 
minimum clearance prescribed.  

 Overhead Power Line poles and supports will be of a wooden nature.   
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15.7 ANNEXURE A7 – KNP GUIDELINES FOR SEWERAGE SYSTEMS 

15.7.1 Sewerage Ponds Systems 

 Sites must be fenced off with a lockable gate and electrified to keep unauthorised persons and animals out. 

 The fence must be kept clear of vegetation. 

 Signboards must be displayed on the gates to restrict entrance to unauthorised persons and the gate must be locked at all 
times. 

 Grass inside the fenced off area must be kept short at all times. 

 All ponds must be equipped with an emergency overflow from one pond to the other. 

 Scum and grit must be remove daily from the ponds and inlets, and buried inside the fenced-off area. 

 Grass on the edges of the ponds must not make contact with the water to prevent the breeding of insects. 

 The outflow of these ponds will be discharged into a reed bed system. 

 All sewerage pond embankments must be constructed 500 mm above natural ground level to prevent storm water entering 
these reed beds. 

 Effluent samples must be taken and analyzed monthly. A quarterly report summarizing the results must be submitted to 
DWAF. 

15.7.2 Reedbed Systems 

 

 Sites must be fence off with a lockable gate and electrified to keep unauthorised persons and animals out. 

 The fence must be kept clear of vegetation. 

 Signboards must be displayed on the gates to restrict entrance to unauthorised persons and this gate must be locked at all 
times. 

 All reedbed embankments must be constructed 500 mm above natural ground level to prevent storm water entering these 
reed beds 

 Grass inside the fenced-off area must be kept short at all times 

 Grass and weeds on the edges of the reedbeds must be removed to prevent establishment inside these beds 

 Only reeds are allowed to grow inside these reed beds ( no weeds or shrubs) 

 Effluent samples must be taken and analyzed monthly. A quarterly report summarizing the results must be submitted to 
DWAF. 

15.7.3 Septic Tank Systems 

Two systems are permitted inside the KNP: 

 

 Septic tank with soak away (French Drain) for up to 10 persons. 

 Septic tank with a reedbed system for more than ten persons. 
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15.8 ANNEXURE A8 – SANPARKS FILMING AND PHOTOGRAPHY POLICY 

Notice: 

Before describing the regulations and procedures around filming and photography in SANParks, it is necessary to state that all filming 
permission granted within a park needs to be done in conjunction and with the consent of the respective park management.  A park needs to 
be comfortable that the activity will in no way compromise the park in any way.  In situations where shoots or photographers need to be 
supervised or guided, such parties will need to be supplied by the park, unless a recognised and park approved ECO (Environmental Control 
Officer) is supplied by the SANParks Film Permit Management (FPM) Service Provider.   

 

Some SANParks staff may question the wisdom of having a service provider to regulate filming activity within National Parks.  It is a process 
SANParks tried doing in-house for some time, but it is a time-consuming and onerous task to regulate properly, requiring an office of 
dedicated staff, round the clock service (many requests come from different time zones overseas), and requires industry knowledge to 
adequately monitor.  Filming parties or individuals can be notorious chancers.  By enlisting the services of a dedicated and skilled service 
provider, SANParks staff are released from a great deal of hassle and saved the HR costs of having dedicated staff.   

 

The one exception is Kruger, where with greater conservation restrictions; the PR department handles all filming activity.  However, filming 
activity is most prevalent in Cape Peninsula (a Para-urban park) where advertising, documentary, motion picture and television make this a 
very significant industry.  Many of the other parks, especially West Coast, Tsitsikamma and Augrabies have also shown an increase in 
activity in recent years, and the successful management of this activity is a lucrative revenue stream for the parks. 

 

SANParks thus went through a rigorous tender process in 2000/1 (and in 1999 in Cape Peninsula) to identify the most competent and 
environmentally responsible film management service provider.   The tender was awarded to Peninsula Permits.  This contract was re-
evaluated in 2003 and extended until 2005. 

 

The national parks act of 1976; the national parks regulations of 1978 and all subsequent recent amendments state the following about 
filming inside National Parks: 

 

Taking of Films or Photographs in a Park: 
38. No person shall, except in accordance with the conditions laid down by the Board (now SANParks), take any film or photographs 

within a park. 

There is an enormous demand for wildlife and landscape footage for film, television, books, advertising etc. both locally and internationally. 
This demand has resulted in SANParks becoming a popular venue for production companies shooting footage for wildlife documentary 
features, television adverts etc. These production companies very often work with large budgets and create substantial revenue from the 
broadcast and sale of their product. Sole operators also stand to make a return from footage secured in national parks.  As custodians of this 
natural heritage, and as a conservation organisation with financial support that fails to meet all our budgetary requirements, SANParks must 
regard this as a substantial source of revenue for the organisation.  

 

Where material is taken by individuals for private use and personal enjoyment SANParks cedes the rights to such material.  However where 
material is secured professionally or by amateurs within a National Park for use or with the intention for use for resale, marketing, 
advertising, broadcast or any similar related purpose then the following procedures apply: 

 

 Commercial Filming 

If footage (either still or film) is taken within a national park, then in terms of the national parks act of 1976, and its subsequent 
amendments, any material acquired in a National Park is the property of South African National Parks.  Where material is used for 
personal purpose, such as members of the public taking photographs or videos, SANParks cedes the rights to such material.  
However if the material is used or intended to be used for commercial or broadcast purposes, the film producers (local & 
international) will be charged a Film Permit fee. 

All commercial filming is handled by the appointed Film and Photography Permit Management Service Provider for all parks except 
Kruger, where it is coordinated by the PR dept. of Kruger Park.  The appointed Service Provider is Peninsula Permits.  They have 
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been managing filming permits for CPNP since October 1999 and for SANParks since November 2001.  Their current contract 
runs until 31 August 2005.  The regulation of the relationship with the service provider is managed by the Department of Tourism 
and Marketing. 

 

 Non-paying Film Productions 

  South African Public Broadcast 

This covers all news crews and domestic television broadcast as stipulated in appendix on “Waiving of Film Fees” All such 
requests must go through, the Public Relations Dept. for Kruger, the media liaison officer at CPNP or the Communications Dept. at 
Groenkloof for all other parks.  It is the responsibility of such offices to inform the park or section ground staff concerned, and 
where necessary, supply them with a permit.  Should they choose to get the Filming Service Provider to draft such a permit, a 
nominal service fee will be payable to the service provider. 

 

 Scientific Research 

 There are occasions where scientific researchers will seek to acquire footage of various processes within SANParks.  The viability 
of such footage will be evaluated by the appropriate Scientific Services dept. that will be responsible for informing the park or 
section ground staff concerned, and where necessary, supply them with a permit.  Should they choose to get the Filming Service 
Provider to draft such a permit, a nominal service fee will be payable to the service provider. 

 

 Project Sponsors 

 There are situations when 3rd parties sponsoring some or other activity or facility within SANParks request permission to take 
footage of their venture.  Such applications will be considered favourably by the park management concerned. 

 

 Co-productions 

 SANParks will consider entering into a co-production agreement with a production company only where SANParks stands to gain 
more from sharing the resultant royalties than the Film Permit fee alone. 

 Co-productions in the past have been managed by the management of the park concerned, the department of Tourism & 
Marketing or the Public Relations Dept. for Kruger, the media liaison officer at CPNP or the Communications Dept. at Groenkloof 
for all other parks.  Co-productions entered into in the late 1990s did not meet with the intended benefits to SANParks and as a 
rule should be avoided. 

 

Process 

 
1. All requests received by SANParks must be forwarded to 

 
a) Head Office Communications Dept. Media and Public Relations Manager or departmental head (for any news or media 

requests for all parks except Kruger and Cape Peninsula) 

 

Lulama Luti: 
Telephone:         +27 (0)12 426 5203 
Fax:                   +27 (0) 13 426 5420 
Cellular:              +27 (0) 82 746 3529 
Email:                 lulamal@sanparks.org 

Wanda Mkutshulwa: 
Telephone:         +27 (0)12 426 5201 
Fax:                   +27 (0) 13 426 5420 
Cellular:              +27 (0) 82 908 2692 
Email:                 wandam@sanparks.org 

 

mailto:lulamal@sanparks.org
mailto:wandam@sanparks.org
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b) Peninsula Permits (any commercial filming request for all parks except Kruger) 

 

Telephone:   +27 (0) 21 715 0011 

Fax:    +27 (0) 21 712 9928 

Cellular:   +27 (0) 82 416 4804 

Email:    penperm@iafrica.com 

Website:   www.peninsulapermits.co.za 

 
c) Kruger Public Relations (all filming requests for Kruger) 

 

Raymond Travers: 
Telephone:         +27 (0)13 735 4116 
Fax:                    +27 (0) 13 735 4053 
Cellular:              +27 (0) 82 908 2677 
Email:                 raymondt@parks-sa.co.za  

William Mabasa: 
Telephone:  +27 (0) 13 735 4363 
Fax:   +27 (0) 13 735 4053 
Cellular:   +27 (0) 82 807 3919 
Email:   williamm@parks-sa.co.za  

  

d) Media Liaison Cape Peninsula (for media related activities in Cape Peninsula) 

 

Fiona Kalk: 
Telephone:         +27 (0) 21 701 8692 
Fax:                   +27 (0) 21 701 8773 
Cellular:              +27 (0) 82 908 2677 
Email:                 fionak@parks-sa.co.za  

 

If there is any doubt as to the responsible party, contact should be made with Head Office Communications dept. on the details 
given above.  Alternatively contact made with Peninsula Permits will be redirected if they are not the appropriate responsible party. 

 
2. A Film Application Form is available from Peninsula Permits, Kruger Public Relations or Head Office Communications on the 

SANParks website www.sanparks.org, under ABOUT US, ‘Filming and Photography’.  There are different forms for Kruger, Cape 
Peninsula and the other parks as a group.  Tariffs for non-exempt filming or photography parties will be communicated to the 
relevant parties upon making contact with the respective contacts.    

 
3. Evaluation 

 The completed Film Application Form is forwarded by the SANParks contact through to park management, and any member of 
scientific services, if relevant. The filming proposal must be evaluated by the film service provider, the relevant Park management, 
Public Relations: Kruger and the relevant member of Scientific Services. 

Prohibited or Restricted Filming 

No Disruption  

 SANParks and its appointed service provider retain the right to prohibit any filming request if they feel it is not in the best 
interests of the park.  

mailto:penperm@iafrica.com
http://www.peninsulapermits.co.za/
http://www.peninsulapermits.co.za/
mailto:raymondt@parks-sa.co.za
mailto:williamm@parks-sa.co.za
mailto:raymondt@parks-sa.co.za
http://www.sanparks.org/
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 No filming requests may disrupt the normal tourist and management activities of SANPARKS. No activities that have a 
negative impact on the natural environment will be permitted.  

 No filming or photography of a pornographic nature will be permitted 

 No filming requests from any groups connected to the tobacco industry will be permitted 

 Certain shoots may not be appropriate due to ethical or safety reasons, or because of the ecological sensitivity of the area 
to be filmed at.  

 In certain parks (particularly Kruger) it is to the advantage of the applicant to apply for a permit timeously due to the 
necessary ratification of the conservation authorities who can only meet to review applications periodically.  

 Many shoots will require the presence of park staff.  Such presence is supplementary to their core responsibility and 
cannot always be accommodated as and when the applicant may desire.  

 For shoots that receive multiple applications to take footage of the same issue, supplementary applications will be rejected 
as the presence of too many cameras will inhibit staff functionality.   

 Applicants are urged not to make unreasonable requests.  The locations are national parks where conserving the 
biodiversity of South Africa comes first and foremost.  The parks reserve the right to reject any request.  

 Distance:  Applicants should always consider the realities of filming in parks.  Some of the parks cover vast tracts of land 
and speed limits in parks vary between 20 and 50 km depending on the nature of the road.  Make sure you are aware of 
such factors.  

 Applications wanting to make use of facilities such as park helicopters must know that availability is very restricted and they 
will have to pay for this privilege if availability is an option.  

 

 
3.1 Evaluation by Corporate Communications. 

Material or topic to be filmed: 

 Any material or topic that is of a journalistic or public relations nature, or is a sensitive issue for 
SANParks, will be evaluated by the head of communications, or by the media and public relations 
manager in the communications department. 

 

End Product 

 All film crews filming footage for commercial use by the production company will be charged a Film 
Permit fee.  

 Commercial use is the selling of any part of the footage for financial gain. This includes programming 
made for resale to South African and international broadcasters; documentaries made by local and 
international production companies; advertising agencies shooting advertisements at any SANParks 
locations; still photography used for books, publications, magazines and any other commercial use.  

 If the end product is for educational or non-commercial reasons, SANParks senior management will 
consider a reduction in the Film Permit fee.  

 
3.2 Evaluation by Park Management 

The filming proposal must be evaluated in terms of its impact on:  

 

 Staff 

 Park Management projects 

 Research products being conducted in the Park 

 Number of other film crews already in the Park 

 Principles or regulations contained in the management plan 

 
3.3 Evaluation by Scientific Services  

 If the material to be filmed concerns the scientific research of a member of Department of Scientific 
Services, the permission of the member of staff is required before the filming proposal is accepted.  

 Only one filming crew may accompany a scientist at a time, unless the scientist expressly permits 
another film crew to accompany him or her. 

 
4 The Park Manager must make a final recommendation regarding the ability of Park management to accommodate the film project. 
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4.1 The Park manager must appoint a contact person in the Park that will work in conjunction with the FPM Service Provider to 
co-ordinate the filming project. 

 
5 If the assistance of a member of Scientific Services is required, recommendation must made to the park management regarding 

the filming proposal. 

 
6 Negotiation 

 

 If the filming request is accepted by all parties involved, the FPM Service Provider will conduct any negotiations necessary 
with the Producer, as regards the Film Permit fee and any additional SANPARKS services required.  

 
7 Approval  

7.1 An authorisation permit for the filming proposal, once agreed by park management will be issued by the FPM Service 
Provider. 

7.2 The Filming Permit and financial arrangements for any filming project in the Kruger National Park will be agreed and issued 
by the park’s public relations department. 

 
8 Authorisation Permit 

 
8.1 (For SANParks except Kruger) After approval by the Park management, the Producer must sign the authorisation permit 

and forward a copy to the FPM Service Provider.  
8.2 A copy of the authorisation permit will be forwarded to the Park manager. The authorisation permit will serve as the 

Producer’s permit for filming in the Park.  
8.3 For any filming project in Kruger, filming is authorised by the Standing Committee on Nature Conservation.  However the 

Producer must report to Public Relations: Kruger National Park before commencing any filming to receive a permit signed 
by Director: Kruger or other relevant authority for the duration of the filming project. 

 
9. Payment 

 
9.1 To ensure adequate control of payment and debt collection, all payments for filming projects on behalf of SANParks are 

regulated by the FPM Service Provider.  The only exception is Kruger, where this responsibility will be fulfilled by the media 
manager in the Public relations department.  

9.2 Payment of the Film Permit fee and any other services utilised by the film crew or photographer must be made before 
filming begins. No filming can take place without prior payment.  

9.3 Payment for filming must be made by direct deposit into the appropriate SANParks bank account. 
9.4 A copy of the deposit receipt must be faxed for the attention of the FPM Service Provider 
9.5 All Film Permit fees will be allocated to the Park where the filming took place. The Park manager must indicate to which 

cost centre the Film Permit fees must be allocated.  
9.6 The Park management must notify the FPM Service Provider about any extra services utilised by the film crew. The FPM 

Service Provider will bill the Producer for these services. The Producer must make payment within two weeks of invoice. 
9.7 The FPM Service Provider is responsible for all debt collection and correct allocation of Film Permit fees.  

 
10. Confirmation of Filming Project 

10.1 Once the Filming Permit is signed and payment has been received from the Producer, the FPM Service Provider 
confirms the project with the Park manager, the Park contact person and any other relevant parties.   

10.2 Dates and logistics of the filming project are discussed and finalised with all parties involved.  

 
11. Report Back 

11.1 After the completion of the filming project, the Park manager, Park contact person and all other SANParks staff involved 
must report any problems encountered, concerns or suggestions to the park manager.  
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11.2 Any additional services utilised by the film crew must be reported to the FPM Service Provider. The Producer will be billed 
and payment will be allocated to the Park.  

 
12. A video cassette of the final product must be supplied to SANPARKS communications dept. These videos may not be used for 

commercial purposes by SANPARKS, unless otherwise negotiated with the producer.  If no delivery is received, the FPM Service 
Provider must bill the Producer R10 000 for failure to deliver.  

 

Filming Tariffs 

These have been approved by SANParks management and are available on request from Corporate Communications, Peninsula Permits or 
Kruger Public Relations 

All filming parties will be required to pay Accommodation and Conservation Fees 

 All film crews will be required to pay for accommodation and conservation fees at the standard tourist’s rate. 

 Accommodation & entry will only be waived in exceptional circumstances.  (See appendix) 

Guides 

 Any National Park is only obliged to supply a guide to a filming crew if a guide is available. 

 The guiding tariff will be required (as this entails redeployment of SANParks staff from their normal course of duty).  

 In all Parks, the park manager must be consulted with regard to allocating a guide to a film crew.  

 In the Kruger National Park, a guide will be allocated by Nature Conservation. 

 No SANParks vehicles will be used by film crews unless by special arrangement.  

 

Other Film Categories or situations 

Magazine/ newspaper photographer 

The article being researched must be approved by Corporate Communications. The Corporate Communications Department must make 
arrangements for the journalist/ photographer in the Parks. No Film Permit fee is usually charged. Accommodation and entry may be waived 
at the discretion of and cost centre of the head of Communications.  

Filming in Concession Sites 

Concessionaires will be allowed to secure photographic or film material shot within their respective areas for the purpose of  promoting 
visitors to their location.  The Concessionaires are however contractually bound to all SANParks rules and regulations.  They can thus not 
permit filming activity within their concession area without prior permission from SANParks.  Similarly SANParks or SANParks service 
provider cannot authorise filming within a concession area without consultation with the concessionaire.  Any revenue raised through the 
issuing of filming permits in a concession area will be split equally between SANParks and the Concessionaire. 
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15.9 ANNEXURE A9 – POLICY FOR THE USE OF NATURAL RESOURCES  

 

DRAFT RESOURCE USE POLICY BY BRIAN CHILD, JANUARY 2002 

For evaluation and comment by the Conservation and Land Claims Committee - August 2002 

 

The latest (January 2002) draft resource use policy compiled by Dr. Brian Child (attached) was circulated for comment to the 

personnel of Conservation Services, Parks and the Kruger National Park Nature Conservation Section.  Opinions varied widely, 

but the majority was supportive of the basic principles put forward. A commonly expressed reservation was that the policy leaned 

too far towards income generation, almost giving the impression that any form of use would be in order so long as basic 

ecosystem functioning remained intact. Editorial changes put forward by SANParks commentators have been incorporated into 

the attached draft. A few comments on controversial sections are inserted in the text in bold upper case. 

1. PREAMBLE 

South African National Parks is mandated to manage a valuable system of national parks for the 
joy and benefit of the nation.   

South African National Parks recognizes that conservation has a comparative economic 
advantage in many areas.  This is the underlying cause of the powerful impetus and expansion 
of this sector.  Therefore South African National Parks seeks to use this opportunity to 
simultaneously and synergistically improve biodiversity conservation and expand the 
contribution that protected areas and natural ecosystems can make to the well being of South 
African Society. 

 

South African National Parks accepts the challenge and responsibility of generating revenue 
and minimizing dependence on government support recognizing that a financially secure 
organisation has a greater chance of achieving conservation goals. 

 

South African National Parks also accepts the challenge of making conservation appropriate to 
the people and circumstances of South Africa and, by experimenting boldly and innovatively and 
sensibly, hopes to contribute leadership to the international challenge of making conservation 
appropriate to poor people. 

 

This policy provides a framework to enable the development of resource use as a new facet of 
conservation, to empower park managers to drive and control this process and, ultimately, to 
improve the ecological, economic and social sustainability of conservation and protected areas.   

 

Specifically, the policy seeks to: 

Define, and improve the likelihood, of desired conservation outcomes; 

Improve the viability of SANParks, including its ability to re-invest in conservation; 

Generate greater tangible and non-tangible value for South Africans; 

Encourage the spread of nature conservation as a valuable practice across the landscape of 
South Africa, promoting biodiversity and supporting socio-economic growth. A COMMENT WAS 
THAT THIS IS THE FUNCTION OF PROVINCIAL CONSERVATION AGENCIES RATHER 
THAN SANPARKS 

 

This approach is bold and experimental.  In the past, progress has been frustrated by concerns 

 

Sets out the rationale for 
the resource use policy 
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over risk.  Therefore South African National Parks will promote use (indeed, all management 
activities) within a managerial framework that requires the regular comparison of outcome and 
performance to clear goals and targets.  This invokes both a learning process, and controls 
management and risk. 

 

2. STATEMENT OF INTENT 

South African National Parks recognizes that it has been established to conserve areas of 
biological diversity. 

 

South African National Parks also recognizes that its purpose as a national conservation agency 
is ultimately to service the needs and aspirations of all South Africans by generating an array of 
tangible and intangible values that is appropriate to this society. 

 

The purpose of this policy is to reconcile and provide the management framework to achieve 
these objectives to enable parks to create greater value for conservation and South Africans.  

 

The policy provides each park with the mandate and flexibility to design an appropriate resource 
use policy, and the boundaries within which the policy will be implemented. 

 

The purpose of this policy is therefore: 

To provide a management framework: 

to improve the conservation of ecosystems and biological diversity,  

to make South African National Parks more financially responsible and viable; 

to harness the inherent economic value of conservation practices to sustain SANParks and to 
support a vibrant and expanding conservation sector; and 

by charting a new course successfully, to place South African National Parks in a position to 
contribute to and provide practical leadership in operaltionalising the principles incorporated in 
the South African Constitution and the United Nations’ Convention on Biological Diversity. 

 

 

Establishes the core 
responsibilities of the 
organisation, and how the 
use policy relates to these 

 

3. GUIDING PRINCIPLES 

These guiding principles aim, as elaborated and specified in points 3.1 to 3.3 respectively: 

-To set and achieve biodiversity conservation objectives; 

-To make South African National Parks financially viable, and to provide guidance for the 
allocation of surplus; 

-To establish the principle that South African National Parks is the servant of all South Africans 
and shall seek to provide values appropriate to this constituency.  Specifically, and without 
abrogating ecosystem objectives, this shall emphasise the importance providing economic and 
employment opportunities as a direct outcome and objective of conservation practice. 

 

Objective Orientated Performance Management provides the platform for effective, sustainable 
use or management. The operational mechanism (1) to improve the probability of sound 
ecosystem management and (2) to lay the parameters in which use can occur shall be: 

-The explicit formulation of clearly defined ecological targets and indicators for each park (or 
zone), 

-Preconditioning the approval of budgets and workplans directly to annual internal auditing of 

 

As a publicly mandated 
agency, SANParks is 
obliged to create value for 
all South Africans without 
abrogating its primary 
responsibility to maintain, 
create or manage 
biologically healthy 
ecosystems. 
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these targets and periodic external review of the same. 

 

Without moving the system outside the ecological parameters defined in 3.1, and recognizing: 

-that all income can be reinvested in conservation,  

-that all unnecessary expenditure detracts from this possibility, and 

-that the control of costs is an essential component of any resource use strategy, 

-each Park shall, within its policy, seek to maximise the financial surplus which shall be used to 
support the management of conservation in other protected areas, elsewhere and to fulfill 
corporate responsibilities to South Africans, especially neighbours and disadvantaged sectors.   

South African National Parks intends: 

-To ensure that national parks are as far as possible financially sustainable, recognizing that this 
is a necessary condition for ecosystem sustainability in a society with the challenging 
responsibility to provide education, health and other basic requirements to its citizenry; 

-To generate a financial surplus for re-investment into conservation subject to a national 
investment strategy.  The majority of the surplus (80%) shall be invested in: 

The cross subsidization of national protected areas. 

The purchase of land to expand the national protected area estate with two specific objectives in 
roughly equal proportions: 

To establish a system of protected areas representative of South Africa’s biodiversity by 
purchasing land having ecosystems, habitats, or species that are under-represented nationally 
or internationally; 

To establish protected areas for the specific purpose of making recreational, educational and 
other opportunities available to many more South Africans.  These parks are intended to have a 
high social value, are likely to be close to urban areas and may, or may not, have a lower 
implicit biological value. 

 

The support of provincial conservation authorities as in (a) and (b), 

Careful investment outside state protected areas where this has the potential for catalyzing a 
significant shift in land use towards uses that have a higher conservation value and 
simultaneously stimulate the economy. 

Providing access to a conservation experience to disadvantaged South Africans. 

The remainder of the surplus shall be used: 

for staff incentivisation; 

To provide the Park Manager with a discretionary fund to fulfill a corporate responsibility to 
neighbours in a carefully targeted and strategic manner. 

 

In making use related decisions, South African National Parks shall, at all times, incorporate an 
awareness of its responsibility to all South Africans, and recognition of the impact of the 
differential power of vocal minorities in creating inequity and socio-economic inefficiency.  
Without abrogating its core conservation responsibilities, the drive to achieve financial self-
sustainability, and a commitment to the principles of open, transparent, competitive commercial 
transactions, South African National Parks shall seek, directly and indirectly, to create 
employment, economic opportunity and other values throughout South African society and the 
economy.  Special consideration shall be given to the incorporation of neighbours and 
disadvantaged South Africans into the benefit stream. 

4. GUIDANCE ON CHOICES 

4.1 Recognising that different interpretations of value might arise between financial factors and 

Prioritisation issues. 
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economic factors, the choice shall be as follows: 

Until the point at which an individual park is financially viable, the decision shall be based on the 
paramouncy of financial criteria, i.e. making South African National Parks financially viable; 

Once a park is financially viable and contributing a surplus, greater consideration will be given to 
economic and/or social criteria. 

4.2 The re-investment strategy shall take into consideration: 

South Africa’s conservation objectives seen from a national perspective, above those of the 
organisation, South African National Parks’; 

The short, direct linkages between a park and the site of re-investment (the ‘locality’ effect) are 
generally more effective and are perceived as more equitable. 

Economic versus financial 
choices. 

 

Organisation versus 
national priorities 

5. PARK MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK 

The effectiveness and control of management activities, including use, is dependent on clearly 
defined management systems. 

The system as described shall be a prerequisite for use, and shall provide the framework for the 
decentralisation of managerial authority and responsibility.   

Since use cannot be encouraged or controlled outside a robust management structure, these 
systems are mandated by this policy until such time as such systems, or their equivalents, are 
incorporated elsewhere9. 

 

Each Park shall have a policy document that sets out the long term objectives of that park.  This 
shall, at a minimum, state the ecological goals (core business) of that park in clearly quantifiable 
and measurable terms.  It shall also state the commercial, social/economic, infrastructure, 
financial and other goals of the park in terms of quantifiable, measurable key performance areas 
to enable the Chief Executive to control performance.  

 

The primary management mechanism shall be a medium-term (4-5 year) workplan and budget 
that translates the policy into an implementable programme that includes: 

A single overarching purpose or goal for the period in question;The component outputs, usually 
linked to the key performance areas in the policy, that must collectively be achieved to fulfill the 
purpose; 

Activities and inputs for each output, including budgets and manpower requirements 

At each level of objectives, and for each objective, the plan shall define the targeted outcome 
using indicators that incorporate quantity, quality, and time, and shall define affordable means of 
verification. 

Recognising the importance of external factors to a society-orientated business such as 
conservation, this plan shall also identify factors that are outside the direct control of managers 
but are likely to affect its implementation.  For each such factor, indicators shall be defined as 
well as possible interventions.The process of developing the medium term plan shall be rigorous 
and participatory, shall review and model the situation, and shall appraise alternative strategies 
for reaching stated goals. 

 

The control mechanism shall comprise quarterly and annual review of each objective, activity 
and indicator to (1) compare status to target (2) identify implementation constraints (3) clearly 

 

Control10 of use, or any 
management intervention, 
requires a clearly defined 
management system.  
This includes a hierarchy 
of objectives, and the 
implementation, 
monitoring and 
adjustment of activities to 
achieve these objectives. 

This framework 
operationalises the 
concept of robust 
“adaptive management”. 

                                                             

9 While the specific mandate of this policy is to provide the framework for resource use, including tourism, the same 

principles apply to park management in general. 

10 ‘Control’ is a management term that implies that activities are monitored and correction action taken in pursuit of 

a specific objective.  
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define the corrective action to be taken, including responsibilities and financial implications.   

The formal output shall be a report by the Park Manager to Head Office. 

The process shall be strengthened by facilitating transparent peer participation and review. 

No budget or workplan shall be approved in the absence of these reviews. 

 

These procedures contain the mechanism that operationalies an ‘adaptive management’ 
process that is robust and ensures that the performance and impact of each activity and each 
objective are routinely monitored, appraised and reviewed.  The quarterly, annual and 
quadrennial feedback loops provide opportunity to modify the annual, quadrennial plans and the 
policy respectively. 

6.  THE ‘USE’ OR COMMERCIAL PLAN 

A specific component of a park’s policy, quadrennial or annual plan shall be a commercial 
strategy or plan that seeks to maximise the park’s viability and operating surplus.  This plan 
shall: 

List each and every potential use, including the full range of tourism activities. 

Develop an efficiency criteria for each use that compares (1) the potential net benefit, financial 
and otherwise, to (2) environmental impact, and specifically to the ecosystem targets and limits 
of acceptable change laid out for the park; 

Optimizes the combination of uses with the judicial use of spatial and temporal zoning, public 
relations and other such measures; 

Given the futility of generating revenues unless costs are also controlled, this plan shall 
establish clear targets for recurrent expenditure that:  

Maintain recurrent expenditure on core conservation business below a prescribed ceiling, which 
shall normally be US$2 per hectare unless an alternative is specifically justified and agreed 
(Non-core business activities shall be treated as separate cost centers); 

Maintain the human resource component of expenditure below 50% of costs unless an 
alternative is specifically justified and agreed; 

The onus shall be on the park manager to justify any expenditure above the level set out in 
these parameters. 

Sets out a capital investment and maintenance plan in support of these activities 

 

 

A required component of 
each park policy, plan and 
budget shall be a ‘use’ or 
commercial strategy and 
plan 

7. DEFINITION OF  ‘USE’ 

Use shall be defined as any action or decision taken by man that uses or impacts on the 
scenery, soils, water and nutrient cycles, habitats, flora and fauna, and the balance between 
trophic levels, in ecosystems. 

Similarly, tourism, which requires roads, water, power, waste disposal, etc. shall be defined as a 
consumptive use. 

The provision of water, fencing, fire and and decisions regarding the level of herbivory, 
according to 7.1, shall be defined as use 

Definition of ‘use’ 

8. TROPHIC LEVELS AND RISK ASSESSMENT 

Trophic levels, systems or habitats with longer cycling or recovery times shall at all times be 
given precedence over species with shorter recovery times. 

The intensity of monitoring shall increase according to the cycling period, and the intensity or 
desirability of use shall be inversely related to the cycling period.  Specifically: 

Soil substrate, soil, water and nutrient cycles, including the influence of soil cover on these 
cycles (emphasizes the importance of perennial grass, especially in savannas). 

 

Ecosystem conservation 
priorities and risk.. 
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Habitats and vegetation. 

Large or long-lived herbivores and carnivores (e.g. ungulates, some fish, some reptiles). 

Short-lived species (e.g. quelea, locusts, caterpillars). (DOUBTS WERE EXPRESSED ABOUT 
THE VALUE AND APPROPRIATENESS OF THESE GUIDELINES TO MONITORING.  
PREVAILING THREATS AND ENVIRONMENTAL DISTURBANCES ARE NOT MENTIONED, 
AND THESE ARE  MAJOR FACTORS THAT SHOULD DETERMINE THE INTENSITY OF 
MONITORING) 

This reverses current practice where the monitoring and management of the health of 
ecosystems is subservient to the monitoring of, and concerns about killing, large herbivores. 

9.  ACCOUNTABILITY TO THE VALUES OF SOUTH AFRICAN SOCIETY 

Without prejudice to biological objectives, which shall be afforded considerable primacy over 
anthropocentric sentiment, protected areas shall be managed to create value and economic 
opportunity appropriate to the requirements of South African society. 

Recognising the ability of special interest groups to distort policy and practice away from that 
that creates the greatest good for the greatest number, and recognizing that the poor are an 
important constituency that is less able to represent itself, South African National Parks shall 
endeavor to reflect national societal preferences in its use policy.  

Priorities shall be 
biocentric. 

 

Care shall be taken to 
avoid the distortions and 
inequities of anthro-
pocentric influences 

10.  NEIGHBOURS AND BENEFIT SHARING 

The general policy of South African National Parks shall be to maximise net financial and 
economic surplus, and secondarily to allocate this to best advantage (see ***). 

A proportion of the surplus shall be set aside for by the Park to undertake its corporate 
responsibility to neighbours to best effect. 

 All users (except a specified in 10.4 and 10.5) shall pay full value for resources as determined 
through open, competitive marketing.  Contracts shall encourage the employment and training of 
disadvantaged groups, but without prejudice to the principles of free-market competition. 

Access will be provided for ceremonial use at no cost at the discretion of the Park Manager 
provided impact is negligible and the activity conserves culture. 

Traditional and/or subsistence use will be provided for only under the following circumstances: 

There is a legitimate historical right of access.  Demand arising from demographically-related 
resource depletion shall not be considered to be legitimate; 

There is no application of modern technology, and practices are restricted to traditional 
methods;The user pays for, or undertakes, sufficient monitoring to ensure that the use is 
sustainable and does not adversely impact the Park’s ecological and other objectives (IT IS 
PROBABLY UNWISE TO GIVE USERS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF MONITORING THE 
RESOURCE BECAUSE THAT AWARDS THEM THE DUAL STATUS OF REFEREE AND 
PLAYER). 

Use is not free and the user pays a proportion of the value of the harvest to South African 
National Parks in cash or kind. 

 

 

Rules for allocating use, 
and benefiting neighbours 
and people with historical 
use rights. 

11. COMMERCIAL AND PRICING POLICY 

Recognising that previous pricing policies have been set bureaucratically rather than according 
to market forces; 

Recognising that South African National Parks pricing regimes have not previously been 
motivated be the determination to be self-financing  

Recognising, consequently, that South African National Parks has a limited understanding of 
pricing and marketing, and little commercial experience or capacity 

South African National Parks shall: 
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Embark on a commercialization strategy that: 

Maximises revenues, and  

Accepts that learning will occur and is specifically designed to test methods of marketing and to 
establish market prices.  To provide a realistic measure of value, at least one of each category 
of facility and use under the control of SANParks shall be sold competitively through the market 
at sufficient regularity to provide this information. 

To provide a realistic measure of value, at least one of each category of facility and use under 
the control of SANParks should be sold competitively through the market at sufficient regularity 
to provide this information. 

 

11. BIODIVERSITY PROSPECTING 

Recognising the huge potential value arising from (1) the diversity of plants, animals and micro-
organisms in South African ecosystem (2) the ancient competition between plants and animals 
and the consequent value of secondary compounds and protective and adaptive measures and 
(3) the relatively long interaction of humans with the natural environment and the consequent 
indigenous knowledge,  

Recognising that the rapid growth in human knowledge provides only a short window of 
opportunity for South Africa to exploit this potential,  

Recognising that, in the absence of legal use, illegal users will exploit this potential, and 

Recognising that an important justification for park and biodiversity conservation is to preserve 
the use value of genes and species, 

South African National Parks shall immediately and urgently develop the protocols, 
mechanisms, partnerships and agreements to exploit this potential.  Specifically South African 
National Parks will: 

Develop legal and procedural mechanisms to enable and encourage comprehensive legal and 
controlled collection and analysis of all indigenous species, including and especially those in 
Parks; 

Develop, to maximum conservation and economic advantage, commercial partnerships with 
agencies and businesses capable of collecting, analyzing , patenting and developing this 
potential. 

 

The potential for 
biodiversity prospecting 

12.  DEVELOP NATIONAL CONSERVATION SECTOR 

Recognizing that South Africa’s exceptional wild resources give the country a comparative 
advantage for certain types of nature based tourism and use; 

Recognizing that the principle of comparative advantage implies that promulgation of these uses 
can advance the cause of conservation across much of South Africa while simultaneously 
improving the ability of the economy to create employment and profits; 

Noting South Africa’s obligation to these causes as embedded in the Constitution and the 
Convention on Biological Diversity; 

Recognising the complicated institutional landscape resulting from the highly fragmented 
national and provincial conservation authorities, Ordinances, Acts, Decrees and Proclamations 

South African National Parks shall nevertheless commit itself to promoting sustainable 
conservation-based land use and economic activities through the following measures: 

Establishing a cooperative relationship with the Department of Environmental and Tourism, 
provincial conservation agencies, non-governmental agencies, the private sector and other 
stakeholders to resolve the institutional fragmentation and contradiction noted in 12.4, and to 
provide an enabling institutional framework for the sector.  Specifically this institutional 
framework shall: 

Recognize that in some situations fences reduce profits, allow mismanagement and abuse of 

 

Leadership role in 
promoteing conservation 
as a sustainable and 
profitable land use 
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wildlife and environments, and fragment ecosystems that need to be large to be functionally 
sustainable, and  

Seek to provide landholders with an alternative means to delineate and control their resources, 

Strive to devolve full use rights to landholders, but within a controlling mechanism that 
establishes landholder groups with the legal authority to control use according to standards set 
and monitored by the membership.  In the case of the failure of such mechanisms, anticipated to 
be rare, government shall retain its position as the ultimate authority for wildlife, but shall 
exercise this right only in exceptional circumstances. 

Seek to subject game fencing to environmental impact assessment, 

Provide for the mandating of producer organisations to negotiate, set and self-regulate 
standards in conjunctions with conservation agencies 

 

As a central actor with a large market share, to lead the market in terms of the quality of 
conservation product and experience, and to make concerted efforts to steadily increase the 
price of wildlife and conservation products and experiences.  South African National Parks shall: 

Harmonise the management of Parks with the local rural economy with a view to encouraging 
the conservation and sustainable use of wild resources, and enhancing the well being or rural 
people especially those who in the present or past have suffered negative impacts from the 
park; 

Carefully evaluate the broader impact of its pricing and marketing practices on the incentives 
and markets for conservation products and services.  All measures should seek to increase the 
competitiveness of nature-based businesses relative to the livestock, agriculture and other 
sectors that might replace them. 

To ensure that wild resources are not under valued artificially through legal or financial 
institutions or instruments that distort the true value of the resource.  In particular, the park shall 
ensure that it does not undercut the ability of the market to incentivize conservation outside the 
park by subsidizing park-based activities. 

To contribute strategically to the spread of biodiversity as a land use through such activities as 
the provision of species, and the investigation and provision of economic and other information. 

Where appropriate, to use parks, contractual relationships with private land, communal land and 
even neighbouring states, and other such means as are appropriate, including direct investment, 
to catalyst the consolidation of larger areas of land for conservation usage. 
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16 ANNEXURE B – TEMPLATES FOR REPORTS 

16.1 ANNEXURE B1 - ANNUAL EMPOWERMENT REPORT BY CONCESSIONAIRE 

The Concessionaire will have an audit responsibility that focuses on the three key areas of empowerment achievements, namely 
shareholding, employment equity and skills development, and Black economic empowerment. The annual report should contain the targets 
(as set out in the Bid Submissions) and measurements in respect of these areas as per the summary below: 

SHAREHOLDING 

Eco-tourism Investor Entity 

o Establish Entity 

o Allocate and facilitate take-up of 
shares 

Community Empowerment 
Trust 

o Establish Entity 

o Allocate and facilitate take-up of 
shares 

   

EMPLOYMENT EQUITY AND 

SKILLS DEVELOPMENT 

Equity targets vs. 
achievements at start-up 

 

Job criteria per position  

Representative selection and 
promotions panel 

 

Training 

o Number of training courses 
conducted 

o Number of staff undergoing 
business training courses 

o Management personnel trained 
in “People Development” 

o Register of staff members 
trained 

Skills manual per position  

Study assistance schemes  

Learnerships (number of 
students) 

 

Promotions advertised  

Goal-sharing implemented 

o Minimum standards set 

o Average incentive paid to non-
managerial staff 

o Staff kept informed of trading 
results 

Workplace forum established 
and minutes taken 

 

BLACK ECONOMIC 
EMPOWERMENT AND 

BUSINESS OPPORTUNITIES 
Business Linkages 

o Buy local targets 

o Register of procurement 
requirements 
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o Value of contracts awarded 

o Database of local businesses 

o Schedule of on-going 
supplies/services and value 

o Appointment of specialist 
procurement manager 

o Partnership with trusts and 
prescribed commitments 

Empowerment created locally 

o Number of new jobs versus 
targets 

o Number of local people 
employed versus targets 

o Jobs advertised locally 

Involvement of guests 
o Value of Support 

o Organisations supported 
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16.2 ANNEXURE B2 – MONTHLY OPERATIONAL REPORT BY CONCESSIONAIRE 

 



KNP Concession Operations Manual 

SANParks Revision 2  

 

Page 176 of 188 

16.3 ANNEXURE B3 – BI-ANNUAL OPERATION MANAGEMENT & MAINTENANCE REPORT BY CONCESSIONAIRE 
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16.4 ANNEXURE B4 – BI-ANNUAL ECO ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT BY CONCESSIONAIRE 
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17 ANNEXURE C – TEMPLATES FOR APPLICATION FORMS 

17.1 ANNEXURE C1 - APPLICATION FORM FOR FREE ENTRANCE PERMITS FOR CONCESSION HOLDERS AND THEIR 
 PROJECT DEVELOPMENT STAFF  

1. Name of Concession area:       ____________________________________________________________________________                                                                                          

2. Name of Concessionaire or Consortium:  ____________________________________________________________________ 

3. Name of permit applicant:       _____________________________________________________________________________                  

4. ID number of applicant:          _____________________________________________________________________________ 

5. Your appointment or designation within the consortium: 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

6. Postal Address:  _________________________________________  

   _________________________________________  

   ______________________Code  ______________  

7. Business telephone no:    _(______)_________________________________ 

8. Vehicle(s) registration number(s)   1   _______________________________ 

     2   _______________________________ 

     3   _______________________________ 

9. Entrance gates to be used: (Please tick) Crocodile Bridge ___ Orpen  ___ 

                                          Malelane  ___ Numbi  ___ 

                                                          Punda Maria   ___ Paul Kruger ___               

                                                          Pafuri      __     Phalaborwa    ___ 

 

_________________________________     ______________ 

Signature of applicant                            Date 

Note 

Please attach the following to your application form; 

  a. Photocopy of your ID book or passport 

b. Two ID size photos 

 

NOTES FOR COMPLETING APPLICATION FORM 

1. Name of concession area, e.g. Mpanamana Concession, Nwanetsi Concession etc. 

2. Name of Concessionaire, e.g. Jock Lodge Consortium, Faranani Consortium etc. 

3. The name for the specific applicant within the Consortium 

4. Appointment / designation within the Consortium e.g. Consortium Holder, Architect, EIA Consultant, Project leader etc. 

5. If you would be using more than one vehicle for your business, please supply all registration numbers 

Please do not forget to attach a photostat copy of your ID book and two ID photos 
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17.2 ANNEXURE C2 – APPLICATION FORM FOR PERMANENT STAFF ID  
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17.3 ANNEXURE C3 – APPLICATION FORM FOR ANNUAL BUSINESS ACCESS PERMIT  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



KNP Concession Operations Manual 

SANParks Revision 2  

 

Page 181 of 188 

18 ANNEXURE D – ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PLANS FOR ALL CA’S 
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18.1 ANNEXURE D1 – EMP FOR NWANETSI CONCESSION AREA 
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18.2 ANNEXURE D2 – EMP FOR MLUWATI CONCESSION AREA 
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18.3 ANNEXURE D3 – EMP FOR LWAKAHLE CONCESSION AREA 
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18.4 ANNEXURE D4 – EMP FOR JOCK OF THE BUSHVELD CONCESSION AREA 
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18.5 ANNEXURE D5 – EMP FOR MPANAMANA CONCESSION AREA 
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18.6 ANNEXURE D6 – EMP FOR MUTLUMUVI CONCESSION AREA 
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18.7 ANNEXURE D7 – EMP FOR JAKKALSBESSIE CONCESSION AREA 
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0 Comments

Extractive activities such as mining are causing profound ecological and social damage in Africa. Governments must ensure that nature is protected while trade and the
economy expand.

In October 2018, a high court judge in South Africa overturned permission for an Indian-owned company to mine for coal in the protected Mabola wetlands.

In early 2018, protests arose in Côte d’Ivoire at a gold mining company, with locals demanding more jobs and compensation for land destroyed.

Meanwhile, in Lamu, Kenya, a planned coal power plant in a pristine marine ecosystem sparked opposition.

These are not random occurrences. Across Africa, mining, both small-scale and industrial, is destroying wildlife and nature at an alarming rate.

Some 44% of Africa’s major metal mines are inside or within 10km of a protected area, while in at least five countries there has already been downgrading or downsizing of
protected areas to allow mining development.

Africa is home to 30% of the world’s mineral resources, including some of the largest deposits of oil, gas, diamonds, gold, coltan and bauxite.

While mining has largely been associated with economic growth, recently the scale and impact of threats has increased.

As the race to extract Africa’s natural resources heats up, investments are fostering environmental degradation, with knock-on impacts for local people and other economic
sectors.

This problem arises partly because of skyrocketing demand from new players, such as China, as well as Western companies such as Tesla and Apple.

Between 2005 and 2016, approximately half of China’s outbound investments went into energy and mining, with Zambia, Zimbabwe, South Africa and Democratic
Republic of Congo (DRC), attracting roughly one-third of this.

Meanwhile, demand for commodities that rely on Africa’s minerals – coltan in phones and laptops, lithium in electric vehicles – is rapidly rising. 

Minerals frequently occur in areas of rich biodiversity, but mining activities often fail to take ecosystem services, such as provision of fresh water, or soil fertility, into
account.

Because these services are provided “free” through ecological processes, their value is disregarded.

The resulting damage can be profound, with threats ranging from reduced crop yields arising from loss of pollinators, to the extermination of species which support
ecotourism.

Cobalt mining in the DRC, which provides more than half the world’s supply for rechargeable batteries, is one growing threat.

Mining waste is polluting rivers and drinking water, while exposure to dust from pulverised rock causes breathing and other health problems in miners, including tens of
thousands of children.

Habitat destruction from mining activities, and secondary effects such as bushmeat harvesting for miners, have contributed to the decline of the critically endangered eastern
lowland gorillas.

A quarter of all mines may require special measures in order to conserve globally important biodiversity on the African continent.

Valuing nature’s services
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Africa has significant development needs and the continent’s mineral resources should be used responsibly to finance them.

However, sustainable growth and significant poverty alleviation can only be achieved if nature is protected.

One of the best ways of doing so is to place real value on its services.

Roughly 62% of Africa’s poor rural population depend directly on wild nature and its services for their livelihoods, whether for wild foods, ecotourism or grazing.

The new era of expanded trade could still be a “win-win” situation for investors and for Africa – if African governments, as custodians of Africa’s resources, formally
recognise the true value of nature.

While there is no one way to do so, Costa Rica and Norway offer important lessons.

Costa Rica long ignored the value of nature, with its area of forest cover dropping from 85% in 1945 to 35% in 1980.

Subsequently, the country put in place strong incentives for forest protection and strengthened environmental institutions and governance.

Today, despite a doubling of population, income per capita has tripled and forest cover is now over 50%.

Norway has used the surplus revenues from the sale of its oil to build the world’s largest sovereign wealth fund.

In this way, rather than simply receiving a temporary income boost from selling its non-renewable reserves, Norway has laid the base for sustained long-term growth.

Cost-effective solution

The South African ruling, which protected the interests of local people and of nature, is what the continent needs.

Ensuring that nature is protected while trade and the economy expand is ultimately more cost-effective than retrospective attempts to restore degraded natural assets.

As with other valued assets, governments need to protect and invest in nature, for its vital role sustaining social wellbeing and for nature’s value in itself.

To deliver this, African countries will need strong political leadership and support from their trade and investment partners.

By Maxwell Gomera, Director of the Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services at UN Environment and James Vause, Head of Economics, at the World Conservation Monitoring
Centre.

Maxwell Gomera is a 2018 Aspen New Voices Fellow. He is an expert on public investments in agriculture and nature. James Vause is an expert on the economics of
biodiversity and environmental economic policy development.
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Dallas Safari Club Video concerning hunting in Tanzania: 

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=B_uaF0qarDQ&t=1s 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=B_uaF0qarDQ&t=1s
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United States Department of the Interior 
 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
International Affairs 

5275 Leesburg Pike, MS: IA 
Falls Church, VA  22041-3803 

 
International Wildlife Conservation Council Meeting 

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service Headquarters 
5275 Leesburg Pike, Falls Church, VA 22041 

 
Wednesday, September 26th 
 
1:00 p.m.  Call to Order 
 

Welcome and Introductions from the Chair and DOI Leadership. 
 
1:30 p.m. Sub-Committee report to full committee and discussion.  
 

- Voting on action items if appropriate after discussion. 

 
2:30 – 2:45 p.m.  Break 
 
2:45 – 4:30 p.m. Presentations – Sustainable Wildlife Management for the benefit of 

people and species 
 

- Hon Minister Pohamba Penomwenyo Shifeta – Minister of 
Environment and Tourism, Namibia. 
 

- Maxi Pia Louise (Namibian Association of Community Based Natural 
Resource Management Support Organizations). 
  

- Imani Richard Nkuwi – Director of Tourism and Business Services - 
Tanzania Wildlife Management Authority. 

4:30 p.m. Day 1 Public Comment  
 
5:00 p.m.  Recess till Thursday, September 27th 
  
Thursday, September 27th 
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8:30 a.m.  Call to Order 
 

Opening Remarks & Video 
 
9:00 a.m. Presentations Continued – Sustainable Wildlife Management for the 

benefit of people and species 
 
- Joseph Mbawia – Professor, Tourism Studies, Okavango Research 
Institute, University of Botswana.  
Presentation Title: Sustainable Wildlife Utilization in Botswana: Hunting 
as a Conservation Tool. (PPT) 
 
- Rose Mandisodza-Chikerema – Chief Ecologist with Zimbabwe Parks 
and Wildlife Authority.  
Presentation Title: Sustainable Wildlife Management in Zimbabwe. 
(PPT) 

 
11:30 – 1:00 p.m. Lunch 
 
1:00 p.m.  Presentations Continued 
 

- Craig Spencer - Chief Warden & Goodness Mhlanga, representing the 
Black Mambas anti-poaching unit in Balule Nature Preserve and 
Greater Kruger National Park, South Africa.  
Presentation Title: Building Resilience for Wildlife Areas: 
Sustainable Approach to Wildlife Security in the Sub-Sahara African 
Context. (PPT & Video) 

 
- Rocky McBride – Big cat researcher and houndsman for South 

American and North American cat species.  
Presentation Title: Jaguars in conflict (PPT) 

 
2:40 - 4:00 p.m. Council Discussion 
 
4:00 - 4:30 p.m. Day 2 Public Comment 
 
4:30 p.m.  ADJOURN 

 



BUILDING RESILIENCE FOR 
WILDLIFE AREAS

BLACK MAMBA ANTI POACHING 
UNIT

(ALL WOMEN):



Greater Kruger National Park: 

Where do we fit in?



Why the concern?



OUR MISSION

• To make the Greater Kruger National Park the most 

difficult, undesirable and risky area to poach.

• To develop a proud, sympathetic + patriotic 

community on our borders = allies to the park!



SPECIAL PROJECTS

Eyes + ears. Data + intel. Predictive modeling.



BLACK MAMBAS: Who 

are we?

• 33 young rural African women

• 33 sisters, mothers, aunties, wives 

and future grandmothers!

• We are teachers and leaders!

• Proud defenders of our wildlife 

treasures



OBJECTIVES AND 

PREDICTED OUTCOMES

BUILDING ENVIRONENTAL 

PATRIOTISM

• Early detection & crime prevention

• Monitoring, surveillance + compliance

• Community by-in and an open window into the adjacent communities

• Addressing the social decay + false economy created by rhino 

poaching



Its all about crime prevention!
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STRATEGIC
DEPLOYMENT 

+ MANAGEMENT

TACTICAL RESPONSE TEAM
ARMED X 29

1Extended covert patrols on Balule
2Rapid response to insurgents

BLACK MAMBA TEAM X 26
UNARMED

Eyes + Ears. Gather information.
1Visual patrols. Road-blocks.

2Fence patrols. 
3Search + destroy snares. 

4Inspect building sites + compounds.
5Crime-scene investigations

6 Maintain high presence in buffer-zone
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Coverage / boots on 

the ground

Small 
team, 
op’s 
room

Concentrate 
in “hot-
spots”, 

search and 
destroy

“Bobby’s on the 
Beat” = 

institutionalized; 

Eyes + ears. 

Intel network. Informants +

information gathering

MONITORING, SURVEILENCE + COMPLIANCE



COMMUNITY BENEFITS

PRIDE IN THEIR WORK, SKILLS DEVELOPMENT, SCHOOL ENGAGEMENT



• CREATING CONDUCIVE TEACHING ENVIRONMENTS FOR TEACHERS.
• CREATING SAFE AND STIMULATING LEARNING ENVIRONMENTS FOR 

PUPILS.



• ARREST SOCIAL AND MORAL DECAY

• DON’T FEED THE FALSE ECONOMY OF POACHING

THEREFORE

• CAUTION AGAINST MILITARISING LOCAL COMMUNITIES

• BUILD CONSISTENCY IN REVENUE FLOW 

• BUILD ACCOUNTABILITY FOR REVENUE GENERATED

• GENERATE PATRIOTISM TOWARDS THE WILDLIFE AREAS

• MAXIMISE BENEFITS (light industries: abattoirs, tanneries, etc.)

• SHARE RESPONSIBILITIES (BOTH CONSUMPTIVE AND NON-

CONSUMPTIVE INDUSTRIES)

• TOTAL TRANSPARANCY TO ALL INTERESTED AND AFFECTED (proper 

reporting structures in place)

• REWARD HONESTY – HONESTY VERIFICATION PROCEDURES



We are role models:



We have pride and self worth!



WE ARE CHAMPIONS OF THE 

EARTH!!



WE CHERISH LIFE! 

WE DO NOT WANT TO LIVE IN A VILLAGE 

OF WIDOWS AND ORPHANS!



WE DO NOT WANT TO LIVE IN A 

WORLD WITHOUT WILD ANIMALS



We are bread-winners:

We have respect:

We have pride:

We have skills:

We have dignity:

We have an Identity

We are a family!





Daily report for Managers



APU PERFORMANCE: DAILY EVALUATION

APU effectiveness can be measured by number of 

rhino sighted on patrol = deployed in the correct 

areas to afford protection.



APU activity must peak at 

optimum incursion times



Resources deployed to enhance 

early detection:

1. Patrols detect incursions

2. Cameras detect incursions

3. Pickets placed to detect 

gunshots and rapid response





Tracking outcomes = P.R.O.T.E.C.T Model
Predictive Routine Observation Theory Enhancing Conservation Techniques



How do we do this?

• 5 x Mamba Station on and around Balule + Tribal land



Daily foot patrols on boundaries



Vehicle patrols at night:



Regular roadblocks + vehicle 

checks



BUSH BABIES PROGRAM

• 11 Local primary schools

• 960 young children



Build Resources at each school
Plant liaison officers



FIRMER ATTITUDE TOWARDS GATE-WAY 

CRIMES

• If a person can sneak into a reserve and set 

snares, he can evolve into a poacher.

• Small-time poachers run the same risks and 

organized crime gangs.

• Local knowledge already gained

• Contacts in place

• BROKEN WINDOW SYNDROME



B.M = BLACK MAMBA

B.M = BEST MOTHER

B.M = BE MORE!



Can We Build Resilience For 

WildLife Areas in Africa:
Build a Patriotic Community for Wildlife

• Sustain / prop up key Role-models – focus 

investment. 

• Continuity in investments.

• Ensure integrity / accountability for investments 

(caution to feed the corruption monster).

• Develop skilled service-providers in the 

communities. Phased.

• Support local industry. 



THANKS YOU FOR YOUR FAITH, TRUST 

AND SUPPORT!

www.blackmambas.org

https://www.google.co.za/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwiLjbTwzqPPAhVDnRoKHRrvA84QjB0IBg&url=http://www.blackmambas.org/#!South-Africas-allfemale-antipoaching-team-honored/c1kbw/5649c9a70cf2708e001ce7fb&bvm=bv.133387755,d.ZGg&psig=AFQjCNG090_l2z-8ApHUEixwwrQmjR5CTw&ust=1474654848816693


Conservation Hunting 
Namibia Communal Area 

Conservancies

Maxi Louis 
NACSO DIRECTOR



Presentation Content

 Legal basis of 
conservancies

 Achievements

 Case study

 Challenges



Background

Population:2,555,446

Size: 823,400 km2

Independence:  1990

Income: $5,870 (per 

cap GNI, 2013)

Male : 49.7%

Female: 50.3%



Community Conservation in Namibia 

Where have we come from & where are 

we going?



Legal Basis of Conservancies

Government gazette
Of the

Republic of Namibia
N$1.20 Windhoek - 17 June 1996 No. 1333

contents
Government Notice Page

No. 151Promulgation of Nature Conservation Amendment Act, 1996 (Act 5
0f 1996), of the Parliament ………………………………………………. 1

Rights granted:

 Rights of Ownership over huntable game 

 Rights to revenues from the Sale of Game or Game 

Products
 Rights to Tourism.



A Namibian CBNRM Programme which empowers present 
and future generations to manage integrated wildlife and 
other natural resources as a recognised and valued rural 

development option

Namibia CBNRM Vision



NACSO – NATIONAL SUPPORT STRUCTURE FOR 

COMMUNITY CONSERVATION



Conservancy Achievements

 Three pillars of the Namibia CBNRM Program:

Natural Resources Management

 Institutional Development & Governance

Business, Enterprises, & Livelihoods



Natural Resources Management

9

Conservation 

Achievements:

 Increasing 

Wildlife 

Populations

 Large 

Landscape 

Connectivity



LION RANGE EXPANSION IN NORTH WEST 

NAMIBIA



1990 2018

AREA UNDER CONSERVATION

13.0
%

43.8
%

AREA UNDER CONSERVATION



Game Population Trends

Elephant

 1995:  7,600

 2018:  23,000

Black Rhino

 1980: Near extinct

 2018: Largest free-

roaming population 

in world



Zambezi Wildlife Sightings 

Game Count 2016

Elephant range Kunene

North West Predator Sightings 

Game Count 2016



WILDLIFE 

CORRIDORS AND 

EXPANDING 

AREAS UNDER 

CONSERVATION 



Institutional Development & Governance

 83 Elected Governance 

Structures

 8 Regional Conservancy 

and Communal Forest 

Association

 National Conservancy 

Forum

 Represents 1 of every 11 

Namibian Citizens

 Strong Gender 

Empowerment



Sustainable 
Wildlife Use

Campsites, crafts, 

guiding, info centres, 

Natural Plant 

Products 
Joint Venture 

Lodges

Business, Enterprises & Livelihoods



Conservation Hunting



WHAT ARE NAMIBIA’S COMPARATIVE ADVANTAGES ?
VAST OPEN SPACES AND  WILDERNESS AREAS

 ABUNDANT AND DIVERSE BIODIVERSITY AND
WILDLIFE POPULATIONS that  are well adapted to

Namibia’s harsh climatic and physical conditions,
and have extremely high direct & indirect use value.

 UNCONTAMINATED MEAT AND
FISH PRODUCTS

 Rich CULTURAL diversities and 
valuable TRADITIONAL 
KNOWLEDGE

 Efficient SERVICE Industries



Enabling environment for Conservation 
Hunting

 Government that supports trophy hunting

 Good laws – well regulated

 High level of ethics and professionalism

 Excellent organization i.e. NAPHA (responsible members)

 Privilege to hunt in conservancies and conservation areas

 Wide variety of species

 Wilderness, vastness and open spaces

 Additional activities or interests for hunters- i.e. National Parks/Fishing

 Community involvement and programmes

 Security and infrastructure



Meat, Money 
& Jobs



HUNTING IN CONSERVANCIES
Partnership – Win-Win relationship

Mostly a very good relationship between 
conservancy and concessionaire

Conservancies earn a good income 

Pro-active initiative from Conservancy i.e. Anti-
Poaching, Development

Meat to members – Huge positive to foreign 
hunters and international community

Willingness and desire from community members 
to learn and develop themselves

Realization that not all conservancies suitable for 
hunting i.e. Marienfluss/Impalila



Hunting case study:

N#aJagna Conservancy



To achieve this, the conservancy will:

 Manage wildlife in accordance with conservation principles and enable 
members of the conservancy to derive benefits through the consumptive 
and non- consumptive utilization of wildlife in the conservancy.

 Ensure that benefits are well manage and distributed equitable and 
fairly to the members of the conservancy.

 Income from hunting will be used for conservancy running cost and 
provide benefit to members: the allocation to these will be agreed 
annually at conservancy AGM .



BENEFITS

 Meat- All 25 villages,member,household

 Training  Staff,management committee, game guards and community members.

 Transport- members

 Natural resources- Members and non members.

 Pre primary and primary schools and kindergartens   Management committee to purchase

 food supplies and deliver it at various schools.

 Clean healthy environment for NJC community .

 Purchase of 40 fuel cans and transport of fuel - 20 villages collecting from Tsumkwe and 
delivering of Government fuel to villages.

 Community development assistance to the custodians of the land.

 Funeral benefit

 Additional funds will be placed into an investment account for the members and an investment 
account for the conservancy in order to ensure continued operation and well being of the 
conservancy and its members and the Human wild life conflict account to maintain all four bank 
accounts.



Challenges 

 Lack of experience of conservancy committee in terms of hunting 
contract negotiations ,amendments, extension of contracts before 
the contract has expired,in the future need involvement of 
MET,WWF,LAC to give legal advise to the committee during 
contract signing and negotiation of hunting contracts for the benefit 
of the conservancy.

 Main challenge is that the conservancy is invaded by illegal fences 
and settlers which shows that the core- wild life areas areas is 
currently affected by illegal activities . We need support from 
different stakeholders in this matter.

 Non payment form previous operators

 Need for legal advice before signing the contract

 Buffer zone between the two  conservancies 



Challenges Facing the Programme

26

• Human wildlife 

conflict

• Drought

• Hunting issues

• Poaching

• Funding 

support 

• Land use





COMMUNITY CONSERVATION at the heart of 

Namibia’s economy and future development plans



Thank you!

Conclusion:

Progress has been good to date -

But we still have a way to go!



CONSERVATION STATUS AND RELATED IMPACTS OF ELEPHANTS 
AND LION TROPHY BAN TO TANZANIA

BY 
Mr. Imani Richard Nkuwi, ndc

Director of Wildlife Utilization and Business Services

PRESENTED DURING INTERNATIONAL WILDLIFE CONSERVATION 
COUNCIL MEETING –WASHINGTON DC (USA)

SEPTEMBER, 2018

TANZANIA WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY
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1. HISTORY OF TROPHY HUNTING IN TANZANIA

3

 The history of Tourist Hunting is dating back to 1891 when
German enacted the Wildlife Ordinance.

 In 1956, Tanganyika enacted the Wildlife Conservation Law
(Fauna Conservation Ordinance Cap 203 of 1956) under
British Rule

 In 1964, Tanganyika Wildlife Development was established to
oversee all Tourist Hunting activities

 In 1974, The United Republic of Tanzania enacted The Wildlife
Conservation Act No 12 of 1974



1. HISTORY OF TROPHY HUNTING IN TANZANIA...

 In 1978 TAWICO was established to supervise trophy hunting in 
Tanzania

 In 1988, management of hunting industry returned to Wildlife 
Division and Administrative Allocation of Hunting Block started

 In 2009 enactment of Wildlife Conservation Act No 5 and allows 
more Tanzania own hunting companies  in the hunting industry

 In 2005 established first hunting regulations with its 
subsequences review in 2010 and 2015

 In 2015, Establishment of Tanzania Wildlife Management 
Authority (TAWA) to manage GRs, GCRs OAs and trophy hunting 
become main wildlife utilization form.

4



1.0. HISTORY OF TROPHY HUNTING IN TANZANIA..
1.2. HUNTING BLOCK DISTRIBUTION ACROSS THE COUNTRY

5



2.0. PROFILE OF HUNTING BLOCK…
2.2. BLOCK CATEGORIES IN TANZANIA

6

The total number of Hunting Concession in Tanzania estimated to cover over 
304,400 Sq. Km 


		TYPE OF PROTECTED AREA

		BLOCK CATEGORY

		TOTAL

		%



		

		I

		II

		III

		IV

		V

		

		



		Game Reserves

		18

		62

		2

		3

		1

		86

		54



		Forest Reserves

		-

		-

		1

		1

		-

		2

		1



		Game Controlled Areas

		5

		19

		8

		-

		-

		32

		20



		 Open Areas

		2

		19

		7

		4

		7

		39

		25



		TOTAL

		25

		100

		18

		8

		8

		159

		100



		(%)

		16

		63

		11

		5

		5

		

		









2.0 CONSERVATION STATUS…
2.I. INSTITUTIONAL TRANSFORMATION

7

 The Tanzania Wildlife Management Authority (TAWA) is a newly established Body Corporate with
perpetual succession and a common seal.

 It was established pursuant to section 8 of the Wildlife Conservation Act 2009 (Cap 283) and
published in the Government Gazette vide GN No. 135 of 9th May 2014 and its amendment vide
GN. No. 20 of 23rd January 2015.

 TAWA was established in response to a consistent trend in deterioration of the wildlife conservation
in the areas previously managed by the then Wildlife Division (WD) of the Ministry of Natural
Resources and Tourism (MNRT)

 TAWA is responsible for sustainable management of wildlife resources and biodiversity
conservation outside National Parks and Ngorongoro Conservation Area. This entails managing a
total area of km 304,400 km2 comprising of 114, 782 Km2 of Game Reserves, 56,765 Km2 of Game
Controlled Areas and Open areas.

 In addition, TAWA oversees the management of wildlife in captivity (21 Farms, 19 Zoos, 5 Ranches
and 2 Sanctuaries), three (3) Ramsar Sites covering 42,700, Km2 and 38 Wildlife Management Areas
covering 35,616 Km2.



2.0. CONSERVATION STATUS ..
2.1. INSTITUTION TRANSFORMATION..

8

 TAWA RETAINS ALL REVENUE generated from tourist hunting, photographic safaris
and other sources.

 Revenue generated benefit conservation of wildlife resources through support on
anti-poaching programs, procurement of equipment, payment of rangers, dealing
with human wildlife conflicts, awareness programmes, capacity building to
conservation staff under TAWA etc. TAWA’s revenues sources is led by trophy
hunting




image1.png





2.0. CONSERVATION STATUS ..
2.1. KEY ACHIVEMENTS AS RESULT OF INSTITUTIONAL TRANSFORMATION

9

 TAWA and MNRT established Wildlife and Forest Crimes Taskforce (WFCTF) in
collaboration with National and Transnational Serious Crimes Investigation
Unit (NTSCIU) to coordinate intelligence-led joint anti poaching operations.

 Establishment of Rapid Response Teams (RRTs) that operates beyond the
boundaries of all game reserves.

 Operationalization of the Tanzania Wildlife Crime Rapid Reference Guide
(RRG) for prosecutors and investigators.

 The guide provides a toolbox with a prosecution plan, elements and evidence
work sheets, annotated witness and exhibit list, and a proofing chart.
Consequently ivory kingpin have been arrested and prosecuted eg the queen
of ivory


Chart1

		





Sheet1

				Series 1		Series 2		Series 3

		Category 1		4.3		2.4		2

		Category 2		2.5		4.4		2

		Category 3		3.5		1.8		3

		Category 4		4.5		2.8		5

				To update the chart, enter data into this table. The data is automatically saved in the chart.







2.0. CONSERVATION STATUS ..
2.1. KEY ACHIVEMENTS AS RESULT OF INSTITUTIONAL TRANSFORMATION..

10

 There is significant reduced poaching that is reflected by a decline in proven mortality
incidences of poached elephants which is a keystone species.

 The trend in elephant poaching in Selous Game Reserve (SGR), which is a traditional
elephant strong hold in Tanzania, indicates declining in poaching-related carcasses
encountered within SGR for the years 2012-2018






2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	131	80	52	17	7	5	Year



Carcass







3.0. STATUS OF ELEPHANTS AND LION CONSERVATION
3.1. STATUS OF ELEPHANTS  

11

 Tanzania is among strong holds for elephant population in Africa. It has the population
of 50,894 elephants (approximately 73%) of Eastern Africa’s elephant population.

 The species also ranks very highly amongst preferred animals for tourists. At the same
time elephants are also important trophy animals in areas where tourist hunting safari
operations are conducted.

 The 2014 re-survey was conducted in the Selous Game Reserve shows a marginal
increase to 15,200 .

 The Serengeti National Park, indicated 98% increase of elephant population from 3,068
in 2009 to 6,087 in 2014.

 Tarangire-Manyara ecosystem has seen an increase of 64%, from 2,561 elephants in

2009 to 4,202 in 2014 survey



3.0. STATUS OF ELEPHANTS AND LION CONSERVATION
3.2. STATUS OF LIONS  

12

 Tanzania holds the most important lion population in Africa. The latest comprehensive
global assessment of the lion range in Tanzania covered an area of 816,790 km2, i.e.
92.4% of the terrestrial land in Tanzania.

 Study by Ikanda and Packer (2006) proposed an estimate of lion abundance of 17,564
[12,208 - 19,320]. Furthermore Mésochina et al. 2010, estimate of 16,800 and showed a
permanent presence range for lion of 516,900 km2, i.e. 69% of the documented lion
range, and a temporary presence range of 232,800 km2, i.e. 31% of the documented lion
range.

 Due to financial constraints, the government uses ecosystem approach to conduct lion
surveys. In 2014 and 2015, two major lion populations were surveyed, in Maasai Steppe
Ecosystem (the Simanjiro Plains) and in the Selous Game Reserve.

 Results show a density between 2.5-5.1 lions per 100 Km2 in the Selous Game
Reserve and 1.3 lions/100km2 in Maasai steppe, WHICH INDICATE A STABLE
POPULATION



4.0. THE ROLE OF TROPHY HUNTING
4.1. CONSERVATION AND HABITAT MANAGEMENT

13

 Tanzania budget allocation criteria gives more priority to SOCIAL SERVICES SECTORS 
such as Education, health, infrastructure etc. 

 Wildlife Conservation like other ECONOMIC SECTORS  NEEDS TO PAY FOR ITSELF AND 
CONTRIBUTE TO THE NATIONAL ECONOMY. 

 Therefore, TOURIST HUNTING provides financial incentives for conservation of wildlife in 
an area of 304,399.95 km2 in Tanzania where sustainable hunting is the primary land 
use (94% hunting areas vs 6% Photographic safari areas)

 Tourist hunting is considered as a viable form of tourism in thick vegetation type,
difficult terrains, remote areas lack of infrastructure with attractive scenery, which are
NOT SUITABLE photographic safari.

 Tourist hunting generates considerably more income per client than photographic tourism.
In Tanzania, for example, just a year before elephant trophy import ban to US, only 700
hunters generated total revenue of 15.9 million USD in the fiscal year 2012/2013, of
which, elephant hunting generated 2.5 millions USD.



4.0. THE ROLE OF TROPHY HUNTING
4.2.COMMUNITY BENEFIT

14

 Wildlife Policy of Tanzania 2007 and enactment of Wildlife Conservation Act in 2009, 
created community partnership mechanism called  the Wildlife Management Areas (WMAs) 
through 2012 regulations.

 Currently, there are 38 WMA of which 22 have attained user right while 16 are at different 
stages of establishment across the country. 

 In FY 2017/18,  a total of 4 million USD from TAWAs budget has been shared to 
communities which is 17% of total revenue,. The benefit sharing is guided as follows:-


		No.

		Type of fee

		TAWA

		WMA

		DC

		TR



		1.

		Block fee

		25%

		75%

		0%

		0%



		2.

		Game fee

		25%

		65%

		10%

		0%



		3.

		Conservation fee

		25%

		70%

		5%

		0%



		4.

		Observers fee

		25%

		70%

		5%

		0%



		5.

		Permit fee

		25%

		70%

		5%

		0%





 WMA-Wildlife Management Area, DC- District council, TR- Treasury 





4.0. THE ROLE OF TROPHY HUNTING
4.3.Direct Contributions from Hunting Opearators

15

 According to WCA (Tourist Hunting Regulations 4 (c-e) gives obligation for Hunting
operators to support anti-poaching operations, infrastructure development and
community development projects in hunting blocks allocated to them.

 The analysis conducted in 2013 – 2016 showed that hunting operators in the country
contribute about 19.5 million dollars in conservation of wildlife. Some of the major
contributions from hunting operators worth noting include:-

 Freidkin Conservation Fund (FCF)
 Wildlife Conservation Foundation of Tanzania
 Otterlo Safari Corporation
 Robin Hurt safari Ltd ...etc.

 Contributions from hunting operators vary among them depending on the scale of
operation, number of hunters received per year and revenue generated.

 Therefore, for occupied hunting blocks. Hunting Operators provides significant
contributions to conservation and community support of that particular concession.



5.0 BAN AND RESTRICTION OF ELEPHANT AND LION TO USA
5.1 Background of Elephant Ban and Restriction of Lion

16

 Tanzania is a member to CITES and has been responsible for the implementation of the 
CITES resolutions issued at time to time.

 The United States of America notified parties to CITES vide notification No. 2014/037 
dated 11th August 2014 ‘Suspension of imports of sport-hunted trophies of African 
elephant taken in the United Republic of Tanzania

 US fish and Wildlife Services further, instituted restriction on lion import to the US that the 
lion population in Eastern Africa has significantly decline and any additive mortality 
could be significant to the survival of this species

 Due to above reasons,  importation of elephant and lion trophies taken from the United  
Republic of Tanzania  in 2014 were suspended. 



5.0 BAN AND RESTRICTION OF ELEPHANT AND LION TO USA
5.2 Impacts to Conservation and Community in Tanzania

17

 The US is the major market for tourist hunting industry in Tanzania and the majority of 
hunters from the US prefer to hunt the members of big five (elephant, lion, leopard and 
Buffalo). 

 The major markets for tourist hunting in Tanzania is United States of America (USA), 58%
all hunters who book for 21 and 28 days safari packages that allows for hunting of
elephant and lion hunting in Tanzania. These safari packages attracts about 70% of all
hunters to Tanzania and generates substantial amount of revenue for TAWA.

 Therefore, taking into account the large share that USA constitutes in the tourist hunting in 
Tanzania, it is obvious that any changes in American policy on  hunting would have 
detrimental impact to Tanzania especially in financing conservation of its wildlife and 
habitats



5.0 BAN AND RESTRICTION OF ELEPHANT AND LION TO USA
5.2 Impacts to Conservation and Community in Tanzania

18

 The following are observed negative impacts:-

 Decrease in number of trophy hunters, from 739 in 2013 to 473 in 2017/18 (39% 
decline). Decline in number of hunters has caused also a decline in game killed, 
hunting permits and number of observes per year.
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5.0 BAN AND RESTRICTION OF ELEPHANT AND LION TO USA
5.2 Impacts to Conservation and Community in Tanzania

19

 The consequently…
 Hunting Operators returned (81) hunting block   hence (51%) of all blocks are 

vacant 



5.0 BAN AND RESTRICTION OF ELEPHANT AND LION TO USA
5.2 Impacts to Conservation and Community in Tanzania

20

 The consequently…
 Revenue from tourist hunting has declined by 23% from 16.27  in FY 2014/15 

million dollars to 13.5 million dollars in  FY 2015/16 hunting season 
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6.0. CONCLUSION
21

 The first President of Tanzania, Mwalimu Julius K. Nyerere, recognized the integral part 
that wildlife plays in the country. In September 1961, at a symposium on the 
Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources,  He said and  I quote

“The survival of our wildlife is a matter of grave concern to all of us in Africa. These wild creatures amid the
wild places they inhabit are not only important as a source of wonder and inspiration, but are an integral part
of our natural resources and our future livelihood and wellbeing. In accepting the trusteeship of our wildlife we
solemnly declare that we will do everything in our power to make sure that our children’s grand-children will be
able to enjoy this rich and precious inheritance. The conservation of wildlife and wild places calls for specialist
knowledge, trained manpower, and money, and we look to other nations to cooperate with us in this important
task – the success or failure of which not only affects the continent of Africa but the rest of the world as well.”

 MY SUBMISSION TO YOU IS THAT “SUSTAINABLE WILDLIFE UTILIZATION IS ONLY WAY
FOR AFRICAN COUNTRY TO FINANCE MANAGEMENT OF ITS WILDLIFE AND THEIR
HABITAT”

 I THEREFORE CALLS FOR INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION IN VARIOUS WAYS
INCLUDING OPENING UP OF USA MARKET TO TANZANIA ELEPHANT AND LIONS
TROPHY, THIS WILL STRENGTHERN OUR ABILITY TO BEST CONSERVE OUR WORLD
HERITATE
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ASANTE SANA!

THANK YOU!



Jaguars in Conflict
RT McBride Jr.

Faro Moro Eco Research



1962: Roy McBride, USFW Predator Control Troubleshooter



1964:  Tamaulipas, Mexico



1960’s: Predator Control—Eradication vs Conservation



1980:  Guadalupe Mountains National Park, removing problem lions.



Relocating Texas Lions to Florida for the Genetic Restoration Program





1982-2018: Florida Panther Project





Florida: Well funded by national and state



Over 600 targeted captures and recaptures of the Florida Panther





Valenzuela Jaguar Study 1993-1995



Brazil Jaguar 
Captures
2014-2016



PROJECT JAGUAR/PARAGUAY SOUTH AMERICA: 2002-2018



Study funded completely by sportsmen who participate in the captures



Captures conducted in parks and private land throughout the country



GPS Technology, from store on board to real-time



Relocation of problem jaguars



Current range of jaguars in Paraguay



Deforestación 
2000-2015

Hansen et al. 2013

Hansen et al. 2013

2000 2015



• Paraguay – 96% of land is private domain
• 16 million head of  cattle
• 6 million people (less than 6% in Western Paraguay)

• Very large rural ranches



AGUARS KNOW NO BOUNDARIES



Predation conflict is prevalent







Example of cattle losses on one ranch
(2009-2015)

95% were calves or weaned calves
20%  annual predation of the calf crop 
Economic loss due to predation of 

$180,000/year

SNT Natural



18 of 61 collared 
jaguars between  
2002 – 2015 were 
killed  and collars 
were either cut off 
or completely 
destroyed



coo100’s of Jaguars killed annually on these ranches



Locals compete with jaguars for a limited prey 
base



Challenges

• Habitat Loss
• Competition for natural 

prey base/poaching
• Weak institutions
• Lack of funds
• Government corruption
• Lack of government 

cooperation with 
landowners



Ways to minimize conflict

• Electric Fences
• Better Cattle Management Techniques
• Economic incentives for landowners to protect

prey base and predators through legal hunting
• Legal Solution for landowners for habitual 

problem jaguars



The future of any jaguar population is healthy reproduction.
The ability to reoccupy habitat needs source populations



Mrs. Roseline 
Mandisodza-Chikerema

Chief Ecologist 
Zimbabwe Parks And 
Wildlife Management 

Authority 

SUSTAINABLE WILDLIFE 
MANAGEMENT IN ZIMBABWE



PRESENTATION OUTLINE

i. Wildlife Governance in Zimbabwe 

ii. Protected Areas in Zimbabwe

iii.Wildlife Areas outside PAs

iv.Wildlife Utilization

v. Community Based Natural Resource Management

vi.Other Wildlife Conservation Initiatives 



WILDLIFE GOVERNANCE IN 
ZIMBABWE

• Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife Management Authority is a quasi 
Government Agency. 

• ZPWMA is a parastatal, which operates under the direction of the 
Parks and Wildlife Board that reports to the Ministry of 
Environment, Tourism and Hospitality 

• Its functions and mandate is derived from the Parks and Wildlife Act 
Chapter 20:14 as amended by the Act 19 of 2001.

• The Act provides for the protection and sustainable utilization of 
flora and fauna within and outside protected areas. 



WILDLIFE GOVERNANCE IN 
ZIMBABWE cont

• The Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife Management Authority (ZPWMA) manages wildlife on 
behalf of the people of Zimbabwe.

• Wildlife is regarded as a national asset which should be used sustainably.

• The Authority does not rely on funding from the national treasury.  It is self-funded with 
user fees from Parks Estate including hunting and fishing fees, leases, accommodation, 
and similar wildlife- and parks-related revenues.

• The Authority directs its budget towards law enforcement and anti-poaching, 
management plan implementation, research and monitoring, hunting supervision, 
problem animal management, education and awareness, and other essential wildlife 
management activities. 



WILDLIFE GOVERNANCE IN 
ZIMBABWE cont

• Zimbabwe subscribes to the principle of sustainable utilization. Wildlife pays for its own  
upkeep

• Consumptive wildlife conservation in Safari areas, conservancies, private land and communal 
areas( Forms of Consumptive wildlife conservation include trophy/safari hunting and live sales, 
internal translocations)

• Non-consumptive tourism is done in National Parks, Recreational Parks, Botanical gardens and 
in some Safari Areas (Forms of Non-consumptive use include game-drives walking trails)

• CRITICAL TO SUSTAINABLE WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT IS THE NOTION 
THAT WILDLIFE IS AN ALTERNATIVE LAND USE OPTION THAT HAS TO 
COMPETE WITH OTHER USES INCLUDING LIVESTOCK AND CROP 
PRODUCTION.



PROTECTED AREAS IN ZIMBABWE

• The Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife Management Authority manages one of the country’s 
largest estates, of approximately 50,000 km2 or 13,1% of Zimbabwe’s land mass. 

• The Parks Estate includes; 

• 11 National parks which covers approximately 27,177 km2, 

• 16 Safari areas  which covers approximately 18,919 km2,

• 9 Recreational parks

• 14 Botanical reserves

• 3 Botanical gardens

• 4 Sanctuaries 





WILDLIFE AREAS OUTSIDE 
PARKS ESTATE

• Conservancies such as Bubye and Save

• Private land 

• Communal Areas (CAMPFIRE Areas)

• Forestry Land

In total Parks Estate and private wildlife areas covers 26% of the total land in 
Zimbabwe 



WILDLIFE UTILIZATION

• Hunting is a conservation tool that  if done scientifically with robust monitoring will assist in the 
conservation of wildlife species

• Trophy or safari hunting is  key in sustainable wildlife utilization in Zimbabwe

• Trophy hunting is selective hunting of male species that no longer contributes to the production in any 
herd or pride 

• Quotas are set and managed through an adaptive management system

• All hunting especially for  key species (lion, elephant, leopard) is strictly monitored

• Online system for all hunted trophies and sizes 

• All hunting stations measure and record all hunted trophies

• Species specific management plans are in place for the conservation of the species (Elephant, Lion, 
Cheetah and Wild dog, Crocodile)

• Non detrimental findings (NDFs) are done for all key species 



PARTICIPATORY QUOTA SETTING 

• Quota setting workshops are conducted by a team of Zimbabwe Parks and 
Wildlife Management Authority (ZPWMA) Ecologists in the Regions through a 
participatory approach. 

• The participatory approach is when all stakeholders (Parks Estates, private farms, 
Forestry, conservancy and Rural District Council) custodians make presentations 
about their properties including wildlife population estimates, security and 
poaching activities, diseases, translocations and general management practices. 

• During presentations discussions and critiques from the workshops are 
important in increasing transparency, learning from practitioners and deriving 
objectives for quota allocation. 



QUOTA SETTING PROCESS



FACTORS CONSIDERED IN QUOTA SETTING 
PROCESS

• Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Fauna and Flora (CITES) 
National Quota

• National Aerial Survey Results/Surveys at local level

• Research and monitoring results 

• Size of Property Relative to the Species, Requested and Distribution

• Management Regime on the Properties (habitat, fire, water, land-use planning and 
zonation, fencing, supplementary feeding)

• Sustainable offtake percentages versus species specific population growth 



FACTORS CONSIDERED IN QUOTA SETTING 
PROCESS cont

• Illegal Offtake/Poaching (utilization database)

• Human Wildlife Conflict Hotspots, Communal Benefits and Conflict 
Mitigation

• Age based quota setting for large carnivores

• Trophy quality and trends, hunting effort and success 

• Sustainable offtake percentages (WWF guidelines)

• Species specific population growth versus annual growth



LION CASE

• Age based quota setting for lions introduced in 2013

• Implementation of research results

• A desire to achieve sustainability for lion hunting

• A desire to achieve high quality of trophies 

• Growing pressure from market nations for evidence of non-
detriment of harvest

• International scrutiny on African trophy hunting 



POINT SYSTEM FOR LIONS 



LION AGING RESULTS 2013 TO 2017

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

< 4 year 4 years 5 years ≥6 years

Age of lions hunted in Zimbabwe from 2013 to 2017 expressed as 
a percentage of the number harvested per year.



ELEPHANT CASE
• ZPWMA manages, the world’s second largest elephant population. 

• A 2014 aerial survey covering most of the major range estimated approximately 83,000 
elephants.  

• The Authority estimates the population to exceed 83,000 in 2017. Zimbabwe has a CITES 
elephant quota of 500 and for the past 5 years we have hunted less than 150 trophy bulls 
per year.

• Thus 0.18% of the total population harvested each year.

• This population has grown from fewer than 4,000 in 1900, despite the culling of 45,000 
elephants between 1960 and 1989 in tsetse control areas and state protected areas.  

• Culling was undertaken to try and maintain a population more consistent with the national 
carrying capacity estimated at 35,000 to 45,000 in the 1980s, and to avoid loss of 
biodiversity due to the elephant’s impact on high-canopy woody plants .



ELEPHANT CASE cont
• Zimbabwe maintains a CITES export quota of 1,000 tusks from 500 bull elephants.  

• A national quota of 500 elephants represents only 0.6% of a population of 83 000 elephant.  

• Hunting offtakes are considerably lower, have a negligible impact on the overall population 
rate, and have declined in the past three years due to the import suspension.

• Poaching of elephants has drastically reduced compared to the past years 

• Average Hunting Offtakes 2010-2013 (% of Total Elephant Population): 228 (0.276%)

• 2013 Hunting Offtakes (% of Total Elephant Population): 284 (0.344%)

• 2014 Hunting Offtakes (% of Total Elephant Population): 174 (0.210%)

• 2015 Hunting Offtakes (% of Total Elephant Population): 195 (0.235%)

• 2016 Hunting Offtakes (% of Total Elephant Population):193 (0.233%)

• 2017 Hunting Offtakes (% of Total Elephant Population):157 (0.190%)



COMMUNITY BASED NATURAL 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

• Zimbabwe has one of the successful community based natural 
resources management programme called the Community Areas 
Management Programme for Indigenous Resources (CAMPFIRE).

• CAMPFIRE is a government initiative that was designed specifically 
to stimulate long-term development, management, and sustainable 
use of natural resources in communal areas in the early 90s. 

• CAMPFIRE inception and implementation was funded by USAID 
till late 90s



DISTRICTS UNDER CAMPFIRE 



COMMUNITY BASED NATURAL 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT cont

• The programme has a combined 2.4 million beneficiaries from 19 of the 
58 Administrative Districts in the country, made up of 200,000 households 
that actively participate in the program, and another 600,000 that benefit 
indirectly from social services and infrastructure supported by CAMPFIRE 
income within districts. 

• CAMPFIRE contributes to the protection of between 3 and 5 million 
hectares of land on which wildlife and other important natural resources 
are found. 

• The size of wards involved in CAMPFIRE is 50,000km2 or 12.7% of the 
country



CAMPFIRE REVENUE

• The sharing of CAMPFIRE Revenue based on the original guidelines, and as reviewed in 
2002 is; 55% of income is allocated to communities, 26% to the RDC to support costs 
attributable to CAMPFIRE activities, 15% for general RDC administration, and 4% as a 
levy to the Association. 

• RDCs are also required to produce acceptable institutional plans which outline clearly 
the methods by which Councils a) involve wildlife producer communities in district level 
management, and b) devolve the decision-taking process in local wildlife management and 
the distribution of wildlife benefits to producer communities. 

• Since 2007, communities have opened their own bank accounts to receive cash from 
Safari Operators under a Direct Deposit/Payment System. Direct payments ensure that 
communities see the value of wildlife and are able to better plan for the use of the 
income. 



CAMPFIRE REVENUE cont

• Since 2013, CAMPFIRE income has declined from the peak of over US$2million in 1999, 
from which communities received approximately US$1million per year.

• In 2014, the income dropped to $1,837,230, compared to $2,311,560 in 2013. 

• This is mainly as a result of the ban on ivory imports from Zimbabwe into the United 
States of America, whose full effect has begun to show, with income leveling off in 2015, 
and 2016 at around $1,700,00. 

• American clients generally constitute 76% of hunters in CAMPFIRE areas for all animals 
hunted each year. 



INCOME FROM HUNTING IN CAMPFIRE 
AREAS 



ALLOCATION OF WARD CAMPFIRE 
FUNDS 



HUMAN AND WILDLIFE CONFLICT RECORDED 
IN CAMPFIRE WARDS

2010-2015 2010-2017

District

Crop Damage (estimated Ha) Livestock killed (cattle, goats, sheep)
Human 
deathsElephant Hippo Buffalo Lion Leopard Crocodile Hyena

Beit Bridge 268 - 1 3 - - 30 7
Binga 26 35 - 1 - 32 29 17
Bulilima 522 - - 5 - - 231 2
Chiredzi 18 9 - 122 - 21 - 4
Chipinge 22 10 - 5 - 7 - 9
Hwange 461 - - 71 2 15 - 4
Mbire 3,878 475 1,146 426 52 416 1,870 58
Nyaminyami 1,216 49 102 59 6 9 - 24
Tsholotsho 1,085 - 20 175 19 - 211 8

Total 7,495 578 1,269 867 79 500 2,371 133
9,342ha 3,817

Cost (US$)
@300kg/ha*$180/ton $504,473

Cattle@$400 - $700/head
$546,800 - $1,040,400

@600kg/ha*$180/ton $1,008,947
Small livestock@$75 - $125/head

$177,825 - $296,375



• Community Resource Management monitors at  village, ward 
and district level

• Community resource monitors employed by rural district 
councils for the CAMPFIRE program

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT IN 
WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT



COMMUNITY BENEFITS 

• Revenue received by communities helps directly offset the costs of living with wildlife. 

• Most communities have voluntarily invested in infrastructure which has long term benefits such 
as clinics, schools, and grinding mills. 

• Other communities have drilled boreholes, constructed seasonal roads, erecting of fencing to 
keep out wildlife, purchase of tractors, and direct purchase of drought relief food. 

• Children benefit from reduced walking distances through the construction of schools, 
procurement of learning materials, and payment of school fees from CAMPFIRE proceeds. 

• Communities also benefit from meat from safari hunting operations and from problem animal 
management

• Through problem animal management communities also benefits from the sale of hides 



WILDLIFE BENEFITS 

• ZPWMA as a parastatal uses the funds from wildlife utilization to fund 
conservation 

• Conservation through;
• Habitat protection

• Management and Enforcement Revenues

• Operator Anti-Poaching

• Regional Anti-Poaching

• Community participation in wildlife conservation (direct and indirectly)

• Water provision e.g. North West Matabeleland



ARTIFICIAL WATER SUPPLY FOR ELEPHANTS IN 
HWANGE NATIONAL PARK 



VEGETATION MODIFICATION BY ELEPHANTS IN 
HWANGE NATIONAL PARK – SINAMATELLA 



OTHER WILDLIFE CONSERVATION 
INITIATIVES

• It is prudent to note that commitment towards any model to sustain 
wildlife production is based the benefits accruing to the land owner.  

• Major driver towards consumptive tourism is the need to fund 
conservation as some areas are not suitable for non-consumptive 
due to challenges such as accessibility especially during the rain 
season .

• Despite the costs Zimbabwe continues to adaptively investment in 
conservation. 



CONSERVATION INITIATIVES

• Co-management of PAs Gonarezhou Trust, Umfurudzi Park and Matusadonha National Park

• Establishment of community conservancies for intensive wildlife management and ecotourism, 
Mucheni in Binga funded by FAO, Sidinda in Hwange funded by the WWF HSBC project 

• Photographic tourism in a hunting area e.g. Sapi

• Local stakeholder partnerships e.g. Chizarira National Park 

• Donor support e.g. Rhino conservation 

• Local and international NGOs

• Zimbabwe Elephant orphanage for abandoned calves, poached mothers (calves rehabilitated 
for release into the wild)



ZIMBABWE  TRANSFRONTIER 
CONSERVATION AREAS

• Zimbabwe is also focusing on the landscape approach to conserve its wildlife 
Currently Zimbabwe is pursuing six TFCA initiatives at various stages of development 
these are;

o Great Limpopo Transfrontier Park GLTP) / Great Limpopo 
Transfrontier Conservation Area (GLTFCA);

o Chimanimani TFCA;

o Greater Mapungubwe TFCA;
o Kavango-Zambezi (KAZA) TFCA;

o Lower Zambezi-Mana Pools LZMP (TFCA) and 

o Zimbabwe-Mozambique-Zambia (ZIMOZA) TFCA



TRANSBOUNDARY WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT 

Objective of  TFCAs seek to promote cooperation in the management of biological natural resources by encouraging 
social, economic  and other partnerships among Government, private sector, local communities and non-governmental 
organizations



THE BANNING OF HUNTING AND TRADE 
CONTRIBUTES TO THE EXTINCTION OF THE 
SPECIES THROUGH ILLEGAL HARVESTING



IN CONCLUSION,
ZIMBABWE NEEDS PARTNERS AND 

SUPPORTERS TO CONSERVE IT`S WILDLIFE 



Sustainable Wildlife Utilization: 
Hunting as a Conservation Tool

Joseph E. Mbaiwa, PhD
Okavango Research Institute 

University of Botswana

International Wildlife Conservation Council
US Fish & Wildlife Service 
26-27th September 2018

Washington-DC, USA



Presentation Outline

1. Self Introduction 
2. Why this Presentation?
3. Sustainable Wildlife Conservation & 

Community Development
4. Benefits of Hunting in Botswana
5. Hunting Ban & Results 
6. Conclusion…..wayforward!!



A Bit About Me…

 BA & MSc (Environmental Science), UB

 PhD (Parks, Recreation & Tourism
Sciences) Texas A&M Univ, USA.

 Postgrad Dipl in Education, UB
 Postgrad Cert in Proj Management, BAC

 Research interests: How can tourism be
used as a tool to achieve conservation
and community development.

 Research site: the Okavango Delta

 Mixed method approach

Professor of Tourism Studies, 
University of Botswana

Director of the Okavango Research 
Institute, University of Botswana 



Where I Work - ORI, UB!

ORI Research Themes/Programmes

1. Ecosystem Dynamics
2. Ecosystem Services
3. Water Resources Management
4. Sustainable Tourism
5. Climate change
6. Graduate Studies (M.Phil. and PhD)

 Conduct multi-disciplinary research.
 ORI Motto : Excellence in Wetland &

Adjacent drylands Research
 33 academic staff
 About 50 support staff
 Laboratories, library, field station etc

Funding at ORI

UB – 31%

External Funding – 69%

External funding is from foundations and 
foreign and used to fund the following:
 Research e.g. wildlife mgt, tourism etc
 M.Phil. and PhD programme
 Equipment e.g. vehicles, laboratory etc
 Much of funds come from EU, German 

Govt etc



Why this Presentation?

 Invited by the US Fish & Wildlife Service to
present at the IWCC, Sept 2018

 Asked to talk about Sustainable wildlife
conservation and community Development;

 Asked to give an analysis of how legal
hunting is compatible and beneficial to both
conservation and community development

 I will add and discuss the effects of no
hunting in an area with high wildlife popn?

 Finally I will argue that Hunting is a
Conservation Tool when used scientifically.



Where is Botswana?

Located in Southern Africa

British Prot until 1966.

Pop of 2.2 million people.

Democracy, every 5 years
there is an election



Few Facts about Botswana
 Size: 581,730 square km….

Size of Texas, France or Kenya

 17% is p.a.,

 22% is WMAs.

 39% kept for wildlife use.

•Tourism is second largest

economic sector

•Tourism contributes 4.5% to

GDP.

•Hunting was mostly done in

northern parts of Botswana



Why people hunt?

People hunt for many reasons…Loveridge et al (2006) identify 3
different types of hunters, based on motivation:

1. Subsistence hunters, who seek to acquire food & other
useful products for themselves & their immediate families;

2. Market or commercial hunters, who seek to acquire animal
products to sell for profit; and,

3. Recreational hunters, who enjoy the practice of hunting as
a sport or leisure activity, albeit harvesting products such as
meat or trophies.



Hunting debate!!!!!
• Animal rights & welfare groups oppose hunting due to a rejection of

the concept of “killing animals for sport” (Finch, 2004).

• Conversely, proponents of hunting argue that hunting is controlled,
has more financial benefits than photographic tourism, and that
selective hunting of overpopulated herds is a form of culling that is
imperative to biodiversity conservation (Baker, 1997).

• The discussion concerning trophy hunting is polarized, with animal
rights groups and protectionists on one side, & hunters and
conservationists on the other.

• However, there is inadequate scientific data to support each other’s
claims



“The problem of game management is not how we shall 
handle the deer…the real problem is one of human 
management.  Wildlife management is comparatively 
easy; human management is difficult” – Aldo Leopold

“To begin with, I had to know something about the people, 
the country, & the trees. And, of the three, the first was the 
most important” – Gifford Pinchot

“Change happens by listening & then starting a dialogue 
with the people who are doing something you don't believe 
is right” – Jane Goodall

Is Hunting a problem?



Hunting and community 
development



Policy Development

• Botswana is one of the few African countries still
endowed with a variety of natural resources, of
which wildlife are a major component.

• Communities were/are made to have access to
wildlife by the following policies:

Tourism Policy of 1990 (under review)
Wildlife Conservation Policy of !986 (under

review)
CBNRM Policy of 2007



Hunting, Community & Conservation???

• Idea of Hunting, community development & conservation began in
the late 1980s in East & Southern Africa. Trophy hunting became
aligned with conservation and rural development policies e.g.
CAMPFIRE, CBNRM etc.



Brief Background of CBNRM

Introduction of hunting into community development and
conservation was informed by 3 conceptual foundations, namely:

• Economic value, giving a resource such as wildlife, a focused
value that can be realized by the community or land owner;

• Devolution, emphasizing the need to devolve management
decisions from the government to the community or local land
users in order to create positive conditions for sustainable wildlife
management; and,

• Collective proprietorship, whereby a group of people are jointly
given user rights over resources, which they are then able to
manage according to their own rules and strategies.



Brief Background of CBNRM

• In Botswana, CBNRM was perceived as a paradigm shift:

- that integrates conservation & rural development
(Tywman 2000, Tsing et al 1999; Leach et al 1999)

- from a centralised preservationist & protectionist to
sustainable use (discourages top-down and promotes
bottom up approaches in resource use).

• CBNRM is built on Common Property theory - it promotes
decentralization of resource management to local
communities.



1. Hunting done in CHAs

Hunting in Botswana is/was done
in CHAs....

CHAs are small land units popularly
known as concession areas

Non-Consumptive CHAs act as buffer
zones betw community areas and
wildlife zones

No hunting is/was allowed in core areas
such as Moremi Game Reserve, Chobe
National Park, Makgadikgadi/Nxai Pan
National Parks

Expectation is that wildlife should be
remain in core areas



2. Hunting done in CHAs that are Marginal 
Areas

In Botswana, trophy 
hunting was done in 
marginal areas which 
were others considered 
not suitable for photo-
tourism 

Low off-takes and high
prices mean that trophy
hunting can play a role in
creating incentives for the
conservation of threatened
and endangered species
(Leader-Williams et al.,
2005)



3. Trophy Hunting & Conservation

• In Botswana, for sometime trophy hunting was controlled
using the quota system

• Quota System eliminated hunting of lions after it was
reported that they are on decline

• Where trophy hunting is well managed, it involves low
off-takes and is sustainable (Bond et al., 2004)…..

• Hunting is management tool……not a menace!!!



3. Hunting done based on hunting Quota!!

SPECIES 200020012002200320042005200620072008200920102011
Buffalo 12 40 12 40 38 38 38 38 37 29 38 20
Elephant 24 78 24 78 78 86 94 94 101 109 132 103
Gemsbok 0 60 3 26 26 26 26 26 24 28 25 0
Hyaena
spotted

20 80 6 13 11 9 11 12 11 10 4 3

Impala 110 274 90 223 219 219 219 219 217 171 168 40
Kudu 30 195 20 58 58 58 58 58 55 29 20 10
Lechwe 40 272 60 93 93 93 85 85 53 48 43 10
Leopard 7 20 4 9 9 8 8 8 7 5 0 0
Lion 2 6 0 0 0 8 8 7 0 0 0 0
Ostrich 6 65 7 52 50 50 50 51 43 22 15 0
Reedbuck 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sable antelope 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steenbok 15 525 45 198 198 167 129 133 140 69 55 0
Tsessebe 40 113 45 103 102 99 80 80 51 31 26 0
Warthog 15 207 20 74 74 71 74 74 70 37 31 10
Wildebeest 9 35 9 29 29 29 30 29 30 18 13 10
Zebra 2 13 4 14 14 14 14 14 14 12 10 10

Trophy hunting in
Botswana was controlled
using the quota system

Where trophy hunting is
well managed, it involves
low off-takes and is
sustainable (Bond et al.,
2004)…..

Hunting is management
tool……not a menace!!!



Changes - Positive Attitudes towards 
species conservation 

• With introduction of CBNRM, negative attitudes towards wildlife
conservation were reversed to positive.

• Positive attitudes are the stepping stone towards achieving
conservation and sustainable development.

• Mwenya et al (1991) argue that successful wildlife conservation is
an issue of “who owns wildlife” and “who should manage it”. If
local people view wildlife resources as “theirs” because they
realize the benefits of “owning” wildlife resources, and understand
that wildlife management needs to be a partnership between them
and the government, there is a higher potential for them to
conserve wildlife species in their areas.



BENEFITS OF HUNTING



Improved Livelihoods e.g. CBNRM Villages

Betw 2009 to 
2010, P33m 
or 75%  of 
the CBNRM 
revenue 
came from 
hunting



CBNRM & livelihoods

Reported Benefits include: 

a) better housing

b) Water reticulation

c) Income to households

d) Better diets

e) Infrastructure –Lodge, 

offices 

f) Transportation



Benefits to local livelihoods

TABLE  SOCIAL SERVICES FUNDED BY CBNRM INCOME
______________________________________________________________________

· Assistance to funerals (P200 to P3, 000 per household).
· Support for local sport activities (P5, 000 to P50, 000 per village).
· Scholarships (P7, 000 to P35, 000 per village).
· Services and houses for elderly people (150 to P300 per month per person).
· Assistance for orphans (P40, 000 per Trust).
· Assistance for disabled people (P15,000 per village).

Household dividends (P200 – P500) per household
· Provision of communication tools such as radios
· Transport services particularly in the use of vehicles.
· Installation of water stand pipes in households
_____________________________________________________________________



Hunting Revenue

• Revenues from trophy hunting have resulted in the following:
a) Improved rural livelihoods;
b) improved attitudes towards wildlife among local communities;
c) Increased involvement of communities in Conservation 

programs thru CBNRM;
d) Requests to have land included in wildlife management 

projects;
e) Increased social capital and decision making over tourism 

development and land use management
f) Increasing wildlife populations.



HUNTING BAN & ITS RESULTS



Safari Hunting Ban

• Since January 2014, the Botswana Government stopped
hunting.

“What are the Implications of on Hunting ban to wildlife
conservation and rural livelihoods in Botswana”



What Motivated Hunting ban?

Species 1994 1995 1996 1999 2012
Elephant 67,446 79,480 100,538 120,604 207 545
Buffalo 26,893 18,381 40,041 93,766 61 105
Eland 15,792 22,563 21,834 15,163 34 735
Gemsbok 126,514 163881 131,950 127,143 133 249
Hartebeest 47,992 40,775 31,593 31,114 62 569
Kudu 26,070 27,891 25,759 19,514 23 038
Giraffe 12,028 12,036 14,050 14,698 8 976
Impala 61,510 95,560 59,627 45,183 114 900
Lechwe 70,274 57,231 77,876 78,330 26 322
Sitatunga 816 2,065 1,128 1,234 63
Roan 1,357 1,570 1,327 884 615
Sable 3,138 2,923 3,309 2,052 1 989
Springbok 120,546 110,441 73,833 51,792 35 688
Wildebeest 42,865 60,292 36,958 46,741 53 159
Tsessebe 10,015 10,487 14,198 113,89 2 138
Waterbuck 1,071 1,291 967 428 2 048
Ostrich 55,778 71,940 37,171 32,499 55 916
Steenbok 72,400 71,940 41,167 33,282 41 531
Duiker 33,183 43,400 17,919 8,991 21 608
Zebra 33,738 54,372 39,817 55,406 99 077

Red – declining species
Green – increasing wildlife species

11 species have 
declined by an 
average of 61% 
since a 1996

Causes of Wildlife 
decline: hunting, 
poaching, human 
encroachment, 
habitat 
fragmentation, 
drought, and veldt 
fires. 

Neil Fitt, Permanent 
Secretary - MEWT



1. Revenue & Job Loss to CBOs
NAME OF CBO REVENUE GENERATED JOBS LOST

2013 2014 2015

Sankuyo Tshwaragano
Management Trust

2,046,629.00 669,639.00 128,422.00 35

Khwai Development Trust 5,967,824.00 6,083,734.00 2,619,287.50

Mababe Zokotsama Comm. 
Development Trust

3,546,939.00 658,713.34 790,995.00 30

Chobe Enclave Conservation 
Trust

6,500,000.00 ???? 3.5 million 15

Okavango Kopano Mokoro 
Community Trust

4,685,712.85 2,621,603.00 1,924,668.00 40

Okavango Community Trust 4,127,508.00 4,396,381.00 4,866,855.00

Ngamiland CBNRM Forum reports: “a total of P7 million and 200 

jobs were lost due to the hunting ban”  



2. Livelihoods affected due to loose of 
income

Ecosurv (2014) reports the following in Boteti:

a) social: 4800 livelihoods affected; loss of meat
supply from hunting and photographic in
marginal areas has not replaced lost jobs;

b) Economic: in excess of P40 million lost annually
(over 6 months) by communities; in excess of
600 jobs lost;



3. Implications to Rural Livelihoods

• Reduction of income generated by CBOs over the years.

• When income generated by CBOs goes down, rural livelihoods (i.e.
employment opportunities, income generation, community projects
financed by CBNRM revenue etc) will be affected and will go down.

• Therefore, the gains made in CBNRM over 30 years are being affected
- with reversal.



4. Elephant popn Increasing

• It is estimated that 
there are 207 545 
(+/- 10%) elephants 
in Botswana. 

• The elephant 
population in 
Botswana is 
growing at around 
5% per annum



Elephant Expansion in Botswana

Elephants in 
Botswana continue 
to expand their 
range both 
westwards and 
southwards. 

Botswana is 
experiencing herds 
of elephants coming 
from Zimbabwe, 
Namibia and Zambia 
continue 



5.Increased elephant Numbers, HWC, 
Vegetation Destruction

Elephant cause crop damage, 
vegetation damage etc



5. Elephant Damage to crops-
Conflicts

At Kumaga, a 91 year old man noted: “since that devil called
elephant came to our land no one has ever harvested here in
Kumaga…we are dying of hunger because of elephants crop
raiding, we have grown without that creature on our land since
it came we are always on fear and scared of walking on our
own land”.

An old lady remarked: “we plough, elephants harvest”

A 36 year old woman at Kumaga noted, “how can I like
something that is not created by God. God cannot create
something of that kind. Elephant was made by Satan”



Elephant Crop Damage

One agro-farmer cited that:
“After all the seeds are from
Government, the tractors are
from Government, nowadays
they have even bought us cell
phones to call them when there
is crop-raiding and after crop-
raiding the Government pays
us, I believe we are cultivating
our fields to feed Government
elephants”.



Draft Elephant Management Plan - 2011

• In 1990, concerns that a greater number of
elephants could not be sustained led to a decision
to keep the elephant population at 60,000. At the
time there were approximately 55,000 elephants.

• The 1991 Conservation and Management of
Elephants in Botswana Plan proposed the removal
of about 3,000 elephant per year as a way of
achieving this.



6. Poaching increases
No role in D-M, No Benefits

DWNP reports that 

“poaching incidents 

increased to 323 in 2014 

from 309 in 2012”. 



Poverty & Environment

• Chambers (1986) notes that poverty is untenable in human terms
and it is also an enemy of the environment.

• Chambers argues that in many parts of the world, growing
numbers of poor people have inevitably led to the degradation of
the environment each day just to make ends meet.

• Poverty thus result in a constant conflict between local people
& government over natural resources – this leads to resource
degradation.

• It is unlikely, therefore, that people living in poverty to promote
conservation…………..!!!



CONCLUSIONS



Conclusion

• In Sub-Saharan Africa, safari hunting generates
15% of tourism revenues from only 1% of tourist
arrivals, making it one of the lowest impact forms
of tourism (Lindsey 2010).

• Safari hunting typically focuses on male animals
and results in the removal of 2-5% of ungulate
populations and generally has minimal impact on
the viability of wildlife populations, indicating that
the quotas for most species are sustainable.



Conclusion

Note: revenue from sustainable trophy hunting in
community areas resulted in the following:

 improved attitudes towards wildlife conservation by
communities,
 increased involvement of communities in CBO programs,
requests to have land included in wildlife management

projects,
 in some cases increased wildlife populations

Ref: (Mbaiwa 2018; Lewis and Alpert, 1997; Child,
2000;Weaver and Skyer, 2003; Baldus and Cauldwell, 2004;
Child, 2005).



Selective Hunting – Elephant, Buffaloes

Elephant and buffalo are the two key species that can bring
in much revenue for hunting. Their population numbers are
very large in Botswana and are not declining.

At a conservative rate of increase of 5% per year of the
elephant or buffalo hunting would not do a daunt to these
species

Considering that annual quotas for these species were
around 400 per year, trophy hunting could not possibly have
any impact on elephant and buffalo populations.



Maintain Buffer Zones & Animal Corridors

Maintain the concept of 
buffer zones to manage 
human wildlife conflicts 

Hunting in buffer zones will 
halt elephant movements 
into agricultural land

Keep wildlife corridors 
open, do not allocate 
agricultural activities in 
these areas



Consider – Socio-ecological Aspects

• It is well established by theory
and scientific best practice that
sustainable conservation of
wildlife must consider a socio-
ecological framework, not just
an ecological framework.

• Conservation cannot succeed
in the long term if local
communities are alienated
from wildlife benefits.



Militarisation of Conservation

The Command-control is 
not the best approach in 
wildlife conservation and it 
failed to yield better results 
prior to CBNRM 
development.

As a result, ensure 
communities benefit from 
wildlife in order for them to 
support conservation



Hunting ban in Kenya

• Kenya banned hunting in 1977.
Between 1977 and 1996, Kenya
experienced a 40% decline in wildlife
populations, both within and outside of
its national parks (Scott, 2013).

• Kenya's wildlife numbers have continued
to fall with wildlife numbers today being
less than half of that which existed before
the ban (Scott, 2013).

• Therefore, a ban on safari hunting does
not necessarily halt decline in wildlife
populations, instead it can escalate it.

Burning of elephant tusks 
in Kenya



Conclusion

• Photo-tourism is an important contributor to GDP and to
conservation efforts but it is not a PANACEA to rural
development and conservation challenges in Botswana.

• Photo tourism is generally only viable in areas with very
high densities of visible wildlife, and/or spectacular
scenery

• Sustainable wildlife conservation requires an integrated
land use planning approach that respects…photographic,
hunting tourism and agricultural uses.



Thank you



 

International Wildlife Conservation Council 
Draft Meeting Minutes 
26-27 September 2018 

 
The International Wildlife Conservation Council (Council) convened for a meeting at 1pm 26 
October 2018 at the US Fish and Wildlife Service Headquarters, Falls Church, Virginia. In 
accordance with the provisions of Public Law 02-463, the meeting was open to the public 
throughout the meeting’s duration. 
 
Council members present: Bill Brewster (chair), Jenifer Chatfield (vice-chair), Ivan Carter, 
Jeffery Crane, Cameron HanAes, Peter Lewis Horn II, Chris Hudson, Mike Ingram, John 
Jackson, Keith Mark, Olivia Opre, Erica Rhoad, Denise Welker. Ex officio representation 
included: Andrea Travnicek (Department of Interior), Rowena Watson, (Department of State), 
and Jon Harrison (Department of State). 
 
Summary Disclaimer: 
This document is a summary of presenters’ statements and is not to be considered verbatim dicta, 
unless otherwise indicated. Statements, views, figures, and/or references made in this summary 
do not represent any official position of the United States Government. 
 
Day 1 
 
Meeting was called to order by Council Chair Bill Brewster at 1pm. 
 
Presentations 
Introduction: Welcome and introductory remarks were provided by Council Chair Brewster. 
Remarks: Andrea Travnicek introduced herself as Acting Department of Interior Assistant 
Secretary of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks, Department of Interior 
Remarks: Rowena Watson introduced herself as a Foreign Affairs Affairs Officer from the US 
Department of State 
 
Presentation: Hon Minister Pohamba Penomwenyo Shifeta – Minister of Environment and 
Tourism, Namibia: Sustainable Wildlife Management for the Benefit of People and Species 
 
Commented on the geographic and population diversity of his country, with 58% living in rural 
areas, and the impressive network of 20 protected areas which cover 17% of the country’s land. 
Protected areas are managed by Nature Conservation Wardens – they protect important species, 
and the constitution provides the foundation for policy and programs to safeguard the country’s 
biodiversity for the benefit of future generations. This constitution is the basis for sustainable 
utilization of resources for all Namibians. The country has put into place policies that promote 
communal and commercial land which are distinct entities. Since the 1970s, wildlife has been 
translocated to the communal areas for the benefit of the citizens through trophy hunting and 
selling of wild game with permission of the Minister and geared towards sustainable use. These 
animals provide income, employment opportunity, and nutrition to the country. The country’s 
conservation efforts require the community for success. Effective local management and 
reintroduction of wildlife has led to improvement in conservation efforts. Community 



 

engagement counteracts poaching efforts, which along with habitat loss are the main contributors 
to species decline through the 1970s and 1980s. Sustainable use and community engagements are 
the hallmark of the country’s conservation efforts leading to an improvement in capacity and an 
integration of wildlife management, and Namibia represents a success story in biodiversity. He 
offered examples from the country’s rhino, elephant, cheetah, and lion conservation efforts as 
highlights, and stressed the importance of overarching management of these animal populations 
to its success. He commented on the important relationship between conservation and rural 
development, and understanding the complex interactions between rural citizens and wildlife. He 
closed by emphasizing that conservation is about managing natural resources sustainably in order 
to protect not only Namibia but the world. Ongoing challenges include market access for wildlife 
products, human-wildlife conflict, and poaching (especially elephants and rhinos). The 
international communities’ focus should be on preventing crime, including prevention of 
poaching that occurs via community engagement, and the establishment and maintenance of law 
enforcement. In Namibia this includes an anti-poaching unit that is well-trained and effective. 
Both human and financial resources are needed to ensure animal protection. International 
cooperation is needed to influence specific markets such as rhino horn due to increased demand 
for these products. Education is ultimately needed to reduce perceived worth of these products. 
 
A question was raised from Mr. Hudson regarding whether these communities were encouraged 
or forced to utilize these animals in specific ways (i.e. trophy hunting versus ecotourism). The 
Minister responded that all efforts were geared towards community benefit and demonstration of 
conservation and resource sharing. The government’s role is to provide assistance, as long as 
these conditions are met, while the communities maintain agency. Mr. Hudson followed up by 
inquiring whether USFWS should encourage American hunters visiting Namibia. The Minister 
commented on the targeted trophy hunting decisions that are made with dangerous animals on a 
case-by-case basis. Americans are coming both for tourism and conservation hunting tourism. 
 
Presentation:  Video: The Unheard Voice. The video outlined challenges related to human-
animal conflict, examples of community improvement due to hunting, and the differences 
between legal hunting and poaching. 
 
Subcommittee Reports:  
 
Conservation: Denise Welker commented on the importance of smooth trophy-hunting import 
process and the importance of revenue generated by hunting, as well as the issue of human-
animal conflict. 
 
Anti-poaching: Ivan Carter commented on the importance of community benefit from support of 
legal hunting in terms of nutrition, anti-poaching efforts, and employment. 
 
Communications: Olivia Opre commented on the importance of the Council as a fact-finding 
group, the need for perspectives of those who coexist with the wildlife, and the need to glean 
knowledge before they can provide recommendations to Secretary on communications 
 
Chris Hudson spoke to 1) the ESA and whether its implementation assists with or interferes with 
range nation management programs, suggesting it’s important to work cooperatively to support 



 

range nation countries, and the question of the up-listing of foreign species; 2) technological 
innovations and web-based electronic applications for import/export process; 3) uniformity 
across 8 FWS import regions regarding import of trophies, and specifically discussed issue of 
shipping crates; 4) upcoming conference of the parties and the role of FWS in CITES, such as 
whether there could be an extension of CITES import permit from 6m to 1y at the 
recommendation of IWCC, as often the CITES import permit expires which creates import 
problems. He mentioned both import and export permits. 
 
Presentation: Maxi Pia Louise (Namibian Association of Community Based Natural Resource 
Management Support Organization) presented on community conservation in Namibia, including 
history and future goals. She illustrated the wildlife loss and depletion in the 80s and 90s. She 
commented on the importance of ownership, where community members have a stake in their 
wildlife, and emphasized the voluntary nature of the conservancy framework. The vision of the 
Namibia CBNRM is to empower present and future generations to manage integrated wildlife 
and other natural resources as a recognized and valued rural development option. She 
emphasized that “if there is no management, there is no benefit.” The three pillars of the program 
are: natural resource management; institutional development; and governance, and business, 
enterprises, and livelihoods. She stressed the importance of monitoring, and the 650 game guards 
that safeguard the areas. Conservation achievements include increasing wildlife populations and 
large landscape connectivity. She offered the examples of lion range expansion in Northwest 
Namibia, as well as expansions of the elephant and black rhino populations. She emphasized the 
importance of wildlife corridors and expanding areas, gender empowerment, and utilizing 
Namibia’s comparative advantages in terms of landscapes, biodiversity, resources, cultural 
diversity, and efficient service industries. The industry is well regulated at the government level 
in terms of support, good laws, organization, community involvement, and 
security/infrastructure, and is based on democratic principles. She illustrated benefits to the 
community, that are influenced to a large part by hunting practices. She cited the elephant as the 
most expensive animal to hunt, and the lack of ability to import elephant trophies has resulted in 
decreasing U.S. hunters and loss of revenue/employment, and that hunting brings value to 
resources. Large challenges include human-wildlife conflict, drought, hunting issues, poaching, 
funding support, and land use struggles due to expanding agricultural use. She sees community 
conservation as the heart of Namibia’s continued development and seeks international support. 
 
Olivia Opre asked whether other countries have asked Namibia for advice, and she responded 
that they have around 10 international visitors per month who come to learn about the 
monitoring systems. 
 
Ivan Carter asked whether it was true if the visiting hunters stop coming, will poaching increase 
and wildlife, and she replied that she thought that was true, and that a significant goal is to 
increase employment in the community. 
 
Denise Welker asked what the most valuable natural resource is in Namibia, and she replied that 
she thought it was the wildlife, but that this may change in 20-30 years. 
 
Mr. Jackson asked about the funding to resolve human-wildlife conflict. She replied that they 
have an insurance system, and the government contributes money across the conservancies for 



 

human-wildlife conflict. The money comes from a game public trust fund (coming from hunts 
and sale of wildlife), NGOs, and other sources. 
 
Mr. Jackson asked what role the black rhino plays in the public trust fund. She replied that they 
do hunt rhino, but target the older, more aggressive animals. She stressed the importance of 
adaptation and updating quotas yearly. 
 
Presenter: Imani Richard Nkuwi – Director of Tourism and Business Services – Tanzania 
Wildlife Management Authority. He presented on the conservation status and related impacts of 
elephants and lion trophy ban to Tanzania. He outlined the history of trophy hunting in Tanzania, 
including changes in regulations over the past ~120 years and a profile of the hunting blocks in 
Tanzania, which covers 300,000km2.  Tanzania Wildlife Management Authority (TAWA) was 
created in response to a consistent trend in deterioration of the wildlife conservation in the areas 
previously managed by the Wildlife Division. It is responsible for sustainable management of 
wildlife resources and biodiversity. It retains revenue from sport hunting and photographic 
safaris and supports anti-poaching programs, capacity building, and dealing with human-wildlife 
conflicts. TAWA contributed to the establishment of the Wildlife and Forest Crimes Taskforce to 
coordinate anti-poaching operations, including rapid response teams that operate beyond game 
reserves. As a result, poaching levels of elephants have been reduced, and in many areas elephant 
populations are increasing. Study results indicate a stable population of lions in Tanzania. He 
illustrated the place of trophy hunting as an aspect of wildlife conservation in remote areas with 
limited infrastructure. He emphasized the importance of community involvement/benefit through 
a partnership mechanism through the Wildlife Management Areas.  He also emphasized the 
obligation of the hunting operator to provide significant contributions to conservation and 
community support including anti-poaching operations, infrastructure, development, and 
community-development projects. He commented on the ban and restriction of imports of 
elephant and lion trophies, respectively, saying that he respects the restriction of imports. He 
however stated that changes to American policy on hunting have a detrimental impact to 
Tanzania, disabling their ability to manage their wildlife populations especially in financing 
conservation of wildlife and habitants. Vacancies at hunting blocks attract other land-users as 
driven by the community. He called for international cooperation in various ways, including 
opening of US markets to elephant and lion trophies. 
 
Ivan Carter asked about newspaper reports from Tanzania to resettle some of the wildlife areas 
and whether these reports are true. Mr. Nkuwi responded that the growth of the Tanzanian 
population contributes to land-use competition for the 5% of land set aside for conservation. He 
spoke to the issue of roaming cattle for which 10% of the land is allotted. 
 
Mr. Nkuwi commented on the hunter as a partner in conservation. Mr. Brewster commented on 
the remote nature of the hunting areas that make them poachable and not photographic, as well 
as the ways in which wildlife suffer from turning over of land to agriculture. Mr. Nkuwi 
commented on the importance on the habitat and its utilization for wildlife, and his concern over 
fragmentation. He invited again USFWS to rethink the decision of the ban and invited them to 
Tanzania. 
 



 

Olivia Opre asked what the carbon footprint is of the phototourists coming to Tanzania. He 
commented that tourism employs 1 million individuals in Tanzania, with a potential for 5-8 
times this number, and again encouraged influx of hunters from the US. 
 
Public comment took place at the end of Day 1.  
 
Day 2 
 
Meeting was called to order by Council Chair Bill Brewster at 9am.  Minutes from the previous 
IWCC meeting were approved by the Council. 
 
Presentations 
 
Presenter: Joseph Mbawia – Professor, Tourism Studies, Okavango Research Institute, 
University of Botswana. Dr. Mbawia presented on Sustainable Wildlife Utilization in Botswana, 
Hunting as a Conservation Tool. He spoke about the research themes and programs at ORI. 39% 
of the land in Botswana is kept for wildlife use. No hunting is done in protected areas, but is 
allowed in wildlife management areas. He outlined the types of hunting, and the opposing 
viewpoints in the hunting debate, as well as the history of natural resource and wildlife policy in 
Botswana and the importance of aligning conservation with rural development. Three 
frameworks informed hunting and conservation via community-based natural resource 
management (CBNRM): economic value, shifting management decisions from the government 
to the community (devolution), and collective proprietorship. Hunting in Botswana is practiced 
in controlled concession areas, which are small land units that are considered unsuitable for 
phototourism. Trophy hunting is controlled by a quota system that is able to respond to 
fluctuations in wildlife populations. He outlined the benefits of hunting in Botswana, including 
75% of CBNRM hunting revenue being channeled back into communities, and improved 
involvement of communities in conservation programs through CBNRM.  
 
He described motivations behind the January 2014 Botswana safari hunting ban. These included 
wildlife decline caused by hunting, poaching, human encroachment, habitat fragmentation, 
drought, and fires. He outlined the loss of revenue to communities and discussed the influx of 
elephants from other countries, resulting in vegetation and crop destruction, escalating human-
wildlife conflict, and a changed community perception of conservation. He discussed the 
negative effect of poverty on conservation efforts, and that 15% of safari hunting revenues come 
from only 1% of tourist arrivals. He outlined conclusion that sustainable trophy hunting has a 
place in CBNRM, and that selective hunting practices need to occur to manage elephant and 
buffalo populations in Botswana. Maintenance of buffer zones and animal corridors can manage 
human-wildlife conflict to halt elephant movements into agricultural land. He discussed the 
importance of considering a socio-ecological and ecological framework together, and that local 
communities cannot be alienated from wildlife benefits. He discussed the militarization of 
conservation, and that command-control does not yield the best results and has failed to yield 
better results prior to CBNRM development. He noted that the 1977 ban on safari hunting in 
Kenya resulted in a 40% decline in wildlife populations. He concluded by saying that 
phototourism is an important contributor to GDP but is not an answer on its own. 
 



 

Mr. Brewster commented on the degradation of the habitat by elephants, and asked what the 
plans are to further control elephant populations as only 400 elephant permits were issued prior 
to the ban. Dr. Mbawia replied that this decision would come from the government, and a 
proposal has been discussed to reduce the population by 3000 per year until they reach the 
60,000 original population (now currently over 250,000). He also discussed translocation to 
other countries as well as sterilization, but that further scientific investigation is needed. 
 
Dr. Mbawia commented on the lack of a census for lions etc., but that the numbers have likely 
increased and that there is a need for a census for the cats in Botswana. 
 
Mr. Hudson asked what the plan is for overpopulation, and whether the policy will be that 150K 
elephants to starve to death. Dr. Mbawia commented that there needs to be scientific 
investigation and pointed towards translocation as a possibility. 
 
Mr. Brewster commented on the difficulty in finding countries that want to accept these animals. 
 
Presentation: The Minister of Education from Botswana gave an impromptu presentation. He 
discussed the current position of the Botswana government. He stated that he chairs the 
Parliamentary Conservation Caucus, and that his government is in agreement with IWCC stance. 
He relayed frustration from communities regarding the lack of local control over wildlife. He 
cited human-wildlife conflict as the largest problem in Botswana. He stated that the President has 
initiated efforts to communicate with stakeholders regarding the issues, and that that he supports 
hunting as a management tool in the country and as providing alternative economic activities for 
those who are suffering from the human-wildlife conflict. He closed by stating that conservation 
cannot be achieved without the communities, and that true ownership needs to be determined to 
facilitate compensatory alternative economic opportunities. 
 
Ivan Carter commended the leaders from these countries for learning from each other. 
 
The Minister commented on phototourism as an elitist practice, and that the government has not 
ensured that the communities are involved in the industry. He commented on the need to work 
with the communities to ensure that elephants feel safe to return to the forest to relieve pressure 
on the delta. 
 
Presentation: Rose Mandisodza-Chikerema – Chief Ecologist with Zimbabwe Parks and 
Wildlife Management Authority. She described the Wildlife Governance in Zimbabwe, with the 
Parks and Wildlife Management Authority acting as a quasi-government agency which reports to 
the Ministry of Environment, Tourism, and Hospitality. The Parks and Wildlife Act of 2001 
provides for protection of plants and wildlife. Wildlife in Zimbabwe is regarded as a national 
asset to be used sustainably. The ZPWMA is self-funded through revenue from the Parks Estate 
user fees (from hunting and fishing), and these funds are directed back into law enforcement, 
anti-poaching efforts, research and monitoring, management planning, and hunting supervision. 
She stated that sustainable wildlife management means that the wildlife should pay for their 
upkeep, as wildlife conservation is an alternative land use option that competes with livestock 
and crop production. The ZPWMA manages one of the largest estates which includes 50,000 
km2 which represents 13.1% of the country’s land mass. There are 11 national parks (with no 



 

commercial harvesting), 16 safari areas (for hunting), 9 recreational parks around water sources, 
and 14 botanical reserves to propagate endangered plants. The national parks and safari areas 
border one another, and the national parks provide animals that are harvested in safari areas. 
There are also areas that are protected by private sources, such as Bubye and Save which used to 
be cattle ranching areas, communal areas (CAMPFIRE), and forestry land. In total, the parks 
estate and private land represents 26% of the total land area. She illustrated hunting as a 
conservation tool exercised via an adaptive management system, including selective trophy 
hunting of less reproductively important animals, setting quotas and tracking trophies with an 
online system, and implementing specific species management plans for elephant, cheetah, wild 
dog, and crocodile for elephant, cheetah, wild dog, and crocodile. She acknowledged the 
partnership with Conservation Force which assisted in the elephant management plan.  
 
Coordinators monitor the implementation of these plans for elephants, and elephant management 
committees investigate resource protection, poaching, and resource protection, which are 
reported to the national committee. These plans are in place or being developed for many 
species. A lion management plan was done in 2006 using money from local NGOs, and they are 
hoping for an updated plan in November. A crocodile management plan was recently approved 
by the board. 
 
CITES Scientific Authority NDFs are compiled for all key species, and they share these 
documents with colleagues and USFWS. They assess the effects of trade, utilization, and of 
removal of these species. They are currently carrying out a leopard survey, which should be done 
before the rainy season.  
 
She illustrated how Zimbabwe conducts participatory quota setting, which include workshops by 
a team of ZPWMA ecologists throughout the regions via a participatory approach involving all 
stakeholders. Quotas consider CITES national quotas, trophy quality data, stakeholder 
information, national aerial survey results, research and monitoring, property size, management 
regimes, sustainable offtake percentages that are species-specific, poaching, conflict hotspots, 
and age, and are specific to ecoregion. She illustrated lions as an example.  
 
An age based quota was set for lions in 2013, as removal of lions prior to 4-5 years results in loss 
of reproductively important animals. They set an age-based quota at 7 or above. This was based 
in part on international scrutiny and pressure from markets for non-detrimental sources. They 
want sustainable populations, high quality trophies, and face growing pressure from markets. A 
point system is utilized that rewards or deters trophy kills based on age (hunting animals >7 
years are rewarded; <4 punished with additional fees). In 2013, the majority of animals were less 
than 4 years when they were killed, whereas now the majority of animals are greater than 6 
years.  
 
In the case of elephants, 83,000 elephants live in PAs, representing the world’s second largest 
elephant population. In the past five years, less than 150 trophy bulls were hunted, which is 
under the CITES quota of 500 and represents 0.18% of the total population. 45,000 elephants 
were culled between 1960 and 1989 as large populations were having a negative impact on high-
canopy woody plants, but culling is no longer performed. She cited that culling is no longer 



 

beneficial due to the ivory ban preventing financial gain. Culling also resulted in increased 
elephant aggression.  
 
The country has a low rate of elephant poaching, and hunting offtakes has resulted in 0.2-0.3% 
of the population. The country is not hunting to meet the CITES quota, and rather are hunting 
sustainably. She illustrated CBNRM and CAMPFIRE, which was a response to unsustainable 
hunting practices and succeeded due to USAID partnership. This program was designed to 
stimulate long-term sustainable use of resources with 2.5 million beneficiaries and 3-5 million 
hectares of protected land (12.7% of country). 55% of income is allocated to the communities, 
with 26% to activity costs, and 15% to administration. Rural district councils influence decision-
making, which is in agreement with an EU review which recommended decision-making be 
devolved to the village level. In 2008, it was recommended that communities have their own 
bank accounts to receive payment from safaris, with mixed success.  
 
Since 2013, CAMPFIRE income has declined from a 1999 peak of 2.5 million. She stated that 
the ban of ivory imports from Zimbabwe to the US has caused this decline. American clients 
constitute 76% of hunters, and changes in policy regarding hunting have a direct impact on the 
people. The majority of income comes from the elephants by far (7 million), then buffalo (2 
million) leopards (532,000), hippos, crocodiles, and lions. The majority of CAMPFIRE funds 
social services. She commented that losses from human-wildlife conflict are not compensated, 
and illustrated key examples of conflict (crop damage, killed livestock, human deaths), as this is 
not sustainable.  
 
Mr. Brewster commented on the animals hunted vs. the CITES quota of 500 elephants, and that 
the carrying capacity that is lower than the current population. He commented on the use of sport 
hunting as population and control and asked how they are planning to handle their population. 
Ms. Mandisodza-Chikerema touched on culling as an option, as well as internal translocations 
leading to better distribution (from NW to SE). Mr. Brewster commented on the 133 human and 
867 livestock deaths with the majority of livestock deaths coming from hyenas, and that this 
illustrates the problem of human-animal conflict. She replied that in remote areas, human-
wildlife conflicts would continue driving locals to eliminate animals unless they can derive 
benefits from them.  
 
Rowena Watson from the Department of State questioned the correlation of the ivory ban with 
decrease in hunting revenue. She stated that the ivory ban should not be conflated with trophy 
import restrictions, and Mandisodza-Chikerema clarified that she had meant that trophy import 
restriction is decreasing hunting, not the ivory ban. 
 
Mr. Jackson commented on the ban of import of female lions and asked for comment given that 
there was destruction of female lions in the country, and asked for the biological basis for the 
ban. She responded that it was not a ban, but they stopped hunting females because of the 
population decline. Right now export of female lions is occurring from one conservancy (Bubye 
Valley) due to growing population. Mr. Jackson commented that that population was achieved 
due to trophy hunting. He commented on the proposed “Cecil Act” which would ban import of 
lion and elephant trophies from Zimbabwe, and asked whether this would be detrimental as so 



 

many hunters are American and would reduce revenue to local communities. She concurred that 
this would be detrimental. 
 
Mr. Jackson commented on the growth of the program and whether she considered CAMPFIRE 
a success. Mandisodza-Chikerema responded that she does. 
 
Mr. Brewster commented that he does not appreciate when Congress imposes their views on 
managing African wildlife versus relying on African expertise (in response to the Cecil Act). 
 
Presentation: Craig Spencer – Chief Warden representing the Black Mambas anti-poaching unit 
in Balule National Park and Greater Kruger National Park. “Building Resilience for Wildlife 
Areas Sustainable Approach to Wildlife Security in Sub-Saharan African Context.” 
 
Mr. Spencer presented a video on South African conservation efforts. The video illustrated Black 
Mambas in the Greater Kruger National Park that are in place to combat poaching, which 
especially affected their rhino population. The all-female unit patrols the fence and locating 
poaching attempts, dismantles snares, and searches cars for illegal wildlife products. They 
employ women from the Maseke tribe, which counters the overall unemployment in the 
community.  
 
He stated that he has recently stepped down from his role as chief warden to pursue the Black 
Mamba model. He highlighted the difference between conservation and preservation, and that 
free-ranges are a luxury. The mission is to make the GKNP the most difficult, undesirable, and 
risky area to poach, and to develop a proud, sympathetic, and patriotic community on the 
borders. The mission is to build environmental patriotism to counter the social decay and false 
economy. There is a three tiered program including him, the Black Mambas, and armed guards. 
The program helps to create education opportunities in the communities. He discussed trophy 
hunting provides many opportunities for the community. He is against militarization of the units, 
as this promotes militarization of the poaching units.  
 
The program needs to address the complex needs (invasive species, mines, etc.) and harness the 
ability to support diverse interests in the community. Consumptive and non-consumptive 
communities should not compete. He highlighted the loss of 10% of grazing land to 
infrastructure that needs to be co-managed. Transparency is critical to the rest of the world.  
 
He cites his personal preference would be not to hunt, but that he does not have other options for 
support. He spoke to the importance of role models in the community that are paid appropriately 
by the wildlife community. He outlined the monitoring and research efforts to understand where 
the wildlife assets are so that the women can be deployed strategically, and monitor wildlife 
crime through gunshot tracking, acoustic detection, and cameras. These make up the PROTECT 
model (Protective Routine Observation Theory Enforcing Conservation Techniques). He cited 
the importance of building resilience for wildlife areas in Africa by building a patriotic 
community for wildlife, creating tangible returns for the communities, and supporting of local 
industry including consumptive uses. He closed by stating he is not a hunter but that he supports 
hunting as playing a role in conservation.  
 



 

Mr. Brewster commended the program. 
 
Jenifer Chatfield commented on the precarious position of the women and asked for comment on 
their unarmed status. He commented that the women work on the periphery, and if weapons were 
visible that poachers would need to respond in kind to defend themselves. He stated that 
poachers want to operate undetected. He also does not want to put the women in the position of 
having to utilize their weapons psychologically. She pressed further about the women being in 
danger, and he responded that the biggest risk is from the wildlife, and of the importance of the 
women being chosen and protected by their communities.  
 
Presentation: Rocky McBride – Big cat researcher and houndsman for South American and 
North American cat species. “Jaguars in conflict.” He discussed the history of eradication and 
relocation programs in Texas for big cats. He outlined the Florida Panther Project between 1982-
2018, including the hounds utilized to locate the panther trails.  
 
The project is funding partially through the sale of license plates fueling a 16 million dollar 
Panther Trust. He has caught or recaptured over 600 Florida Panthers. He participated in a 
Venezuela jaguar study between 1993-1995 and another in Brazil in 2014-2016. He outlined 
Project Jaguar in Paraguay between 2002-2018. The study was funded by sports hunters who 
participate in the captures, and operated with a permit from the Paraguayan government.  
 
Captures were conducted in parks and private land throughout the country, with GPS technology 
utilized to improve tracking. Recently, they have been relocating problem jaguars (set by 
standards. He is in favor of targeted hunting to manage these animals, but that currently it is 
difficult to obtain the permitting to support this. He cited habitat loss as the main problem in 
these areas, which will continue. 95% of land is in the private domain, with 16 million cattle, 6 
million people, and very large rural ranches leading to significant killing of cattle, and carcasses 
create a draw for poaching. 95% of the cattle killed were calves or weaned calves, with 20% 
annual predation of the calf crop, and 180,000/year loss on one ranch between 2009-2015. 
 
Challenges to the jaguar conflict include habitat loss, competition for prey base, weak 
institutions, lack of funds, government corruption, and lack of government cooperation with 
landowners. Conflict can be minimized via fences, better cattle management, and economic 
incentives for landowners to protect prey base and predators through legal hunting. He 
mentioned recently signed hunting laws for CITES Appendix II listing which is sitting on the 
President’s desk. He stated that jaguars can support high losses due to their reproductive rate, 
and that he believes the jaguar population is robust.  
 
Mr. Brewster commented that the cats are dependent on the prey base, and that a better prey base 
would prevent cattle predation. He commented that money into the community via hunting will 
encourage better law enforcement and support of the prey base growth. Mr. McBride agreed and 
commented on the formation of Hunters Paraguay that wants to join an affiliate in Dallas similar 
to Safari Club. He commented that the administration should recognize the needs of landowners 
even though it’s a controversial topic due to the long term ban.  
 



 

Mr. Brewster asked for a clarification on the 1000 jaguars mentioned and whether 200-300 are 
killed by hunters, which Mr. McBride confirmed.  
 
Mr. Jackson commented that repatriation is an issue in Africa due to other countries not wanting 
to accept the animals. He asked if the ESA is in the way of repatriation of Jaguars and would it 
be beneficial for jaguars to be downlisted in the ESA. Mr. McBride responded yes, and that 
landowners don’t want jaguars eating the deer, and that they don’t want an ESA-listed species on 
their property. He states that CITES is weak in the country due to lack of staffing (only one 
person can issue a CITES permit in Paraguay), and that NGOs are capitalizing on fear of 
extinction being used as a money-making scheme. WCS and WWF are working in Paraguay and 
their support is needed. 
 
Mr. Jackson commented on positive effects of hunting on other species and stated that Panthera 
is showing that the snow leopard in Tajikistan is doing well due to hunting.  
 
Council Discussion 
 
Ivan Carter commented that the last presentation highlighted the uniformity of messages between 
all of the presentations in terms of decision-making and needs, and that the stumbling-block to 
implementation is regulation from the 1st world. 
 

- Mr. Brewster concurred and commented on his appreciation of a science-based 
appreciation for wildlife conservation 
 

- Mr. Jackson commented on the emphasis on the rural people and community support as 
necessary for wildlife conservation and highlighted the CAMPFIRE program 

 
 
Public Comment followed this discussion. After, the Council was adjourned. 
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Petition to List the African Elephant as Endangered 
 

 

Honorable Sally Jewell  
Secretary of the Interior  
1849 C Street, N.W.  
Washington. D.C. 20240 

 
Mr. Dan Ashe, Director 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
1849 C Street, N.W.  
Washington. D.C. 20240 

 
PETITIONERS 

 
Humane Society International  
2100 L Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20037 
 
The Humane Society of the United States  
2100 L Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20037 

 
International Fund for Animal Welfare 
290 Summer Street 
Yarmouth Port, MA 02675 
 
The Fund for Animals 
200 West 57th Street 
New York, NY 10019 

 
Date: February 11, 2015 

 
NOTICE OF PETITION 
 
Pursuant to Section 4(b) of the Endangered Species Act (“ESA”), 16 U.S.C. § 1533(b), Section 
553(e) of the Administrative Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. § 553(e), and 50 C.F.R. § 424.14(a), 
Petitioners, The International Fund for Animal Welfare, Humane Society International, The 
Humane Society of the United States, and The Fund for Animals hereby Petition the Secretary 
of the Interior and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (“USFWS” or “the Service”) to reclassify the 
African elephant (Loxodonta africana) from Threatened to Endangered. 16 U.S.C. § 1532(6) 
(“The term ‘endangered species’ means any species which is in danger of extinction throughout 
all or a significant portion of its range…”).  

 
This Petition presents substantial scientific and commercial information indicating that the 
African elephant is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range. See 
50 C.F.R. § 424.14(b)(1) (“substantial information” is “that amount of information that would 
lead a reasonable person to believe that the measure proposed in the Petition may be 
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warranted”). Therefore, the Secretary of the Interior must make an initial finding “that the 
petitioned action may be warranted.” 16 U.S.C. §1533(b)(3)(A)(emphasis added) (The Secretary 
must make this initial finding “[t]o the maximum extent practicable, within 90 days after 
receiving the Petition”); HSUS v. Pritzker, 2014 WL 6946022 (D.D.C. 2014) (holding that 
conclusive evidence is not required to make a positive 90-day finding). Petitioners are confident 
that a status review of the species, as required by 16 U.S.C. § 1533(b)(3)(B), will support a 
finding that reclassifying the African elephant as Endangered is in fact warranted. 

 
The African elephant has suffered a major reduction in population size across its range primarily 
due to habitat loss, commercial overutilization, and severe poaching, and such decline continues 
unabated. The USFWS has a duty to protect the iconic African elephant by listing the species as 
Endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act, which would meaningfully contribute to 
African elephant conservation by strictly regulating the import, export, and interstate commerce 
in African elephant parts and products.  See 16 U.S.C. § 1531(b),(c) (providing that federal 
agencies “shall utilize their authorities in furtherance of” the conservation purpose of the ESA). 
In order to promote African elephant conservation, as mandated by the ESA, the Service must 
(via an Endangered listing) require that trade in African elephant parts only occurs if it would in 
fact enhance the propagation or survival of the species or is for scientific purposes that benefit 
the species. Therefore, Petitioners strongly urge the Service to grant this Petition and conduct a 
status review of the species. 

 
 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
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Jeff Flocken 
International Fund for Animal Welfare 
jflocken@ifaw.org 
(202) 536-1904 
 
 

 
_____________________________ 
Teresa Telecky 
Humane Society International 
ttelecky@hsi.org  
(301) 258-1430 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This Petition demonstrates that the African elephant (Loxodonta africana) meets the statutory 
criteria for an Endangered listing under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). 
 
The petitioners – The Humane Society of the United States, Humane Society International, The 
International Fund for Animal Welfare, and The Fund for Animals – submit this Petition to the 
Secretary of the Interior and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service requesting reclassification of the 
African elephant from Threatened to Endangered under the ESA. The ESA requires listing a 
species as “Endangered” when it “is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion 
of its range.” 16 U.S.C. § 1532(6). As demonstrated herein, both of the two known subspecies of 
African elephant, the savanna elephant (Loxodonta africana africana) and the forest elephant 
(Loxodonta africana cyclotis), are facing catastrophic population declines, and elephants meet the 
definition of Endangered across their African range. 
 
The Act requires the Secretary to determine within 90 days of receiving a petition whether the 
petition “presents substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the petitioned 
action may be warranted.” 16 U.S.C. § 1533(b)(3)(A). Such determination must be made solely on 
the basis of the “best scientific and commercial data available.” 16 U.S.C. § 1533(b)(1)(A). 
Following a positive 90-day finding, the Secretary must, within one year of receipt of the Petition, 
complete a review of the status of the species, publish a finding of whether the action is warranted 
and, if so, promptly propose a rule to change the listing status. 16 U.S.C. § 1533(b)(3)(B). Should a 
rule be proposed, the Secretary has an additional year to finalize regulations protecting the species. 
16 U.S.C. §1533(b)(6)(A). 
 
Once a foreign species is listed as Endangered, protection under the ESA occurs by, inter alia, 
prohibiting import, export, and interstate commerce in live animals and parts derived from wild 
populations, unless such activity enhances the propagation or survival of the species or is for 
conservation science purposes. 16 U.S.C. § 1533(b)(1)(A). Furthermore, Section 8 of the ESA 
provides for “International Cooperation” in the conservation of foreign species, and listing a 
foreign species heightens global awareness about the importance of conserving the species. 
 
This Petition describes the natural history and biology of the African elephant and the current status 
and distribution of the subspecies. The Petition evaluates the threats to the continued existence of 
the African elephant and shows that the species’ population size is in alarming and precipitous 
decline due to rampant poaching, severe habitat loss, and commercial overutilization. The Petition 
also demonstrates how Americans engaging in unsustainable international trade of African 
elephants and their parts are negatively impacting the conservation status of the species. Existing 
laws and regulations are inadequate to address the numerous and interacting threats to the African 
elephant and listing the African elephant as Endangered is necessary to promote the conservation 
of the species, as required by law. 
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Status and Distribution 
 
For over 30 years, the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) has recognized that the African 
elephant (Loxodonta africana) is threatened with extinction.1 The International Union for the 
Conservation of Nature (IUCN) also lists the species as Vulnerable2 on its Red List of Threatened 
Species because it is considered to have a high risk of extinction in the wild (2008).3  
 
In 1978, the USFWS found “at least 1.3 million” African elephants were “still in existence”.4 
Using the best estimate of elephant numbers from systematic surveys5 there were likely 523,872 
elephants in Africa in 2012.6 Thus, the best available science shows that the African elephant has 
suffered a population-wide decline of roughly 60% since the Service listed the African elephant as 
Threatened in 1978. This sharp decline is a result of habitat loss, poaching, commercial 
exploitation, trophy hunting, human-elephant conflict, regional conflict and instability, and climate 
change, which all presently combine to put the species in danger of extinction.7 Indeed, the 
Secretariat for the Convention on International Trade of Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and 
Flora (CITES) states that “poaching numbers in Africa remain at levels that are unsustainable, with 
mortality exceeding the natural birth rate, resulting in an ongoing decline in African elephant 
numbers.”8 
 
Present or Threatened Destruction, Modification, or Curtailment of Habitat or Range 
 
In addition to the African elephant’s precipitous population decline, the species’ range has 
contracted significantly as well. In 1979, the African elephant’s range spanned 7.3 million km2 
(Figure 1).9 As of 2007, African elephants inhabited only 3.3 million km2 (Figure 2).10 This is a 
                                                           
1 50 C.F.R. § 17.11; 43 Fed. Reg. 20499 (May 12, 1978).  
2 J. J. Blanc, 2008. Loxodonta africana. [hereinafter “Blanc, Loxodonta africana”]; The IUCN Red List of Threatened 
Species. Version 2014.2. (2008), www.iucnredlist.org [hereinafter “IUCN Red List 2014”]. 
3 IUCN, 1994 Categories and Criteria (version 2.3). IUCN Red List of Threatened Species. (1994), 
http://www.iucnredlist.org/technical-documents/categories-and-criteria/1994-categories-criteria [hereinafter “IUCN 
Red List 2.3”].  
4 43 Fed. Reg. at 20500.  
5 J. J. Blanc, et al., African Elephant Status Report 2002: An Update from the African Elephant Database (IUCN/SSC 
African Elephant Specialist Grp. 2003), 
http://www.iucn.org/about/work/programmes/species/who_we_are/ssc_specialist_groups_and_red_list_authorities_dir
ectory/mammals/african_elephant/data/reports/?uPubsID=2749 [hereinafter “African Elephant Status Report 2002”].  
6 IUCN, Elephant Database, 2012 Continental Totals (2012),  
http://www.elephantdatabase.org/preview_report/2013_africa/Loxodonta_africana/2012/Africa [hereinafter “IUCN, 
Elephant Database”]. 
7 UNEP et al., A Rapid Response Assessment: Elephants in the Dust, the African Elephant Crisis. United Nations 
Environment Program. (2013), http://www.cites.org/common/resources/pub/Elephants_in_the_dust.pdf [hereinafter 
“UNEP et al., A Rapid Response”].  
8 CITES, Elephant Conservation, Illegal Killing, and Ivory Trade. (2014). 10. Available at 
http://www.cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/com/sc/65/E-SC65-42-01_2.pdf  [hereinafter “CITES, Elephant 
Conservation”].  
9 I. Douglas-Hamilton. 1979. African elephant ivory trade- Final report to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
Typescript. As cited in CITES Doc. 7.43, Annex 2, the United Republic of Tanzania Proposal to Amendments to 
Appendices I and II, 1989 [hereinafter “Douglas-Hamilton, Final Report”]; See also Peter Jackson, The Future of 
Elephants and Rhinos in Africa. 11 Ambio 202-205 (2003). 
10 J. J. Blanc, et al., No. 33, African Elephant Status Report 2007: An Update from the African Elephant Database. 
Occasional Paper Series of the IUCN Species Survival Commission (IUCN/SSC African Elephant Specialist Grp. 
2007), 
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54.8% range reduction over 28 years, and is attributable to factors such as increased human 
population density and industrial and agricultural development.11  
 
As the human population continues to expand throughout the range of the African elephants, 
habitat loss and degradation are expected to continue to be a major threat to the survival of 
elephants. Expansive habitat is a prerequisite for healthy elephant populations, given their nature as 
a migratory animal and the heavy impacts they will cause on a landscape if a population is 
concentrated in one place for too long.  
 
As African countries continue to modernize, “habitat encroachment, increased human population 
densities, urban expansion, agricultural development, deforestation and infrastructure 
development”12 will likely continue to escalate and impact the long-term prognosis for the species. 
Already, this process of development has impacted nearly a third of existing elephant range, a 
figure that could double by 2050.13 The issue of habitat loss is not merely one of temporary 
displacement of elephants by humans: land use patterns, such as the transformation of woodland or 
savanna to agricultural land, can have a major long-term impact on resident elephants.14 Other 
threats to habitat and range for African elephants include human-elephant conflict, the effects of 
war and civil conflict, and climate change and desertification. 
 
Overutilization for Commercial, Recreational, or Scientific Purposes 
 
Analysis of trade in African elephants and their parts clearly shows that the species is overutilized.  
While international trade that is currently legal can be monitored via the CITES trade database, 
illegal trade is more difficult to precisely quantify. But there is a clear link between legal trade and 
illegal trade, and increased oversight of the international and domestic trade in ivory and other 
elephant parts and products is needed to bring the African elephant back from the brink of 
extinction.   
 
Original analysis15 presented in this Petition shows that between 2003 and 2012, net imports from 
all sources and for all legal purposes represented approximately 49,501 African elephants in 
international trade.16 Net U.S. imports from all sources and for all legal purposes represented 
approximately 8,119 African elephants in international trade. The CITES decisions to approve 
sales of stockpiled ivory from Botswana, Namibia, Zimbabwe, and South Africa to Asian markets17 
                                                                                                                                                                                                
http://www.iucn.org/about/work/programmes/species/who_we_are/ssc_specialist_groups_and_red_list_authorities_dir
ectory/mammals/african_elephant/data/reports/?uPubsID=3407 [hereinafter “African Elephant Status Report 2007”].  
11 UNEP et al., A Rapid Response. 
12 African Elephant Status Report 2007; see also African Elephant Status Report 2002.  
13 UNEP et al., A Rapid Response at 7. 
14 R. E. Hoare & J. T. Du Toit, Coexistence Between People and Elephants in African Savannas, 13Conservation 
Biology 633-639 (1999), 
http://www.researchgate.net/publication/227623128_Coexistence_between_People_and_Elephants_in_African_Savan
nas [hereinafter “Hoare & Du Toit, Coexistence Between People and Elephants”].  
15 The analysis consists of data compiled from the CITES Trade Database in October 2014, available at 
http://trade.cites.org/. CITES, CITES Trade Database, 2013 (2013), http://trade.cites.org/. (last visited Feb. 9, 2015). 
16 Note that there is a one-to-one ratio between trophy imports, body imports, and live imports and the number of 
elephants.  
17 CITES, Illegal ivory trade driven by unregulated domestic markets, 4 Oct. 2002, available at 
http://www.cites.org/eng/news/pr/2002/021004_ivory.shtml (last visited Feb 9, 2015) [hereinafter “CITES, Illegal 
ivory trade”]. 
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stimulated international demand for elephant parts and creates confusion amongst consumers about 
the legal status of the elephant products in trade.18 For example, after the 2008 sale, there was 
immediately an unprecedented spike in imports of ivory, and net imports of African elephant 
specimens have grown substantially since then.  
 
Remarkably, the U.S. is one of the leading importers of African elephant specimens—
predominantly for commercial, personal and hunting trophy purposes. Further, federal law 
enforcement officials routinely seize shipments of ivory directly from Africa, proving that the U.S. 
is an end market for illegal ivory products.19 The U.S. plays a significant role in the overutilization 
of the species – large amounts of ivory are offered for sale on the domestic market that appear to 
have been carved after the 1989 CITES Appendix I listing,  implying that they were illegally 
imported.20  
 
The African elephant is in danger of extinction due to this overutilization for commercial and 
recreational purposes, and elephant poaching to supply this demand has reached a level that is not 
biologically sustainable.21   
 
Inadequacy of Existing Regulatory Mechanisms 
 
The African elephant is the subject of a large and varied body of law—including local, national, 
and international laws—much of which is designed to protect the species through mechanisms such 
as trade controls and direct prohibitions on take. Collectively, these laws and regulations have 
failed to prevent the drastic population loss and range declines the species is currently facing.  
For example, CITES suffers from inconsistent implementation and enforcement, with politics 
influencing Appendix listing decisions, and compliance failures. Additionally, CITES is not 
designed to control domestic markets, nor does it address non-trade related threats such as habitat 
loss. The Parties to CITES have also, on two separate occasions, undermined elephant conservation 
by sanctioning ivory stockpile sales. Other conventions such as the Convention on Migratory 
Species, regional efforts like the African Union and the Lusaka Agreement, as well as national laws 
in range, transit and consumer states, have all failed to protect the elephant from its current decline.  
 
The U.S.—a significant ivory consumer country—only lists the species as Threatened under the 
ESA, with a “special rule” that allows significant trade in the species to continue without sufficient 
oversight of interstate and foreign commerce in ivory, hunting trophies, and other products. 50 
C.F.R. § 17.40(e). The African Elephant Conservation Act (AfECA) created U.S.-sponsored 
conservation programs and additional international trade restrictions on ivory, and the Lacey Act 
criminalizes commercial activity in wildlife products illegally obtained, but neither of these two 
laws has the ability to meaningfully address the U.S. role in the current poaching crisis, as would 
                                                           
18 CITES, Ivory Auctions Raise 15 Million U.S.D. for Elephant Conservation , 
http://www.cites.org/eng/news/pr/2008/081107_ivory.shtml (last visited Feb. 9, 2015) [hereinafter “CITES, Ivory 
Auctions Raise 15 Million U.S.D.”].  
19 Beth Allgood, et al., U.S. Ivory Trade: Can a Crackdown on Trafficking Save the Last Titan?, 20 Animal L. 27, 36 
(2013) [hereinafter “Allgood et al., U.S. Ivory Trade”].  
20 D. Stiles & E. Martin, The U.S.A’s Ivory Markets—How Much a Threat to Elephants?, 45 Pachyderm 67 (July 
2008–June 2009), available at www.pachydermjournal.org/index.php/pachy/article/view/13/52 [hereinafter “Stiles & 
Martin, U.S.A.’s Ivory Markets”]. 
21 CITES, Elephant Conservation, Illegal Killing, and Ivory Trade. (2014). 10. Available at 
http://www.cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/com/sc/65/E-SC65-42-01_2.pdf . 
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an Endangered uplisting for the species.   
 
The Service recognized over a year ago that additional ESA regulation is needed to promote 
African elephant conservation and to meet the goals of the National Strategy for Combating 
Wildlife Trafficking (and issued Director’s Order 210 to clarify implementation of existing law). 
But to date no such amendment for the African elephant ESA regulations has been formally 
proposed, and neither a change to the existing African elephant special rule (nor the recent changes 
to the U.S. CITES regulations) would be as beneficial to the species as a change in the listing 
status, from Threatened to Endangered.  
 
Conclusion 
 
This Petition demonstrates that the African elephant meets the criteria for listing as Endangered 
under the ESA and therefore the species must be uplisted. The best scientific and commercial data 
available demonstrate that the population and range of the African elephant have significantly 
decreased, and continue to decrease, and that the African elephant is in danger of extinction 
throughout “all or a significant portion of its range” based on the statutory listing factors. 16 U.S.C. 
§§ 1532(6), 1533(a).  
 
The African elephant faces serious threats due to rampant poaching, loss of habitat, exploitation, 
retaliatory killings linked to human-elephant conflict, the effects of war and civil conflict, and 
climate change. Legal trade in African elephant products has stimulated demand for ivory that 
cannot be completely met by legal trade, subsequently driving the catastrophic increase in 
poaching. The species is not adequately protected by existing regulatory measures at national, 
regional or international levels. Listing the African elephant as Endangered under the ESA would 
be a meaningful step toward reversing the decline of the species by ensuring that the U.S. does not 
allow the importation of or interstate commerce in African elephants or their parts unless doing 
promotes the conservation of the species, and by raising global awareness about the alarming and 
increasingly precarious status of this iconic species. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 

The African elephant (Loxodonta africana) is a globally recognized wildlife icon, one of the most 
intelligent and emotive animals in the world. It is also a species in crisis from both short and long 
term threats that endanger its future existence on the planet. Habitat loss, commercial exploitation, 
unsustainable trophy hunting, human-elephant conflict, and rampant poaching are all threats 
menacingly circling the species and putting it on the brink of extinction. 
 
The United States has a vital role to play in saving the African elephant, and, as demonstrated in 
this petition, the Fish and Wildlife Service is legally required to uplist the species from Threatened 
to Endangered. The benefits that would accompany an Endangered listing under the Endangered 
Species Act—including limits on imports and exports linked to unnecessary killings for sport or 
commercial trade, an open and transparent review of elephant exploitation by Americans, and 
global attention on the poaching crisis —will all help this species recover.   
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II. STATUS AND DISTRIBUTION OF THE AFRICAN ELEPHANT 
 

A. Status 
 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service listed the African elephant as Threatened under the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) in 1978 (following a petition from The Fund for Animals). 43 Fed. 
Reg. 20499 (May 12, 1978).22 As the Service recognized then, “the African elephant is among the 
world’s most commercially valuable animals”, “ivory hunting, mainly illegal, is the greatest 
immediate threat to the species”, and that elephant populations “could be entirely wiped out, if 
large scale poaching continues.”23 In 1989, the Service considered a request to reclassify African 
elephants from Threatened to Endangered, following a petition from The Humane Society of the 
United States and other organizations – the Service acknowledged then that “the status of the 
African elephant has deteriorated substantially since the species was originally classified as 
threatened in 1978” due to “intensive poaching to obtain elephant ivory and subsequent 
international trade of this product.”24 Unfortunately, African elephant populations continue to 
decline due to intensive poaching and trafficking and are on the brink of being “wiped out”. 
 
Estimating current elephant population numbers can be difficult due to variances in data reliability 
and availability.25 The IUCN Species Survival Commission’s African Elephant Specialist Group 
periodically produces status updates on the African elephant. The most recent update, which 
includes data up to 2012,26 relies on data from the African Elephant Database, which is considered 
the most reliable and authoritative source for data concerning African elephant populations.27 In 
the Database, experts utilize a series of algorithms to account for data quality and survey reliability 
when categorizing data as DEFINITE, PROBABLE, POSSIBLE, and SPECULATIVE numbers of 
elephants.28 These estimates are not cumulative, so for example a PROBABLE estimate does not 
include the DEFINITE estimate. Instead, the totals are minimum estimates that can be considered 
additively. Therefore, “in order to produce national, regional and continental totals, the variances 
of sample counts are added together in order to produce a 95% confidence interval … before 
allocation of the pooled estimates to the four groups.”29   
 
In 1979, the Service found that there are “at least 1.3 million of these animals still in existence.”30 
Experts estimate that there were between 433,999 and 683,888 elephants in 2012.31 Of this, 
433,999 are categorized as DEFINITE, 89,873 are PROBABLE, 54,636 are POSSIBLE, and 
                                                           
22 The IUCN lists the species as Vulnerable on its Red List of Threatened Species because it is considered to have a 
high risk of extinction in the wild. Loxodonta africana; IUCN Red List  2014.2; IUCN Red List 2.3. 
23 43 Fed. Reg at 20503. 
24 54 Fed. Reg. 26812 (June 26, 1989). See also 56 Fed. Reg. 11392 (March 18, 1991) (proposing to list African 
elephants as endangered, except in Botswana, Zimbabwe, and South Africa); 57 Fed. Reg. 35473, 35474 (Aug. 10, 
1992) (declining to grant additional protection to African elephants, based on the rational that “overexploitation seems 
to be controlled because of: (1) Enhanced anti-poaching activities, (2) the CITES appendix I listing, and (3) various 
ivory import moratoria. There is substantial evidence that the illegal offtake of elephants on a continent-wide basis is 
significantly reduced and is probably somewhat less than recruitment.”). 
25 African Elephant Status Report 2007. 
26 IUCN, Elephant Database.  
27 IUCN, Elephant Database. 
28 African Elephant Status Report 2007 at 11. 
29 Id. 
30 43 Fed. Reg. 20499.  
31 IUCN, Elephant Database. 
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105,380 are SPECULATIVE.32 According to the 2007 African Elephant Status Report by Blanc et 
al., “the sum of these two categories [DEFINITE and PROBABLE] provides the ‘best estimate’” 
of elephant numbers from systematic surveys.”33 Therefore, there were likely at least 523,872 
elephants in Africa as of 2012.34 Thus, the best available science shows that the species has 
suffered a population-wide decline of roughly 60% since the Service recognized (over 30 years 
ago) that the species is likely to become endangered. 
 
Recent scientific studies indicate a downward trend in multiple African elephant populations 
across the continent.35 As discussed in detail below, threats like habitat loss,36 poaching,37 human-
elephant conflict,38 institutional corruption,39 and climate change,40 presently combine to 
jeopardize the species’ survival. Illegal trade is a primary concern at present, and the CITES 
Secretariat states that “poaching numbers in Africa remain at levels that are unsustainable, with 
mortality exceeding the natural birth rate, resulting in an ongoing decline in African elephant 
numbers.”41 
 
Although North Africa was once part of the African elephant’s range, the species is now extinct in 
this region.42 About 52% of Africa’s DEFINITE and PROBABLE numbers of elephants are found 
in Southern Africa,43 with most living in Botswana.44 Eastern Africa holds slightly over 28% of 
the DEFINITE and PROBABLE population, and the majority of elephants in this region are 
located in Kenya and Tanzania.45 West Africa contains 1.6% of Africa’s DEFINITE and 
PROBABLE elephants, and while data are sparse for Central Africa populations, experts estimate 
that 17% of DEFINITE and PROBABLE elephants are located in this area.46 Most of the 
DEFINITE and PROBABLE numbers of elephants in Central Africa are located in Congo, the 

                                                           
32 Id. 
33 African Elephant Status Report 2007 at 14. 
34 IUCN, Elephant Database. 
35 See, e.g., Philippe Bouché et al., Will Elephants Soon Disappear from West African Savannahs? 6 PloS ONE 
(2011), http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0020619 [hereinafter “Bouché et al., Will 
Elephants Soon Disappear”]; CITES Secretariat, IUCN/SSC African Elephant Specialist Grp. & TRAFFIC Int'l, 
Status of African Elephant Populations and Levels of Illegal Killing and the Illegal Trade in Ivory: A Report to the 
African Elephant Summit. (2013), 
https://cmsdata.iucn.org/downloads/african_elephant_summit_background_document_2013_en.pdf [hereinafter 
“CITES, Status of African Elephant Populations”]; Fiona Maisels et al., Devastating Decline of Forest Elephants in 
Central Africa, 8 PLoS ONE (2013), http://www.plosone.org/article/info%3Adoi%2F10.1371%2Fjournal.pone (last 
visited Nov. 4, 2014) [hereinafter “Maisels et al., Devastating Decline”]; UNEP et al. A Rapid Response; George 
Wittemyer et al., Illegal Killing for Ivory Drives Global Decline in African Elephants., 111 PNAS (2014), 
http://www.pnas.org/content/111/36/13117.abstract [hereinafter “Wittemyer et al., Illegal Killing”]. 
36 UNEP et al., A Rapid Response at 15. 
37 UNEP et al., A Rapid Response at 32. 
38 UNEP et al., A Rapid Response at 41. 
39 UNEP et al., A Rapid Response at 41, 43. 
40 UNEP et al., A Rapid Response at 21. 
41 CITES, Elephant Conservation at 10.  
42 UNEP et al., A Rapid Response at 15. 
43 IUCN, Elephant Database. 
44 CITES, Status of African Elephant Populations at 2. 
45 IUCN, Elephant Database. 
46 IUCN, Elephant Database. 
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Democratic republic of Congo, and Gabon.47 Population estimates are uncertain for Senegal, 
Somalia, and Sudan.48 
 
Table 1: Population and Range Estimates for the African Elephant (2012)49 

  
  Population Data Range Data 

Region50 Country Definite Probable Possible Speculative 
Range 
Area 
(km²) 

% of 
Regional 

Range 

 
IQI51 

C
en

tra
l A

fr
ic

a 

Cameroon 775 1,079 2,150 10,045 120,510 12 0.05 
Central 
African 
Republic 

1,019 113 113 1,040 81,041 8 0.48 

Chad 454 0 2,000 550 149,443 15 0.04 

Congo 7,198 30,979 11,071 0 141,302 14 0.31 

Democratic 
Republic of 
Congo 

1,708 3,036 5,099 3,831 276,209 27 0.16 

Equatorial 
Guinea 

0 0 700 630 15,023 1 0 

Gabon 4,996 30,511 12,103 29,642 221,706 22 0.43 

Totals 16,486 65,104 26,310 45,738 1,005,234 100 0.29 

Ea
st

er
n 

A
fr

ic
a 

Eritrea 96 0 8 0 5,275 1 0.92 

Ethiopia 628 0 220 912 38,417 4 0.24 

Kenya 26,365 771 3,825 5,299 111,423 13 0.68 

Rwanda 11 17 54 0 1,014 0 0.23 

Somalia 0 0 0 70 4,525 1 0 

South Sudan 1,172 5,882 5,882 0 309,897 35 0.19 

Tanzania 95,351 10,278 10,927 900 387,538 44 0.56 

Uganda 2,223 1,031 903 385 15,228 2 0.51 

Totals 130,859 12,966 16,700 7,566 873,318 100 0.49 

So
ut

he
r

n 
A

fr
ic

a Angola 818 801 851 60 406,003 31 0.03 

Botswana 133,088 21,183 21,183 0 100,253 8 0.58 

                                                           
47 CITES, Status of African Elephant Populations at 2. 
48 CITES, Status of African Elephant Populations at 2. 
49 Data from IUCN, Elephant Database. According to the African Elephant Database, “totals for the Definite, 
Probable, and Possible categories are derived by pooling the variances of individual estimates, as described at 
http://www.elephantdatabase.org/reliability. As a result, totals do not necessarily match the simple sum of the entries 
within a given category.” Additionally, the percent of range assessed per country and the Priority for Future Surveys 
scores are available at IUCN, Elephant Database. 
50 Note that the African elephant was historically present in North Africa, but is now extinct in this region. 
51 IQI is the Information Quality Index. According to the African Elephant Database, “This index quantifies overall 
data quality at the regional level based on the precision of estimates and the proportion of assessed elephant range (i.e. 
range for which estimates are available). The IQI ranges from zero (no reliable information) to one (perfect 
information)." For more information, see http://www.elephantdatabase.org and African Elephant Status Report 2007 
introduction. 
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Malawi 865 218 218 1,043 7,539 1 0.41 

Mozambique 17,753 3,340 3,383 2,297 342,727 26 0.45 

Namibia 16,054 4,472 4,492 0 146,904 11 0.48 

South Africa 22,889 0 0 0 30,651 2 0.89 

Swaziland 35 0 0 0 50 0 1 

Zambia 14,961 2,975 3,111 542 201,246 15 0.6 

Zimbabwe 47,366 3,775 3,775 45,375 76,930 6 0.5 

Totals 267,966 22,442 22,691 49,317 1,312,302 100 0.38 

W
es

te
rn

 A
fr

ic
a 

Benin 916 48 188 0 13,672 8 0.44 
Burkina 
Faso 4,477 320 320 200 19,874 11 0.64 

Côte d'Ivoire 211 254 155 517 33,986 19 0.26 

Ghana 857 344 131 58 23,715 14 0.36 

Guinea 0 64 37 57 1,524 1 0.31 
Guinea 
Bissau 0 0 7 13 1,346 1 0 

Liberia 25 99 99 1,363 15,977 9 0.05 

Mali 344 0 0 0 31,881 18 1 

Niger 85 0 17 0 2,683 2 0.83 

Nigeria 0 0 108 667 22,968 13 0 

Senegal 1 0 0 9 1,090 1 0.1 

Sierra Leone 0 0 80 135 1,804 1 0 

Togo 4 0 61 0 5,032 3 0.05 

Totals 7,107 942 931 3,019 175,552 100 0.44 
 

i. West Africa 
 

When assessing regional elephant populations, researchers and managers have been concerned 
for decades about populations in West Africa. It is likely that populations in this region are not 
viable because they are genetically isolated, small, and have unnatural age structures and sex 
ratios as a result of hunting.52 Furthermore, some West African elephant populations have shown 
signs of widespread decline.53 For example, a 2011 study suggests that populations of savanna 
elephants in West Africa have decreased by at least 33% between 1980-83 and 2003-07.54 The 
impacts of high poaching levels and intense human-elephant conflict in the area are particularly 
worrisome.55  

 
 
 
 
 
                                                           
52 African Elephant Status Report 2007 at 166. 
53 UNEP et al., A Rapid Response at 22. 
54 Bouché et al., Will Elephants Soon Disappear at 5. 
55 IUCN, Elephant Database. 
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ii. Central Africa 
 
When the Service listed the African elephant as Threatened in 1978, Central Africa’s populations 
were considered “still substantial.”56 The population’s health has since significantly diminished 
and a severe downward trend continues.  
 
Recently, Wittemyer (2014) found that Central African elephant populations declined a staggering 
62%-63.7% between 2002 and 2012.57 More specifically, Bouché et al. (2011) concluded that 
populations of Central African savanna elephants have decreased 76% since the late 1980s,58 and 
Maisels et al. (2013) showed that the region’s forest elephant populations decreased 62% between 
2002 and 2011 alone.59 Additionally, despite supposed protection, elephant populations have 
decreased in multiple Central African parks including Bayang-Mbo Wildlife Sanctuary in 
Cameroon, Zakouma National Park in Chad, and Odzala Kokoua National Park in Congo.60 
 
Levels of poaching (determined by Proportion of Illegally Killed Elephants, or PIKE, data) have 
been sufficiently high since 2007 to indicate a net decline for elephant populations in Central 
Africa.61 In addition to poaching, habitat fragmentation threatens populations in this region.62  

 
iii. Eastern and Southern Africa 

 
Until recently, it was believed that populations in Eastern and Southern Africa were stable or 
increasing.63 When the species’ IUCN Red List status was last reevaluated (back in 2008), 
assessors concluded that anticipated population increases in these areas would offset population 
declines in the West or Central regions.64 However, Wittemyer (2014) found that Eastern and 
Southern savanna populations declined between 2011 and 2012 due to illegal hunting for ivory.  
 
Poaching is a threat in both elephant populations in Eastern and Southern Africa. According to 
PIKE data, poaching in Eastern Africa’s three largest populations (Laikipia Samburu in Kenya, 
Tsavo in Kenya, and Selous Mikumi in Tanzania) was above a sustainable threshold in 2011.65 
Habitat fragmentation and alteration are also ongoing threats in the area.66 While Southern Africa 
was previously considered safe from poaching, 2011 PIKE data indicate that poachers have 
infiltrated the region and are operating at an unsustainable level.67 Human-elephant conflict also 
threatens elephant populations in the area.68 
 
 

                                                           
56 43 Fed. Reg. at 20500. 
57 Wittemyer et al., Illegal Killing at 2. 
58 Bouché et al., Will Elephants Soon Disappear at 5. 
59 Maisels et al., Devastating Decline at 3. 
60 CITES, Status of African Elephant Populations at 2. 
61 IUCN, Elephant Database. 
62 IUCN, Elephant Database. 
63 Blanc, Loxodonta africana; UNEP et al., A Rapid Response at 6. 
64 Blanc, Loxodonta africana. 
65 IUCN, Elephant Database. 
66 IUCN, Elephant Database. 
67 IUCN, Elephant Database. 
68 IUCN, Elephant Database. 
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B. Distribution 
 

African elephants can survive in most habitats across sub-Saharan Africa including savannas, 
forests, and deserts.69 In 1979 the species’ range spanned 7.3 million km2 (Figure 2).70 As of 2007, 
African elephants inhabited 3.3 million km2 (Figure 3).71 This is a 54.8% range reduction over 28 
years, beginning in 1978 when the USFWS listed the African elephant as Threatened, and 
available range continues to decline. 
 
The African Elephant Database lists 2,302,782 km2 of KNOWN range and 1,062,544 km2 of 
POSSIBLE range,72 for a combined 3,365,326 km2. KNOWN range is defined as “areas in suitable 
habitat which, if searched with reasonable intensity, are likely to yield signs of elephant 
presence.”73 POSSIBLE range is defined as “areas within historical range and in suitable habitat 
where there are no negative data to rule out the presence of elephants, including former areas of 
KNOWN range where the source information is more than 10 years old.”74 When taken together, 
KNOWN and POSSIBLE elephant range estimates cover 15% of the continent.75 As of 2007, 31% 
of KNOWN and POSSIBLE range was in protected areas;76 however, not all protected areas 
reliably offer security from human-caused mortalities.77  
 
African elephant range has likely been in decline for more than three decades.78 This decrease is 
attributable to factors like habitat loss and increased human population density.79 Elephant 
distribution is becoming progressively more fragmented over time,80 and habitat reduction is 
expected to continue, further reducing elephant range.81 While improvements in data collection 
have furthered our understanding of elephant range today, there is no doubt that the species is 
suffering from severe habitat loss.82 

 
 

                                                           
69 UNEP et al., A Rapid Response at 15. 
70 Douglas-Hamilton, Final Report at 12. 
71 African Elephant Status Report 2007 at 21. 
72 IUCN, Elephant Database. 
73 IUCN, Elephant Database.  
74 IUCN, Elephant Database. 
75 Assuming Africa is 22,617,267 km2 as stated in African Elephant Status Report 2007 at 21. 
76 African Elephant Status Report 2007 at 21. 
77 African Elephant Status Report 2007 at 26, 166. 
78 Douglas-Hamilton, Final Report at  U.S. 12 (1989); UNEP et al., A Rapid Response. 
79 UNEP et al., A Rapid Response at 15. 
80 Blanc, Loxodonta africana. 
81 UNEP et al., A Rapid Response at 17. 
82 African Elephant Status Report 2007. 
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Figure 2. Range map of the African elephant in 1979.83 

 

                                                           
83 From IUCN/UNEP/WWF (1982)  as cited in CITES Doc. 7.43, Annex 2, the United Republic of Tanzania Proposal 
to Amendments to Appendices I and II, page 7 (1989).  
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Figure 3: Map of African elephant range as of 2007.84 

Note: The African Elephant Specialist Group notes that “only small adjustments were made to the range 
map” for the upcoming 2013 report (unpublished at the time this petition was submitted).85  

 
  i. North Africa 

 
African elephants are now extinct in this region.86 

 
 
 
 

                                                           
84 African Elephant Status Report 2007 at 25. Note that a high resolution version of the map is available by contacting 
the African Elephant Specialist Group. See http://www.elephantdatabase.org/ for more information. 
85 IUCN, Elephant Database. 
86 UNEP et al., A Rapid Response at 15. 
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ii. West Africa 
 
Elephants are found in small, fragmented populations in the savanna, forest, and tropical forest 
habitats of West Africa.87 Historically it was believed that savanna and forest elephants existed 
here, but recent genetic research suggests that the elephants in West Africa may be genetically 
distinct.88  
 
According to the most recent assessment by the African Elephant Specialist Group (2012), West 
Africa has the smallest total elephant range, containing 175,552 km2 or only 5% of the continental 
range.89 Côte d'Ivoire and Mali have 19% and 18% of the region’s elephant range, respectively.90 
The remaining 11 countries all have less than 15% of the regional range, and four account for 1% 
each (Sierra Leone, Senegal, Guinea and Guinea Bissau).91 As of 2007, 56% of elephant range in 
West Africa was located inside designated protected areas.92 Unfortunately, these “protected 
areas” often have more protection on paper than in practice.93 
 
The largest population of West African elephants in West Africa is found in the Warly-Pendjari-
Oti-Mandori-Kéran (WAPOK) ecosystem.94 WAPOK is a protected ecosystem that crosses the 
Benin, Burkina Faso, Niger, and Togo borders.95 

 
West Africa may share some populations with Central Africa, particularly across Nigeria, 
Cameroon, and Chad’s borders.96 
 

iii. Central Africa 
 
According to the latest African Elephant Specialist Group assessment (2012), African elephant 
range covers 1,005,234 km2 (30% of the continental range) in Central Africa.97 Together the 
Democratic Republic of Congo and Gabon contain 49% of the region’s African elephant range.98  
Equatorial Guinea may account for 1% of the range, and the African Central Republic contains 
8%.99 The remaining range (42%) is split almost equally between Cameroon, Congo, and Chad.100  
Elephants may move between the Democratic Republic of Congo, Sudan, and Uganda in Central 
and Eastern Africa as well as between Cameroon and Nigeria in Central and West Africa.101 As of 

                                                           
87 African Elephant Status Report 2007 at 162. 
88 Lori S. Eggert et al., The evolution and phylogeography of the African elephant inferred from mitochondrial DNA 
sequence and nuclear microsatellite markers, 289 Proceedings Royal Soc’y, London (B) (2006), 
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1691127 [hereinafter “Eggert et al., The evolution and 
phylogeography of the African elephant”], as cited in African Elephant Status Report 2007 at 162. 
89 All total range estimates include KNOWN and POSSIBLE range from IUCN, Elephant Database. 
90 IUCN, Elephant Database. 
91 IUCN, Elephant Database. 
92 African Elephant Status Report 2007 at 162. 
93 African Elephant Status Report 2007 at 166. 
94 African Elephant Status Report 2007 at 166.  
95 African Elephant Status Report 2007 at 166. 
96 African Elephant Status Report 2007 at 166. 
97 All total range estimates include KNOWN and POSSIBLE range from IUCN, Elephant Database. 
98 IUCN, Elephant Database. 
99 IUCN, Elephant Database. 
100 IUCN, Elephant Database. 
101 African Elephant Status Report 2007 at 30. 
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2007, 33% of KNOWN and POSSIBLE range in Central Africa existed within designated 
protected areas.102 This does not offer as much security from poaching as expected because 
enforcement and management are absent in a number of parks and reserves in the area.103  
 
The majority of African elephants in Central Africa are forest elephants, but savanna elephants can 
be found in northern Cameroon, northern Central African Republic, and Chad.104 Northern and 
eastern Democratic Republic of Congo and Central African Republic are potential areas of 
hybridization between the two subspecies.105 
 
While a specific number documenting Central African range-wide decline is currently unavailable, 
consider the following results of a 2013 study by Maisels et al.106 analyzing Central African forest 
elephants: Maisels et al. estimate that Central African forest elephants have experienced a range 
reduction of approximately 30% between 2002 and 2011.107 It appears that the Central African 
forest elephant population now inhabits less than 25% of its potential range,108 and the 
population’s range is expected to continue to shrink in the future due to habitat loss and poaching 
for ivory.109 
 

iv. Southern Africa 
 

The most up-to-date data (2012) from African Elephant Specialist Group indicates that Southern 
Africa accounts for the largest total range area (1,312,302 km2 or 39% of the continental range).110 
Most notably, Angola accounts for 31% of the regional range, and Mozambique holds 26%.111 As 
of 2007, 28% of this range was in protected areas.112  

 
Most elephants found in Southern Africa are savanna elephants.113 Small numbers of forest 
elephants are present in the Angolan exclave of Cabinda and possibly northwestern Angola.114 The 
Southern Africa countries of Angola, Botswana, Zambia, Zimbabwe, and Namibia share elephant 
populations in the Kavango Zambezi Transfrontier Conservation Area (KAZA TFCA).115 In 
regards to regional cross-border populations, some move between Mozambique and Tanzania 
(Eastern Africa) and others may migrate between Angola and the Democratic Republic of Congo 
(Central Africa).116 
 

 
                                                           
102 African Elephant Status Report 2007 at 26. 
103 African Elephant Status Report 2007 at 26. 
104 African Elephant Status Report 2007 at 26. 
105 African Elephant Status Report 2007 at 26. 
106 Maisels et al., Devastating Decline. 
107 Maisels et al., Devastating Decline at 3. 
108 Maisels et al., Devastating Decline at 1, 3. 
109 Maisels et al., Devastating Decline at 7. 
110 All total range estimates include KNOWN and POSSIBLE range from IUCN, Elephant Database. 
111 IUCN, Elephant Database. 
112 African Elephant Status Report 2007 at 111. 
113 African Elephant Status Report 2007 at 112. 
114 African Elephant Status Report 2007 s at 112. 
115 For more information, see http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/1883803/Southern-Africas-Kavango-
Zambezi-Transfrontier-Conservation-Area-Year-In-Review-2012/.  
116 African Elephant Status Report 2007 at 116. 
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v. Eastern Africa 
 
The African Elephant Specialist Group’s most recent assessment (2007) states that the total 
elephant range in Eastern Africa is 873,318 km2 (26% of the continental total).117 Of that, 
Tanzania accounts for 44% of the population’s regional range, and South Sudan has 35%.118 
Kenya has 14% of the regional elephant range, and Eritrea, Ethiopia, Rwanda, Somalia, and 
Uganda account for less than 5% each.119 As of 2007, 30% of this range existed in protected 
areas.120  

 
Savanna elephants are present in the grasslands, woodlands, coastal and mountain forest areas of 
Eastern Africa, while forest elephants may be found along the region’s western edge.121 Some 
populations exist on the borders between Eastern and Central Africa as well as Eastern and 
Southern Africa.122 Unconfirmed anecdotal evidence indicates that elephants may move into 
Sudan from Ethiopia and Eritrea.123 
  

                                                           
117 All total range estimates include KNOWN and POSSIBLE range from IUCN, Elephant Database. 
118 IUCN, Elephant Database. 
119 IUCN, Elephant Database. 
120 African Elephant Status Report 2007 at 67. 
121 African Elephant Status Report 2007 at 67. 
122 African Elephant Status Report 2007 at 68. 
123 IUCN, Elephant Database. 
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III. NATURAL HISTORY AND BIOLOGY OF THE AFRICAN ELEPHANT 
 

A. Taxonomy 
 
The African elephant (Loxodonta africana) is the only extant species in the Loxodonta genus of 
the family Elephantidae. The African elephant shares the Elephantidae family with the Asian 
elephant (Elephas maximus) along with several extinct species including the mastodon and the 
wooly mammoth. 
 
The African elephant species consists of two extant subspecies: the African savanna elephant 
(Loxodonta africana africana) and the African forest elephant (Loxodonta africana cyclotis). A 
third, smaller subspecies, the North African elephant (Loxodonta africana pharaoensis), went 
extinct during the time of the Roman Empire.  
 
There has been some scientific debate over whether there is a possible third subspecies of elephant 
in West Africa,124 and whether there is more than one species of elephant in Africa,125,126,127,128 but 
the international community has reached consensus that “premature allocation of Africa’s 
elephants to two or more species may result in significant populations being left in taxonomic 
limbo” and that this should be avoided (especially since populations of great conservation value 
include individuals of mixed genetic lineage).129  
 

B. Species description 
 

The African savanna elephant is the largest land mammal on earth, with males reaching upwards 
of three meters and females reaching 2.5 meters at the shoulder.130 The species is characterized by 
large ears, a highly mobile and dexterous trunk, and large tusks. African elephants are also highly 
sexually dimorphic with divergence of growth rates apparent by the age of weaning.131 African 
forest elephants are slightly smaller at two meters (males) and 1.5 meters (females) high at the 

                                                           
124 IUCN SSC African Elephant Specialist Grp., Statement on the Taxonomy of Extant Loxodonta. (2003), 
http://www.iucnredlist.org/documents/AfESGGeneticStatement.pdf. 
125 K. E. Comstock et al., 2002. Patterns of molecular genetic variation among African elephant populations. 
Molecular Ecology 11: 2489-2498 [hereinafter “Comstock et al., Patterns of molecular variation”]. 
126A. L. Roca et al. 2001. Genetic evidence for two species of elephant in Africa. Science 293: 1473-1477, 
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11520983 [hereinafter “Roca et al., Genetic evidence for two species”]; 
127 Eggert et al., The evolution and phylogeography of the African elephant. 
128 R. DeBruyne. 2005. A case study of apparent conflict between molecular phylogenies: the interrelationships of 
African elephants. Cladistics 21: 31-50, 
http://www.researchgate.net/publication/227610163_A_case_study_of_apparent_conflict_between_molecular_phylog
enies_the_interrelationships_of_African_elephants, [hereinafter “DeBruyne, A case study”]. 
129 IUCN SSC African Elephant Specialist Grp., Statement on the Taxonomy of Extant Loxodonta. (2003), 
http://www.iucnredlist.org/documents/AfESGGeneticStatement.pdf. 
130 B. J. Morgan & P. C. Lee. 2003. Forest elephant (Loxodonta africana cyclotis) stature in the Réserve de Faune du 
Petit Loango, Gabon. Journal of Zoology of London 259: 337-344 , 
http://www.researchgate.net/publication/227730071_Forest_elephant_%28Loxodonta_africana_cyclotis%29_stature_i
n_the_Rserve_de_Faune_du_Petit_Loango_Gabon [hereinafter “Morgan & Lee, Forest elephant stature”]. 
131 P.C. Lee, & C. J. Moss. 1986. Early maternal investment in male and female African elephant calves. Behavioral 
Ecology and Sociobiology 18: 353-361, 
http://www.researchgate.net/publication/225904541_Early_maternal_investment_in_male_and_female_African_eleph
ant_calves. 
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shoulder.132 Forest elephants also have longer, thinner, and straighter tusks, smaller and rounder 
ears, and a flatter forehead region than savanna elephants.133,134,135,136 
 
African savanna elephants form matriarch-led herds.137 Males will leave the herd for bachelor 
groups at the onset of sexual maturity.138 African forest elephants are found in smaller groups. 
Males tend to be solitary while females form family groups with their calves and sometimes other 
females.139 
 

C. Reproduction and mortality 
 

African elephants are a very long-lived species, regularly living past 60 years.140 They also have a 
very slow reproduction rate with a long gestation period (22 months) and calving intervals 
between three to five years depending on resource availability.141,142 Calves of both sexes maintain 
close proximity to their mothers until they are 6-8 years of age.143 Individuals do not reach sexual 
maturity until around age 14 for females and 15 for males, but individuals will continue to 
reproduce well past 40 with average fecundity dropping fast after 45.144,145  
 
Adult African elephants are relatively immune to predation due to their size and close-knit family 
groups.146,147 Elephant calves are vulnerable to predation, but only if they are separated from the 
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133 Comstock et al., Patterns of molecular variation. 
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136 DeBruyne, A case study. 
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herd or if the herd is weakened by drought.148,149 Natural mortality becomes significant during 
drought events.150,151 Human induced mortality from poaching, hunting, and culling is the most 
common cause of death for elephants.152,153 

 
D. Feeding 

 
African savanna elephants subsist on grasses and woody vegetation.154 The proportion of grass to 
woody vegetation depends on several factors including rainfall, proximity of the vegetation to 
surface water, and nutritional characteristics.155,156 Diet can vary significantly with rainfall as 
relative abundance of woody and grassy vegetation changes. African forest elephants also subsist 
on woody vegetation and grasses, but fruit and bark make up a significant portion of their 
diet.157,158 

 
E. Habitat requirements 

 
African elephants can inhabit Africa’s diverse grasslands, savanna, and forests. Elephants require 
ample vegetation and water to survive, especially in drier ecosystems.159,160 In arid and semi-arid 
savannas, population numbers, home range sizes, and density will rise and fall with vegetation and 
surface water availability during the dry season.161,162 Forest dwelling elephants also require 
mineral resources such as salt deposits for sodium.163 Both forest and savanna subspecies need to 
utilize large swaths of landscape throughout the year and may travel hundreds of kilometers to 
satisfy nutrition and hydration needs.164,165 
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IV. CRITERIA FOR LISTING THE AFRICAN ELEPHANT AS ENDANGERED 
 
The Supreme Court has described the Endangered Species Act (ESA) as “the most comprehensive 
legislation for the preservation of endangered species ever enacted by any nation”. Tennessee 
Valley Authority v. Hill, 437 U.S. 153, 180 (1978). In that landmark case, the Court stated that: 
 

[t]he plain intent of Congress in enacting this statute was to halt and 
reverse the trend towards species extinction, whatever the cost. This 
is reflected not only in the stated policies of the Act, but in literally 
every section of the statute.166  

 

As demonstrated in this Petition, the African elephant is currently in danger of extinction throughout 
a significant portion of its range due to the statutory listing factors. Accordingly, the Secretary of the 
Interior must act to halt and reverse the current trends towards extinction for the African elephant 
by listing the species as Endangered under the ESA and strictly regulating the American demand 
for elephant parts and products. 
 
Pursuant to the ESA, a species  must be listed as Endangered if any of the following five factors put 
the species in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range: (1) The 
present or threatened destruction, modification, or curtailment of its habitat or range; (2) 
Overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes; (3) Disease or 
predation; (4) Inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms; or, (5) Other natural or manmade 
factors affecting its existence.167  
 
The ESA requires that all listing determinations be made “solely on the basis of the best scientific 
and commercial data available to [the Secretary] after conducting a review of the status of the 
species.”168 Further, the Service must take into account whether there are any efforts being made by 
foreign nations to protect the species.169 As detailed in this Petition, the African elephant is currently 
in danger of extinction throughout a significant portion of its range and this iconic species could be 
extirpated if the U.S. does not take action to address its role in the ongoing poaching crisis by 
reclassifying the species as Endangered.170   
 
 
 

                                                           
166 437 U.S. 184. 
167 16 U.S.C. § 1533(a)(1)(A)-(E); 50 C.F.R. § 424.11(c)(1)-(5). 
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A. Present or threatened destruction, modification, or curtailment of habitat or range 
 
As detailed above, the range of the African elephant has decreased from 7.3 million km2 in 1979 to 
only 3.3 million km2 in 2007, a 54.8% decrease over 28 years, and this unsustainable trend 
continues today.  
 
As human population continues to expand throughout the range of the African elephants, habitat 
loss and degradation are expected to continue to be a major threat to the survival of elephants. 
Expansive habitat is a prerequisite for healthy elephant populations, given their nature as a 
migratory animal and the heavy impacts they will cause on a landscape if a population is 
concentrated in one place for too long.  
 
Numerous factors contribute to elephant habitat loss – according to Blanc et al. (2007), these 
include “habitat encroachment, increased human population densities, urban expansion, 
agricultural development, deforestation and infrastructure development.”171 As African countries 
continue to modernize, these issues will likely continue to escalate and impact the long-term 
prognosis for the species.172 Already, this process of development has impacted nearly a third of 
existing elephant range, a figure that could double by 2050.173 Poaching exacerbates this trend, but 
even if poaching rates are minimized, human development – with associated threats like human-
elephant conflict and habitat fragmentation174 – “will continue to threaten the long term survival of 
elephant populations across Africa,”175 according to the United Nations Environment Programme 
(UNEP). 
 
The issue of habitat loss is not merely one of temporary displacement of elephants by humans: 
land use patterns, such as the transformation of woodland or savanna to agricultural land, can have 
a major long-term impact on resident elephants.176 Coexistence, while a worthy goal, may simply 
be unrealistic in some cases. The IUCN/SSC African Elephant Specialist group warns that “the 
rapid growth of human populations and the extension of agriculture into rangelands and forests 
formerly considered unsuitable for farming mean that large areas are now permanently off-limits 
for elephants.”177  
 
As a result of habitat degradation and loss, some elephant populations may soon be found only in 
protected areas. However, island biogeography theory predicts that a species will be lost if it is 
relegated to habitat “islands.”178 For example, many Tanzanian parks are rapidly becoming habitat 
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islands as a result of human settlement, agricultural development, and the active elimination of 
wildlife on adjacent lands. A study of six Tanzanian parks points out that the rate of extinction of 
mammals over the last 35-83 years is significantly and inversely related to park area, suggesting 
that increasing insularization of the parks has been an important contributory factor in large 
mammal extinctions, particularly in the smaller parks.179  

 
a.  Leading causes of habitat or range loss and related threats 

 
i. Human-elephant conflict 

 

According to the IUCN, expanding human development in elephant range has led to a “reported 
increase in human-elephant conflict, which further aggravates the threat to elephant 
populations.”180 Elephants migrate seasonally, and if those patterns are disrupted by human 
settlements or other barriers, it may lead to direct conflicts or make it more difficult for elephants 
to access food and water.”181 The process of habitat fragmentation often forces elephant 
populations into a diminishing patchwork of suitable terrain, making human-elephant conflict 
more likely as the barriers constrict.  
 
In many African nations today, citizens view the real and perceived costs of human-elephant 
conflict as greatly outweighing the potential benefits of coexistence and, subsequently, elephants 
are increasingly being excluded from many parts of their former range.182 Elephants can be seen as 
a pest species, especially for agricultural producers. Crop raiding is the most common cause of 
conflict between humans and elephants in Africa.183,184,185 However, elephants are responsible for 
a small component of overall pest damage when compared to smaller mammals and insects.186,187 
Furthermore, elephant crop raiding is relatively rare and localized near wildlife reserves and other 
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protected areas.188,189  But small subsistence farmers tend to bear the brunt of negative effects.190 
Even localized and rare events are catastrophic for small subsistence farmers who cannot bear the 
costs.191,192 Furthermore, elephants are physically powerful and dangerous, occasionally injuring 
or killing farmers who defend their crops.193,194,195 As stated in the UNEP report Elephants in the 
Dust, “crop raiding or attacks on humans by elephants in rural areas may lead to retaliation 
killings. While the number of elephants that die in such conflicts is much lower than the numbers 
poached for ivory, hundreds of elephants are killed every year as a result of human-elephant 
conflict.”196 
 
Farmers, non-profit groups, and governments employ many types of mitigation strategies 
including fencing and buffer zones around reserves.197 Most elephant-caused crop damage occurs 
on the borders of protected areas, leading to strategies that include locating farms away from the 
border, switching to animal husbandry near the borders, and assuring that revenue from tourism on 
reserves is used to mitigate costs of damage caused by elephants and other wildlife.198 
 

ii. The effects of wars and civil conflict on African elephant habitat 
 
Many regions of Africa have a history of wars and civil conflict, and the present era is no 
exception, with violence flaring up across equatorial Africa and other areas in the last decade.199 
Conservation efforts decline as security becomes a concern and funds are funneled elsewhere.200 
African elephants are specifically affected by war and civil conflict through increased poaching.201 
As the rule of law is weakened, even elephants that are usually protected in parks or by anti-
poaching laws become vulnerable to poaching.202 Furthermore, elephant ivory, which is already 
extremely valuable, becomes an even more prized resource because it can be used to generate 
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revenue that can be directed toward weapons, ammunition, and supplies.203 According to Dudley 
et al. (2002),), “There is now overwhelming evidence that wars and other forms of human conflict 
disturb ecosystems and cause the loss of biodiversity. This loss is particularly acute with large 
species.”204 Beyers et al. (2011) have found that “the African elephant is one of the most 
vulnerable to human conflict as it requires large areas of suitable habitat, and so suffers from 
habitat loss.”205 Furthermore, as habitat is reduced and elephants are forced to live in smaller areas, 
they become easier targets for ivory and meat hunters. 

 
In parts of Africa, chronic regional conflicts have created long periods of dangerous climates for 
conservationists and unchecked poaching in protected areas. In particular, civil war in the 
Democratic Republic of Congo resulted in decimated populations of African elephants, where 
several parks have lost over half of their elephant populations during the war and in the post-war 
anarchy.206 Beyers et al. (2011) found that in DRC, “all elephant populations suffered during the 
war of 1995-2006. Displaced peoples resulted in significant habitat loss, as occurred in the 
Virunga National Park, DRC, where an area of 300 km2 was deforested during the refugee crisis 
following the genocide in Rwanda in 1994.”207 Another example is in southern Africa, where 
Angola’s 27 years of intermittent conflict has been linked to reports of 100,000 elephants 
exterminated by rebel groups.208 The weapons and supplies gained from smuggling ivory can go 
towards militia groups that further destabilize war-torn regions of Africa, contributing more to an 
environment that imperils elephants and other wildlife.209 With more resources, the militia groups 
can develop sophisticated smuggling pathways, equip better weapons, and expand 
infrastructure.210 
 

iii. Climate change and desertification 
 
The Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) defines desertification as “[the] sum of the 
geological, climatic, biological and human factors which lead to the degradation of the physical, 
chemical and biological potential of lands in arid and semi-arid zones, and endanger biodiversity 
and the survival of human communities.”211 As part of this process, scientists believe that climate 
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change will increase the frequency of severe droughts in semi-arid and arid parts of Africa,212 and 
that it will threaten certain elephant populations.213  
 

Climate change and desertification are already resulting in higher levels of human-elephant 
conflict, poaching, and habitat fragmentation in parts of Africa.214 As a result, climate change-
induced desertification and drought are already considered to be some of the most pressing threats 
to elephants in Chad215 and in the Sudano-Sahelian region.216  
 
In addition to human-elephant conflict, poaching, and habitat loss, severe droughts brought on by 
climate change threaten elephant populations. Consider the following example wherein a 2008 
study examined the effects of a severe drought in Tanzania in 1993.217 Foley et al. (2008) found 
that the average annual calf mortality rate for the studied population was 2%.218 However, 20% of 
monitored calves died during the year of the drought.219 Foley et al. (2008) found that young males 
and the calves of inexperienced mothers were the most vulnerable.220 These results are supported 
by a study by Lee et al. (2013) that assessed 2,652 African elephants over 40 years.221 Lee et al. 
(2013) found that African elephants that endure droughts when young and are born to 
inexperienced mothers have a higher rate of mortality.222 
 

b. Regional assessments of threats to habitat or range 
 

i. West African region 
 
West Africa has seen a dramatic reduction in elephant range and total population, with habitat 
fragmentation restricting elephants to “about 70 small isolated populations that cover only 5% of 
the region” according to research by Barnes (1999).223 Barnes found that fragmentation in the 
region magnifies the vulnerability of elephant populations to ivory poaching and other human 
threats, while those animals that are nominally protected still reside in parks and reserves that 
suffer from poor management and porous boundaries, and that “two-thirds of the populations are 
thought to consist of fewer than 200 animals and therefore have a low probability of surviving the 
next century” especially as human populations grow and infringe on elephant territory.224 
 

ii. Central African region  
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The situation is similarly dire for the elephants of Central Africa, particularly forest elephants. A 
seminal analysis by Maisels et al. (2013) “revealed that population size declined by nearly 62% 
between 2002–2011, and the taxon lost 30% of its geographical range. The population is now less 
than 10% of its potential size, occupying less than 25% of its potential range.”225 Reflecting the 
patterns found elsewhere on the continent, changing land use patterns, human elephant conflict, 
and other human-driven habitat reductions are primary threats (along with poaching). Civil strife 
overlapping with historic elephant range is particularly evident in CAR, South Sudan, and several 
other countries in the region.226 
 
The Elephant Listening Project at Cornell University states that natural resource extraction 
industries are having particularly detrimental effects on Central Africa’s elephants, as these 
activities destroy habitat and increase human presence.227 Roads and other infrastructure 
associated with these projects increase access to previously-isolated regions of the forest, making 
it easier for poaching and opportunistic hunting to occur.228 

 

iii. Southern African region 
 
Southern Africa is sometimes considered the safest area for elephants on the continent, with less 
elephant poaching compared to other regions. However, a large-scale poaching incident recently 
resulted in poisoning deaths of approximately 300 elephants in Hwange National Park in 
Zimbabwe,229 which demonstrates that elephants in the region are still endangered by poachers. 
Habitat fragmentation remains a problem and could have implications for future conservation 
efforts. Similarly, human population growth and the spread of extractive industries could alter the 
situation for the worse and bears close observation. 
 

iv. East African region 
 
The USFWS asserts that “in East Africa, elephant populations have decreased by 65% due to 
poaching and land conversion.”230 Somalia, Ethiopia, and Kenya have seen widespread civil 
conflict in the last decade, and Mozambique is still recovering from its civil war, which ended in 
1992. Kenya and Tanzania have relatively large extant elephant populations, but encroachment by 
humans is a growing problem: for example, in their study of the Mount Kenya/Laikipia ecosystem, 
Nyaligu and Weeks (2013) assert that livestock grazing, charcoal burning, and other activities 
“threaten the integrity of the property and undermine the values of the ecosystem in the medium 
and long term.”231 
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In conclusion, the African continent is in the midst of an unprecedented boom in human 
population and development that is often in direct struggle with the goal of sustaining healthy 
populations of elephants and other wildlife. Civil conflict and war, coupled with increased access 
to formerly-remote elephant habitat, exposes African elephants to unpredictable violence on a 
massive scale. Human-driven impacts extend to climate change and desertification, which will 
exert further pressure on the natural environment. And while many African nations have 
established wildlife reserves with varying degrees of protection, habitat fragmentation is 
contributing to isolated elephant populations, human-elephant conflict, and the inevitable 
degradation (by elephants) of the very landscapes in which they are confined. All of these 
elements combine to create a pessimistic outlook for the survival of the species if aggressive 
conservation measures are not immediately put in place.  
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B. Overutilization for commercial, recreational, or scientific purposes 
 

Analysis of trade in African elephants and their parts shows that the species is clearly overutilized.  
While international trade that is currently legal can be monitored via the CITES trade database, 
illegal trade is more difficult to precisely quantify. But there is a clear link between legal trade and 
illegal trade, and increased oversight of ivory and other elephant parts and products is needed to 
bring the African elephant back from the brink of extinction.   
 
The African elephant has been listed on Appendix I of CITES since 1990, except for the 
populations of Botswana, Namibia and Zimbabwe (listed on Appendix II since 1997)232 and South 
Africa (listed on Appendix II since 2000).233 Pursuant to the Convention, species listed on 
Appendix I are threatened with extinction and are or may be affected by trade. International trade 
in specimens of species listed on Appendix I for primarily commercial purposes is prohibited 
under CITES.234 Species listed on Appendix II are not necessarily threatened with extinction but 
may become so unless trade is closely controlled.235 Specimens must be accompanied by an export 
permit or a re-export certificate. Permits and certificates should only be granted if the relevant 
authorities are satisfied that certain conditions are met, above all that trade will not be detrimental 
to the survival of the species in the wild.236  
 
The 181 CITES Parties237 are required to file Annual Reports with the CITES Secretariat on the 
import and export of listed species. These reports are compiled into an electronic, searchable trade 
database by the United Nations Environment Programme, in cooperation with the World 
Conservation Monitoring Centre (UNEP-WCMC), which is available to the public on the CITES 
website (www.trade.cites.org). This database can be used to determine the level of legal 
international trade as well as the types and sources of African elephants and their parts that are 
involved, and the purpose of the trade. In the context of CITES, international trade is not limited to 
commercial trade,238 but also includes international trade associated with various purposes 
including breeding, circus or travelling exhibition, education, enforcement, trophy hunting, 
medicinal, personal use, reintroduction, scientific research, and for zoological exhibition.  
 
By examining purposes of trade, the CITES trade database can be used to evaluate the reasons 
behind the movement of African elephants and their parts across international borders by humans. 
The database also includes the source of African elephants and their parts in international trade, 
whether captive-bred,239 captive-born,240 confiscated or seized, pre-Convention,241 ranch-raised, 
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wild, or from an unknown source. While the CITES trade database is the principal source of 
information on international trade in African elephants and their parts, it does not contain 
information on domestic use of African elephants or their parts for commercial, recreational, or 
scientific purposes; nor does it account for the significant volume of poaching and illegal trade, 
except where illicit international trade has resulted in a seizure and this has been reported by the 
relevant country in their CITES Annual Report.  
 

a. International legal trade in African elephants and their parts is extensive 
 

i. Methodology and preliminary comments  
 

a. CITES database 
 
This section of the petition presents original analysis of data on the legal trade in African elephant 
parts. Raw net import data was obtained from the CITES Trade Database on September 29th 2014. 
Raw gross import data was obtained on November 7th 2014. Finally, additional information on 
gross imports of skins was obtained on January 19th, 2015.  
 
It must be noted that the CITES Trade Database has several limitations. First, the database 
includes data reported by CITES member states (Parties) which, for various reasons, may not 
always be accurate. For example, it is often the case that importing and exporting countries 
international trade figures do not match even though they refer to the same specimens in trade. 
Second, the data cannot be used to determine the extent of the illegal trade because illegal trade is, 
by its very nature, not recorded; the exception is specimens that are seized, which may be recorded 
by Parties in their CITES Annual Reports.   
 
Third, while the analysis presented below primarily focuses on the ten year time span between 
2003 and 2012, the African elephant products traded during that time, as reflected in the CITES 
database, may not have been sourced from elephants that died naturally or were killed in that same 
time period. Specimens in trade may have been sourced from stockpiles of these products that 
were taken from elephants killed or that died during different time periods. The CITES database 
does not provide information on the age of the traded specimen.  
 
Fourth, when collecting CITES database information, one must select between gross exports, gross 
imports, net exports or net imports. According to CITES, net trade “first calculates a country’s 
gross (re-)exports and gross imports, and then gives the positive difference between the two 
values” and “aims to give an estimate of the actual number of items being traded.”242 However, 
when researching trade data into or from a specific country, only gross trade can be calculated. 
According to CITES in gross trade “quantities reported by the exporter and importer are compared 
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and the larger quantity is presented in the output. This type of output aims to give an estimate of 
the total number of items recorded in international trade.”243 In this petition analysis, net imports 
are calculated for all cases except with respect to data on international trade by specific source 
country, in which case gross imports are calculated. As CITES explains “if your data selection 
only involves imports to, or exports from, specified countries, you cannot calculate net imports or 
exports, as not all the data necessary for the calculation will be available.”244 
 
Finally, the database presents trade data with and without units of measurement (i.e., kilograms, 
grams, feet squared, meters squared, milliliters, centimeters, etc.), complicating the calculation to 
estimate the number of elephants whose parts are in international trade. Some data are presented in 
terms of numbers, sets, and pairs, among other terms, which give no indication as to weight or size 
of the specimens. An example is that the U.S. may report that 5 ivory carvings were imported 
during a certain year but does not indicate the weight of the carvings. Therefore in order to 
determine the number of elephants involved in international trade, a calculation was developed and 
is described below. 
 

b. Extrapolating the Number of Elephants from Trade Data 
 
In order to calculate the number of elephants reflected by the ivory specimens traded, this analysis 
focuses on the weight of ivory carvings, ivory pieces, ivory scraps, and tusks. Since each elephant 
has two tusks, and the average weight of two tusks is 6.66 kg according to Wasser et al. (2009),245 
this means that every 6.66 kg of ivory in trade is the equivalent of one elephant. Therefore, the 
total weight in kilograms of ivory traded analyzed in various parts of this section is divided by 
6.66 to calculate the number of elephants. Ivory without a measurable unit, apart from tusks (see 
next paragraph), is not included in the calculations below because there is no way to determine its 
weight from available information.  
 
Tusks246 that do not have a weight value are taken into account in this analysis in the following 
manner. Total tusk specimens reported without weight and analyzed in various parts of this section 
are divided by two to calculate the number of African elephants and this figure is added to the 
number of elephants reflected by the total weight of ivory in trade.  
 
Finally, three additional figures are added to the total number of estimated elephants: trophies, 
bodies, and live animals (no unit). Where one specimen of each of these terms is reported in the 
CITES database, this petition’s analysis equates this to one African elephant. Although this may be 
obvious in the case of the body or a live elephant, trophies are also equivalent to one elephant. 
Trophies are identified as TRO in CITES trade terms, described as follows:  
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Trophy – all the trophy parts of one animal if they are exported together: e.g. horns 
(2), skull, cape, back skin, tail and feet (i.e. ten specimens) constitute one trophy. 
But if, for example, the skull and horns are the only specimens of an animal that are 
exported, then these specimens together should be recorded as one trophy.  
Otherwise the specimens should be recorded separately. A whole stuffed body is 
recorded under ‘BOD’. A skin alone is recorded under ‘SKI’.247  

 
Because one trophy generally consists of the parts of one dead elephant, this analysis 
equates one trophy to one African elephant. 
  
It must also be highlighted that there are many African elephant items traded beyond ivory, 
trophies, bodies, and live animals. For example, this includes leather, skins, and items made from 
skin, such as shoes, all of which currently are sold on the open market in the U.S. However, it is 
much more difficult to estimate the number of elephants reflected by the trade in these items either 
because they lack a measurable unit, because the measurable units vary (length vs. weight of the 
skins), and because it is challenging to estimate the average size of an elephant’s skin. Also, any 
elephant whose skin is in international trade may already be accounted for in this analysis by the 
other tradable parts of the elephant, such as ivory. Therefore this analysis focuses on ivory weight, 
tusks, trophies, bodies, and live animals in its calculations, but does not include skins, leather, and 
other skin items when calculating total African elephants impacted by international trade. 
 

c. Organization of the section on international legal trade in African 
elephant and their parts 

 
The subsequent section on international legal trade in African elephants and their parts is 
organized into three main sections: (1) net imports from all sources and for all purposes, (2) net 
imports from wild sources and for all purposes, and (3) top three purposes of international trade in 
African elephants. Each of these three sections is divided into a subsection on estimated elephants 
in trade (broken down by the estimates according to (a) global imports, and (b) U.S. imports) and 
calculated specimens in trade (also broken down by (a) global imports, and (b) U.S. imports). 
Lastly the same format is applied to the top three purposes of international trade, which are: 
commercial, hunting trophy, and personal.  
 
Following this analysis, this section next reviews international (legal) trade in African elephants 
and their parts by source country, with subsections included on Zimbabwe, Botswana, South 
Africa, Namibia, Tanzania, Zambia, Cameroon, Ghana, Gabon, Mozambique, and Kenya.  
 
Illegal trade in African elephants and their parts is discussed separately. 
 

ii. Net Imports248 from All Sources and for All Purposes  
 

                                                           
247 CITES Guidelines.  
248 In the CITES Trade Database, the user is prompted to select one of the following report types: gross exports, gross 
imports, net exports or net imports. A net trade output first calculates a country’s gross (re-)exports and gross imports, 
and then gives the positive difference between the two values. This type of output aims to give an estimate of the 
actual number of items being traded. CITES Trade Database Guide. 
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1. Estimated elephants in trade (all sources and all purposes) 
 

Global imports: The original analysis249 presented in this Petition estimates that between 2003 and 
2012 the total of African elephants reflected by the reported international trade (global net imports 
from all sources and for all purposes) is 49,501. The calculations are detailed below. 
 
In terms of measurable units, net elephant product imports during the 2003-2012 year span 
included 206,760 kilograms (kg) (206.7 metric tons) of ivory (calculation: 8,040.5kg ivory 
carvings + 43,917.8kg ivory pieces + 1,018.32kg ivory scraps + 153,783.3kg tusks = 
206,760kg).250 Using an average tusk weight of 6.66 kg per tusk, this represents 31,045 African 
elephants (calculation: 206,760 kg ÷ 6.66 kg = 31,045 estimated elephants).  
 
When this number of elephants is combined with imports without a measurable unit, including the 
number of net trophy imports (8,593), body imports (119), and live imports (509) between the 
years 2003-2012, the total number of African elephants in international trade in that time span is 
40,266.251 (Calculation: 31,045 + 8,593 +119 + 509 = 40,266 estimated elephants).  
 
Moreover, net imports of 18,471 tusks were reported between 2003 and 2012 without any unit 
indicated. However, one can still estimate the number of elephants potentially impacted by the 
imports. Elephants have two tusks and therefore two tusks are equal to one elephant. If one divides 
18,471 tusks by two tusks per elephant that amounts to an estimated 9,235.5 elephants. Combing 
this total with 40,266 elephants calculated above, brings the total of African elephants reflected by 
the reported international trade between 2003 and 2012 to 49,501 (calculation: 31,045 + 9,235 + 
8,593 + 119 + 509 = 49,501 estimated elephants). See Table 2. 
 
Note that all elephant number estimates represent the minimum because another large category of 
items traded are skins and it is not possible to estimate how many elephants are represented by the 
skin trade based on the CITES Trade Database. 
 
Table 2: Global Net Imports and Estimated Numbers of Elephants, All Sources and All 
Purposes (2003-2012) 

All 
Specimens 

Ivory kg Tusk specimens Trophies Bodies Live Total 
Elephants 

281,428 (no 
unit)  

206,760 kg 
÷ 6.66 kg 

(avg. weight 
per tusk) = 

31,045 
elephants 

18,471 (no unit) 
÷ 2 (number of 

tusks per 
elephant) 
= 9,235 

elephants 

8,593 
trophies = 

8,593 
elephants 

119 bodies 
= 119 

elephants 

509 live = 
509 

elephants 

49,501 

                                                           
249 The analysis represented consists of data compiled from the CITES Trade Database on September 29, 2014. CITES 
Trade Database Guide. 
250 This figure was derived by adding up the weight figures (in kg) for three types of specimens including ivory 
carvings, ivory pieces, ivory scraps, and tusks, as reported in the UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database when 
searching for “net imports” all sources, and all purposes. Other measurable units such as pairs, sets, or centimeters 
cannot be added to estimate numbers of elephants.  
251 Note that there is a one-to-one ratio between trophy imports, body imports, and live imports and the number of 
elephants.  
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Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, all sources, all purposes.  
 
Global net imports of ivory (kg) from all sources and for all purposes were low (ranging between 
52 and 7,105 kilograms between 2003 and 2007). However, due to the CITES one-off sale of ivory 
from Botswana, Namibia, South Africa and Zimbabwe to China and Japan, net imports of ivory 
included 59,474kg in 2008 and 107,824kg in 2009. See Figure 1. 
 

 
Figure 1: Global Net Imports of African Elephant Ivory (kg), All Sources and for All 
Purposes (2003-2012) 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, all sources, all purposes. Search filtered for ivory carvings, pieces, and scraps, as 
well as tusks (kg).  
 
U.S. imports: The analysis in this Petition estimates that between 2003 and 2012 the total of 
African elephants reflected by the reported U.S. net imports from all sources and for all purposes 
is 8,119.  The calculations are detailed below. 
 
In terms of measurable units, net elephant product imports during the 2003-2012 year span 
included 11,538kilograms (kg) (11.5 metric tons) of ivory (calculation: 127.6 kg ivory carvings + 
476.8 kg ivory pieces + 3 kg ivory scraps + 10,930.8kg tusks =11,538kg).252 Using an average tusk 
weight of 6.66 kg per tusk, this represents 1,732 African elephants (calculation: 11,538 kg ÷ 6.66 
kg = 1,732 estimated elephants).  
 
When this number of elephants is combined with imports without a measurable unit, including the 
number of net trophy imports (4,091), body imports (2), and live imports (74) between the years 
2003-2012, the total number of African elephants in international trade in that time span is 
40,266.253 (Calculation: 1,732 + 4,091 +2 + 74 = 5,899 estimated elephants). Moreover, U.S. net 
imports of 4,440 tusks were reported between 2003 and 2012 without any unit indicated. However, 
                                                           
252 This figure was derived by adding up the weight figures (in kg) for three types of specimens including ivory 
carvings, ivory pieces, ivory scraps, and tusks, as reported in the UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database when 
searching for “net imports” all sources, and all purposes. Other measurable units such as pairs, sets, or centimeters 
cannot be added to estimate numbers of elephants.  
253 Note that there is a one-to-one ratio between trophy imports, body imports, and live imports and the number of 
elephants.  
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one can still estimate the number of elephants potentially impacted by the imports. Elephants have 
two tusks and therefore two tusks are equal to one elephant. If one divides 18,471 tusks by two 
tusks per elephant that amounts to an estimated 2,220 elephants. Combing the total 5,899 
elephants calculated above, brings the total of African elephants reflected by the reported 
international trade between 2003 and 2012 to 8,119 (calculation: 1,732 + 4,091 +2 + 74 + 2,220 = 
8,119 estimated elephants). See Table 3. 
 
Table 3: U.S. Net Imports Estimated Numbers of Elephants, All Sources and All Purposes 
(2003-2012) 

All 
Specimens 

Ivory kg Tusk specimens Trophies Bodies Live Total 
Elephants 

121,296 (no 
unit)  

11,538 kg ÷ 
6.66 kg 

(avg. weight 
per tusk) = 

1,732 
elephants 

4,440 (no unit) ÷ 
2 (number of 

tusks per 
elephant) 
= 2,220 

elephants 

4,091 
trophies = 

4,091 
elephants 

2 bodies = 
2 elephants 

74 live = 
74 

elephants 

8,119 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, all sources, all purposes. Search filtered for US. 
 
U.S. net imports of ivory (kg) from all sources and for all purposes were extremely low (ranging 
between 2 and 83 kilograms between 2003 and 2007). However, the imports increased following 
2008, with the highest number of net imports of ivory from all sources and for all purposes rising 
to 6,028 kilograms in 2012. See Figure 2. 

 
Figure 2: U.S. Net Imports of Ivory (kg) from All Sources and for All Purposes (2003-2012) 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, all sources, all purposes. Search filtered for ivory carvings, pieces, and scraps, as 
well as tusks (kg).  
 
 
 

2. African elephant specimens in trade (all sources and all purposes) 
 
Global imports. In addition to looking at the weight of ivory in trade, and the number of tusks, to 
determine the impact of international trade on the African elephant, we can also examine the 
number of specimens in trade (without a measurable unit). Net imports from all sources and for all 
purposes between 2003 and 2012 consisted of 281,428 African elephant specimens (e.g., bodies, 
bones, carvings, ears, feet, genitalia, hair, ivory carvings, ivory pieces, ivory scraps, leather 
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products, shoes, skins, derivatives, tusks, among others).  
 
Over the decade studied, based on numbers of specimens in trade, reported international ivory 
trade decreased from 2003, reaching a low in 2007, after which it increased (see Figure 3 below). 
In 2008 CITES approved a second254 “one-off” sale of ivory from Botswana, Namibia, Zimbabwe 
and South Africa to China and Japan.255 The first sale occurred in 1999 from Botswana, Namibia, 
and Zimbabwe to Japan.256 Since 2009, net imports of African elephant specimens have grown 
substantially. See Figure 3. 

 

 
Figure 3: Global and U.S. Net Imports of African Elephant Specimens from All Sources and 
for All Purposes (2003-2012) (No Units) 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, all sources, and all purposes. Filtered for “blank” terms and totals were calculated 
globally and for the US. 
 
The top three items in terms of numbers of global net imports of specimens from all sources 
between 2003 and 2012 are as follows: small leather products (57,844 specimens), ivory carvings 
(56,204 specimens), and skins (33,184 specimens). Trade in African elephant skins is discussed in 
greater detail in a later section of this analysis. With respect to trends, global imports of small 
leather product specimens from all sources reached the lowest points in the decade studied in 2008 
and have been on the increase since that point, with a sharp jump in 2011. Global ivory carving 
specimen imports have been on a general decline since 2005. Finally, global skin imports are 
generally increasing with the highest number of imports in 2009. See Figure 4.  
 

                                                           
254 The first “one-off” sale occurred in 1999 from Botswana, Namibia, and Zimbabwe to Japan.  
255 CITES, Ivory Auctions Raise 15 Million U.S.D. 
256 CITES, Illegal ivory trade. 
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Figure 4: Global Net Imports of Small Leather Products, Ivory Carvings, and Skins, All 
Sources and All Purposes (No Units) (2003-2012) 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, all sources, all purposes. Search filtered for top three specimens imported, which 
included small leather products, ivory carvings, and skins.  
 
U.S. imports: As Figure 4 above illustrates, there is a clear upward trend in global net imports of 
African elephant specimens, as measured by number of specimens, and the U.S. is a large share of 
these imports over the period studied. The percentage of net imports globally comprised of U.S. 
imports varied from 24.6% to 55.8% over the period studied. However, it must be noted that data 
on specimens (without units) gives no indication as to the actual size, weight, or other dimensions 
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of the elephant products. The visible growth is in the net imports of number of specimens only. 
See Table 4.  
 
Table 4: Global and U.S. Net Imports of African Elephant Specimens, All Sources and All 
Purposes (No Units) (2003-2012)  

 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
Global Net 
Imports 
(number of 
specimens) 23,915 19,964 24,932 17,939 13,939 27,575 21,067 35,614 44,582 51,902 
U.S. Net 
Imports 
(number of 
specimens) 5,894 7,836 14,740 10,003 5,800 11,062 8,047 16,398 22,161 19,355 
U.S. Share 
of Total 24.60% 39.20% 59.10% 55.80% 41.60% 40.10% 38.10% 46% 49.70% 37.30% 
Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, all sources, and all purposes. Filtered for “blank” terms and totals were calculated 
globally and for the US. 
 
U.S. imports of non-measurable specimens of African elephants and their products over the period 
studied far exceed those of other countries (approximate 44% of global total). Other major 
importers of African elephant specimens over the 2003 to 2012 year span (according to non-
measurable units or “specimens”) are China (approximately 8% of all net imports of specimens), 
Japan, (approximately 9%), Italy (approximately 4%), and Monaco (approximately 4%), among 
others. U.S. net imports between 2003 and 2012 correlated to 8,119 elephants.257 
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Figure 5: Global Net Imports by Top Countries, All Sources and All Purposes (No Units) 
(2003-2012)  

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, all sources, and all purposes. Totals were calculated globally. Only the top 
importing countries are listed.  
 
The top three items in terms of numbers of U.S. net imports of specimens between 2003 and 2012 
(all sources and all purposes) are as follows: ivory carvings (27,776 specimens), small leather 
products (26,448 specimens), and skins (15,131 specimens). Between 2009 and 2012, there were 
only 1,238 ivory carving specimen net imports into the United States. U.S. imports of small leather 
products increased substantially between 2010 and 2012, with a major spike in 2011. Finally, skin 
imports into the U.S. have had a general upward trend since 2003, with the biggest spike in 2008. 
See Figure 6 below.  
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Figure 6: U.S. Net Imports of Ivory Carvings, Small Leather Products, and Skins, All 
Sources and All Purposes (No Units) (2003-2012) 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, all sources, and all purposes. Filtered for “blank” terms and trends graphed for the 
top three specimen categories: ivory carvings, small leather products, and skins. 
 

iii. Net Imports from Wild Sources and for All Purposes  

 

1. Estimated elephants in trade (wild-sourced and for all purposes) 
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Global imports: The original analysis presented in this Petition estimates that between 2003 and 
2012 the total of African elephants reflected by the reported international trade (global net imports 
from wild sources and for all purposes) is 46,283.  The calculations are detailed below. 
 
In terms of specimens that did have measurable units, net wild-sourced elephant product imports 
during that year span included  approximately 193,520 kg258 (193.5 metric tons) of ivory 
(calculation: 7,557.7kg ivory carvings + 40,366kg ivory pieces + 3kg ivory scraps + 145,593.6kg 
tusks = 193,520kg, equivalent to at least 29,057 African elephants.259 When this number of 
elephants is combined with the number of net trophy imports (8,446), body imports (39), and live 
imports (321) sourced from the wild between the years 2003-2012, the total number of wild-
sourced African elephants in international trade in that time span is 37,863.  
 
If combined with the number of elephants represented by wild-sourced tusks imported from 2003-
2012 without an indicated measurable unit such as kilograms, the total of wild-sourced African 
elephants in international trade between 2003 and 2012 is 46,283 (calculation: 29,057 + 8,420 + 
8,446 + 8,446 + 39 + 321 = 46,283). See Table 5. 
 
Table 5: Global Net Imports, Wild-Sourced and All Purposes (2003-2012) 

All 
Specimens 

Ivory kg Tusk 
specimens 

Trophies Bodies Live Total 
Elephants 

236,428 193,520kg ÷ 
6.66kg (avg. 
weight per 

tusk) = 
29,057 

elephants 

16,840 (no unit) 
÷ 2 (number of 

tusks per 
elephant) 
= 8,420 

elephants 

8,446 
trophies = 

8,446 
elephants 

39 bodies 
= 39 

elephants 

321 live = 
321 

elephants 

46,283 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, wild sources, and all purposes.  
 
Global net imports of ivory (in kilograms) from wild sources and for all purposes include a 
substantial increase in 2008 and 2009 due to the CITES approved one-off sale of ivory from 
Botswana, Namibia, Zimbabwe and South Africa to China and Japan. See Figure 7. 
 

                                                           
258 Calculated by adding the net import weights (in kilograms) of ivory carvings, ivory pieces, ivory scraps, and tusks 
between 2003 and 2012. 
259 The total weight of ivory specimens (carvings, pieces, scraps, and tusks) reported as being from a wild source and 
traded internationally for all purposes between 2003 and 2012 is 197,562 kg. Using the standard of the average weight 
of an elephants’ two tusks as 6.66kg, the number of African elephants’ represented by that total weight is 29,664. 
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Figure 7: Global Net Imports of African Elephant Ivory (kg), Wild-Sourced and for All 
Purposes (2003-2012) 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, all sources, and all purposes. Filtered for ivory carvings, pieces and scraps, as well 
as tusks (in kilograms).  
 
U.S. imports: The analysis in this Petition estimates that between 2003 and 2012 the total of 
African elephants reflected by reported U.S. net imports from wild sources and for all purposes is 
7,831. The calculations are detailed below.  
 
The U.S. imported 10,933 kg260 wild-sourced ivory between 2003 and 2012, equivalent to 1,641261 
African elephants (calculation: 10,933 kg ÷ 6.66kg avg. weight of two tusks = 1,641 elephants). 
When this number of elephants is combined with the number of net trophy imports (4,045, which 
equals 4,045 elephants), body imports (n/a), and live imports (70 elephants) sourced from the wild 
between the years 2003-2012, the total number of wild-sourced African elephants affected by 
imports into the U.S. is 5,756.  
 
If combined with the number of elephants represented by wild-sourced tusks imported by the U.S. 
from 2003-2012 without an indicated measurable unit such as kilograms, the total number of U.S. 
imported wild-sourced elephants is 7,831 (calculation: 1,641 + 2,075 + 4,045 +70 = 7,831). See 
Table 6. 
 
Table 6: U.S. Net Imports, Wild Sourced and for All Purposes (2003-2012) 

All 
Specimens 

Ivory kg Tusk Specimens Trophies Bodies Live Total 
Elephants 

110,213 10,933kg ÷ 
6.66kg (avg. 
weight per 

4,150 (no unit) ÷ 2 
(number of tusks 

per elephant)  

4,045 
trophies = 

4,045 

n/a 70 live = 
70 

elephants 

7,831 

                                                           
260 Calculated by adding up the net import weight (in kilograms) of ivory carvings, ivory pieces, ivory scraps, and 
tusks sourced from the wild between 2003 and 2012. 
261 The total weight of ivory specimens (carvings, pieces, scraps, and tusks) reported as being from a wild sources and 
imported by the United States between 2003 and 2012 is equal to 10,933 kg. Using the standard of the average weight 
of an elephants’ two tusks as 6.66kg, 1,641 is the number of African elephants’ represented by that weight.  
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tusk)  
= 1,641 

elephants 

= 2,075 elephants elephants 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, wild-sourced, and all purposes. Filtered for U.S. imports.  
 
U.S. net imports of ivory (in kilograms) from wild sources and for all purposes were extremely 
low (ranging between 2 and 13 kilograms between 2003 and 2007). However, following 2008 
there was a substantial increase in U.S. net imports of ivory (kg), jumping to 6,018kg in 2012. See 
Figure 8. 
 

 
Figure 8: U.S. Net Imports of African Elephant Ivory (kg), Wild-Sourced and for All 
Purposes (2003-2012) 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, wild-sourced, and all purposes. Filtered for U.S. imports and measurable units: 
ivory carvings, pieces and scraps, as well as tusks (kilograms). 
 

2. African elephant specimens in trade (wild-sourced and for all purposes) 
 
Global imports: Of total global net imports traded between 2003 and 2012 for all purposes (with 
no measurable units recorded), 236,428 African elephant specimens were sourced from the wild 
(equivalent to 84% of the net imports from all sources and for all purposes, without a measurable 
unit). Looking at the number of specimens in trade, it can be seen that following the 2009 second 
“one-off” sale of ivory from Botswana, Namibia, South Africa and Zimbabwe to China and Japan, 
net imports of wild-sourced African elephant specimens grew substantially, both in terms of 
measurable and non-measurable units. Of these global wild-sourced net imports (without a 
measurable unit) between 2003 and 2012, the U.S. has imported the largest share. See Figure 9. 
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Figure 9: Global and U.S. Net Imports of African Elephant Specimens, Wild-Sourced and 
for All Purposes (No Units) (2003-2012) 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, wild sources, and all purposes. Totals were calculated globally and for the US. 
 
The top three items in terms of numbers of global net imports of specimens between 2003 and 
2012 are as follows: small leather products (56,766 specimens), ivory carvings (31,503 
specimens), and skins (32,812 specimens). The trend pattern for global imports of these wild-
sourced specimens follows closely that of specimens from all sources. Please see Figure 3 above. 
 
U.S. imports: As Figure 9 above illustrates there is also a clear upward trend of global net imports 
of African elephant specimens from wild sources (as in the case of the imports from all sources) 
for the years 2003 to 2012. Of this trade, the U.S. imported 110,213 African elephant specimens 
between 2003 and 2012 (without a measurable unit recorded). 
 
The top three items in terms of numbers of U.S. net imports of wild-sourced specimens between 
2003 and 2012 are as follows: small leather products (25,230 specimens), ivory carvings (20,371 
specimens), and skins (14,877 specimens). U.S. net imports of wild-sourced small leather 
specimens ranged between 121 and 918 specimens between 2003 and 2009, however they 
dramatically increased to 12,342 specimens in 2011 and 7,750 in 2012. U.S. net imports of wild-
sourced ivory carving specimens have been declined from a high of 5,477 in 2005 to 313 in 2012. 
Finally, U.S. net imports of wild-sourced skin specimens reached a high of 3,568 in 2008, declined 
to 861 in 2011 and up to 2,593 in 2012. See Figure 10 below.  
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Figure 10: U.S. Net Imports of Small Leather Products, Ivory Carvings, and Skins, Wild 
Sourced and for All Purposes (No Units) (2003-2012) 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, wild-sourced, and all purposes. Filtered for U.S. imports and the top three import 
terms: small leather products, ivory carvings, and skins.  
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iv. Top Three Purposes of International Trade in African Elephants 
 
Based on the number of African elephants reflected by 2003-2012 net imports of ivory from all 
sources, tusks, trophies, bodies, and live animals in trade, the top three purposes of net imports of 
African elephants and their parts are: commercial, hunting trophy, and personal. Commercial net 
imports are represented by 29,674 elephants over ten years or approximately 60% of total 
estimated elephants impacted by trade from all sources and for all purposes between 2003 and 
2012. Hunting trophy net imports are represented by 15,518 elephants over ten years or 31% of 
estimated elephants. Finally, personal net imports are represented by 3,105 elephants over ten 
years or 6% of estimated elephants.262  
 
In terms of non-measurable units in global trade of African elephants and their parts, the most 
common purposes of all net imports are: commercial, personal, and hunting trophy. Commercial 
net imports from all sources totaled 185,798 specimens (approximately 66% of the total specimens 
without a measurable unit). Personal net imports from all sources totaled 49,390 specimens 
(approximately 17.5% of the total specimens). Finally, hunting trophy net imports from all sources 
totaled 35,000 (approximately 12.4% of the total specimens).  
 
The U.S. is one of the main importing countries of African elephant specimens for these three 
purposes. Based on the number of specimens traded, between 2003-2012, the U.S. imported 
80,183 specimens for commercial purpose (43% of the total net imports for commercial purpose, 
no measurable unit), 16,408 specimens for hunting trophy purpose (46% of the total net imports 
for hunting trophy purpose, no measurable unit), and 22,164 specimens for personal purpose (45% 
of the total net imports for personal purpose, no measurable unit).  
 

1. Commercial Purpose 
 

a. Estimated elephants in trade (commercial purpose) 
 
Global imports: The original analysis presented in this Petition estimates that between 2003 and 
2012 the total of African elephants reflected by net commercial imports from all sources is 29,674 
and reflected by net commercial imports from wild sources is 28,253. The calculations are detailed 
below. 
 
In terms of measurable units, net commercial imports of ivory during that year span included 
approximately 168,944 kg (168.9 metric tons), equivalent to at least 25,367 African elephants. 
(Calculation: 168,944 kg ÷ 6.66kg avg. weight of two tusks = 25,367 elephants)263 When this 
number of elephants is combined with the number of net commercial trophy imports (182), body 
imports (1), and live imports (175) between the years 2003-2012; the total number of African 
elephants imported for commercial purposes in that time span is 25,725. (Calculation: 25,367 + 
182 + 1 + 175 = 25,725) (Table 7)  
 
If combined with the number of elephants represented by all tusks imported for commercial 
                                                           
262 The calculations used to obtain these numbers are discussed in detail in the sections that follow. 
263 The total weight of net commercial imports of ivory specimens (carvings, pieces, scraps, and tusks) for all purposes 
between 2003 and 2012 is 168,944kg. Using the standard of the average weight of an elephants’ two tusks as 6.66kg, 
the number of African elephants’ represented by that total weight is 25,367. 
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purpose from 2003-2012 without an indicated measurable unit such as kilograms, the total number 
of African elephants imported for commercial purpose is 29,674 (calculation: 25,725 + 3,949 + 
182 + 1 + 175 = 29,674) (Table 7). Almost all of the net imports of African elephant specimens for 
commercial purposes were from wild-sourced elephants (28,253 elephants of 29,674, or 95.5%). 
See Table 7.  
 
Table 7: Global Net Commercial Imports, Wild-Sourced (2003 to 2012) 

Global Net Commercial Imports from 2003 to 2012 (all sources) 
All Specimens Ivory kg Tusk Specimens Trophies Bodies Live Total 

Elephants 
185,829 168,944 kg 

÷ 6.66kg 
(avg. 

weight per 
tusk)  

= 25,367 
elephants 

7,898 (no unit) ÷ 2 
(number of tusks per 

elephant) 
= 3,949 elephants 

182 trophies = 
182 elephants 

1 body = 1 
elephant 

175 live 
= 175 

elephan
ts 

29,674 

Global Net Commercial Imports from 2003 to 2012 (wild sources) 
All Specimens Ivory kg Tusk Specimens Trophies Bodies Live Total 

Elephants 
161,819 164,441 kg 

÷ 6.66kg 
(avg. 

weight per 
tusk)  = 
24,691 

elephants 

6,660 (no unit) ÷ 2 
(number of tusks per 

elephant) 
= 3,330 elephants 

174 trophies = 
174 elephants 

n/a 58 live 
= 58 

elephan
ts 

28,253 

 
Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, all sources and wild-sourced, commercial purpose.  
 
Global net commercial imports of ivory (in kilograms) were only traded in significant numbers as 
part of the CITES approved on-off sale from Botswana, Namibia, Zimbabwe and South Africa to 
China and Japan, as can be seen in Figure 12 for the years 2008 and 2009. 
 

 
Figure 11: Global Net Commercial Imports of Ivory (kg), All Sources and Wild-Sourced 
(2003-2012) 
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Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, wild-sourced, and commercial purpose. Filtered for measurable units of ivory and 
tusks in kilograms. 
 
U.S. imports: The analysis in this Petition estimates that between 2003 and 2012 the total of 
African elephants reflected by the reported U.S. net commercial imports from all sources is 206 
and reflected by U.S. net commercial imports from wild sources is 173. The calculations are 
detailed below. However, please note that skins were also imported for commercial purpose into 
the U.S., and if looking at “skin” imports alone over the studied decade the U.S. imported 14,599 
skins which are equivalent to 14,599 elephants (CITES defines skins as “substantially whole”). 
See discussion on skins below. 
 
The U.S. imported 124 kg264 of all-source ivory equivalent to 19265 African elephants (calculation: 
124kg ÷ 6.66kg = 19 elephants). When this number of elephants is combined with the number of 
U.S. net commercial trophy imports (29), body imports (1), and live imports (50) from all sources 
between the years 2003-2012; the total number of African elephants imported into U.S. for 
commercial purposes is 99 elephants (calculation: 19 + 29 + 1 + 50 = 99).  
 
If combined with the number of elephants represented by all tusks the U.S. imported for 
commercial purpose from 2003-2012 without an indicated measurable unit such as kilograms, the 
total number of African elephants imported for commercial purpose is 206 (calculation: 19 + 107 
+ 29 + 1 +50 = 206 elephants). Of these imports, net U.S. imports for commercial purposes from 
wild-sourced elephants added up to 173 elephants (calculation: 2 + 95 + 26 + 50 = 173 elephants) 
of 206 or 89%. See Table 8.  
 
Table 8: U.S. Net Commercial Imports, All Sources and Wild-Sourced (2003-2012) 

U.S. Net Commercial Imports from 2003 to 2012 (all sources) 
All 

Specimens 
Ivory kg Tusk Specimens Trophies Bodies Live Total 

Elephants 
80,168 124 kg ÷ 6.66kg 

(avg. weight per 
tusk) 

=19 elephants 
 

214 (no unit) ÷ 2 
(number of tusks per 

elephant) 
= 107 elephants  

29 trophies = 
29 elephants 

1 body = 1 
elephant 

50 live 
= 50 

elepha
nts 

206 

U.S. Net Commercial Imports from 2003 to 2012 (wild-sourced) 
All 

Specimens 
Ivory kg Tusk Specimens Trophies Bodies Live Total 

Elephants 
78,002 16 kg ÷ 6.66kg 

(avg. weight per 
tusk) 

= 2 elephants 
 

189 (no unit) ÷ 2 
(number of tusks per 

elephant) 
= 95 elephants  

26 trophies = 
26 elephants 

n/a 50 live 
= 50 

elepha
nts 

173 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, all sources and wild sources, commercial purpose.  

                                                           
264 Calculated by adding the U.S. net weight (in kilograms) of ivory carvings, ivory pieces, ivory scraps, and tusks 
imported for commercial purposes from all sources between 2003 and 2012. 
265 The total weight of ivory specimens (carvings, pieces, scraps, and tusks) imported by U.S. for commercial purposes 
between 2003 and 2012 is equal to 10,933 kg. Using the standard of the average weight of an elephants’ two tusks as 
6.66kg, 1,641 is the number of African elephants’ represented by that weight.  
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U.S. net commercial imports of ivory (in kilograms) from all sources have ranged between 0.2kg 
in 2009 to the highest points of 83.3kg in 2005. U.S. net commercial imports of ivory (in 
kilograms) from wild sources have ranged between 1kg in 2004 and the highest point of 13kg in 
2005. See Figure 12. 
 

 
Figure 12: U.S. Net Commercial Imports of Ivory (kg) from All Sources and Wild-Sourced 
(2003-2012) 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, wild sources, and commercial purpose. Totals were calculated for ivory items with a 
designated weight (ivory carvings, ivory pieces, ivory scraps, and tusks) globally and for US. 
 
As Figure 12 shows U.S. imports of wild-sourced ivory for commercial purposes were extremely 
small over the period studied, and in fact were zero for the last seven of the ten years. Data on 
legal imports clearly does not reflect availability of ivory for sale in the United States. In fact, 
according to Stiles and Martin (2008), the U.S. is the second largest market for ivory.266 The study 

                                                           
266 D. Stiles & E. Martin, The U.S.A’s Ivory Markets—How Much a Threat to Elephants?, 45 Pachyderm 67, 71 (July 
2008–June 2009) [hereinafter “Stiles & Martin, U.S.A.’s Ivory Markets”]. 
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recorded 24,004 ivory products in 657 outlets in sixteen U.S. cities.267 The three cities with the 
largest number of products were New York City, San Francisco and Los Angeles with one-third of 
the items most likely post-1989 worked ivory,268 meaning that it was most likely illegally imported 
or fraudulent in some way. 
 

Commercial imports from range states: The top global gross269 commercial wild-sourced imports 
between 2003 and 2012 were from the following African elephant range countries: South Africa 
(15,255 estimated elephants impacted by global gross commercial imports from South Africa), 
Botswana (9,553 estimated elephants impacted by global gross commercial imports from 
Botswana), Namibia (2,257 estimated elephants impacted by global gross commercial imports 
from Namibia), Zimbabwe (969 estimated elephants impacted by global gross commercial imports 
from Zimbabwe), among others. See Figure 13 and Table 10 below. 

 
Figure 13: Total Estimated African Elephants Impacted by the Global Gross Wild-Sourced 
Commercial Imports of Elephants and their Parts from Range States, Top Countries (2003-
2012) 

Source: CITES Trade Database, “gross imports” search completed on 7 November, 2014, using the following terms: 
Loxodonta africana, year range 2003-2012, wild sources, and commercial purpose. Search was conducted separately 
for all African elephant range states as exporters.  
 
Table 10 offers a breakdown of the range countries imports from which represented the highest 
numbers of estimated African elephants impacted by wild-sourced commercial trade. 
 
 
  

                                                           
267 Stiles & Martin, U.S.A.’s Ivory Markets.. 
268 Stiles & Martin, U.S.A.’s Ivory Markets.  
269 In the CITES Trade Database, the user is prompted to select one of the following report types: gross exports, gross 
imports, net exports or net imports. In a gross trade output, the quantities reported by the exporter and importer are 
compared and the larger quantity is presented in the output. This type of output aims to give an estimate of the total 
number of items recorded in international trade (including exports and re-exports). When calculating imports and 
exports of specific countries, net data cannot be calculated because not all the necessary data is available. Only gross 
data is possible for specific countries. CITES Trade Database Guide. 
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Table 10: Global Gross Commercial Imports from South Africa, Namibia, Botswana, and 
Zimbabwe, Wild-Sourced (2003-2012) 

 Global Gross Imports of Wild-Sourced Elephant Parts for Commercial Purpose 
  South Africa Namibia Botswana Zimbabwe 
Global 
Gross 
Number of 
Imports  

Ivory  101,536kg ÷ 6.66kg 
= 15,246 el. 

15,005kg ÷ 6.66kg 
= 2,253 el. 

43,170kg ÷ 6.66kg 
= 6,482 el. 

3,823 ÷ 6.66kg = 
574 el. 

Tusks 16 ÷ 2 = 8 el. 6 ÷ 2 = 3 el. 6,134÷ 2 = 3,067 
el. 

457 ÷ 2 = 229 el. 

Trophies 1,609 el. 1 el. 4 el. 159 el. 

Bodies 0 N/A N/A N/A 

Live 0 N/A N/A 7 

Total 
Elephants 

16,863 el. 2,257 el. 9,553 el. 969 el. 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, wild-sourced, and commercial purpose. Exporting countries selected included: South 
Africa, Namibia, Botswana, and Zimbabwe.  
 

b. African elephant specimens in trade (commercial purpose) 
 
Global imports: Of total global net imports of African elephant specimens between 2003-2012 for 
all purposes and from all sources (with no measurable units recorded), 185,829 African elephant 
specimens were imported for commercial purpose (66% of the total net imports with no 
measurable unit). 
 
Based on the number of specimens in international trade, as Figure 14 illustrates, both global and 
U.S. net wild-sourced commercial specimen imports (no units) have grown substantially between 
2003 and 2012, with a spike in growth following the 2009 CITES one-off sale of ivory. Although 
the 173 elephants estimated impacted by U.S. wild-sourced commercial imports account for only 
0.6% (173 of the 28,253 elephants estimated impacted by global wild-sourced commercial trade), 
the U.S. is also responsible for a large number of skin imports. However, it is not possible to 
estimate how many elephants are represented by the skin trade based on the CITES Trade 
Database.  
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Figure 14: Global and U.S. Net Commercial Imports of African Elephant Specimens from 
Wild-Sources (No Units) (2003-2012) 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, wild sources, and commercial purpose. Totals were calculated globally and for US. 
 
The top three items in terms of the number of global wild-sourced net commercial imports of 
specimens between 2003 and 2012 are as follows: small leather products (52,092 specimens), 
skins (30,860 specimens), and hair (21,981 specimens). Wild-sourced commercial small leather 
specimen imports reached the lowest points in 2008 at 1,342 specimens, and continued to rise to 
the highest points of 14,251 specimens in 2011, followed by 9,115 in 2012. Wild-sourced 
commercial skin specimen imports steadily increased between 2003 and 2009, then fell to 2,215 
and grew again through 2012. Wild-sourced commercial hair specimen imports ranged between 
zero and nine until 2010 when 6,977 specimens were imported, the number then slightly fell in 
2011 and rose to the highest point of 10,035 specimens in 2012.  
 
U.S. imports: The U.S. imported 80,168 African elephant commercial specimens from all sources 
between 2003 and 2012, which is 43% of the total global net imported commercial specimens 
from all sources (185,798). Of these imports, U.S. imported 78,002 African elephant commercial 
specimens from wild sources, which is 48% of the total global net imported commercial specimens 
from wild sources (161,819).  
 
The top three items in terms of numbers of U.S. net imports of commercial wild-sourced 
specimens between 2003 and 2012 are as follows: small leather products (23,816 specimens), 
ivory carvings (16,196 specimens), and skins (14,371 specimens). Net U.S. imports of wild-
sourced small leather specimens made a substantial jump from 1,819 in 2010 to 12,147 in 2011, 
and then 7,524 specimens in 2012. In terms of ivory carvings, following 2008 there have been zero 
wild-sourced ivory carving imports into the U.S. for commercial purpose. Net imports of wild-
sourced commercial skins into the U.S. have ranged between a low of 352 specimens in 2005 and 
a high of 3,556 specimens in 2008. See Figure 15. 
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Figure 15: U.S. Net Imports of Commercial Leather Specimens, Ivory Carving Specimens, 
and Skins, Wild-Sourced (No Units) (2003-2012) 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, wild sources, and commercial purpose. Filtered for U.S. and for “blank” terms and 
graphs created for the top imported specimens: small leather products, ivory carvings, and skins.    
 

c. Global and U.S. imports of African elephant skins 
 
In addition to ivory, another major category of global imports are African elephant skins, skin 
pieces, unidentified products made of skin leather (small and large), and other leather products 
such as shoes. According to the CITES Trade Database, global net imports included 31,226 skins 
between 2003 and 2012. CITES defines each “skin” as a “substantially whole skin” and this 
equates to 31,226 elephants supplying this number of skins. This impact on elephants of the skin 
trade does not include the additional elephants killed to supply the other skin-type of imports over 
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the decade: 17,949 skin pieces; 53,057 small leather products; 4,822 large leather products; and 77 
shoes. Of this trade, the U.S. net imports included 14,599 skins, so nearly half of the 31,226 global 
imports. If each skin imported is a whole skin, this equates to 14,599 elephants supplying this 
number of skins. Again, this impact on elephants of the skin trade does not include the additional 
elephants killed to supply the other skin-type of imports to the U.S. over the decade: 12,595 skin 
pieces; 24, 894 small leather products; 593 large leather products; and 61 shoes. See Table 9. 
 
The number of African elephant skins imported to the U.S. is increasing. The number of skins 
imported in the first five years of the decade studied totaled 3,985, an average of 797 per year; 
whereas, the number imported in the last five years totaled 10,614, an average of 2,123 per year. 
Therefore, there was a more than two-fold increase in African elephant skin imports to the U.S. 
between 2008 and 2012 as compared to the previous five-year period. See Table 9. 
 
Table 9: Global and U.S. Net Commercial Imports, All Sources: Leather Products, Shoes, 
Skin Pieces, and Skins (2003-2012) 
 

Global Net Commercial Imports (All Sources) 

Term 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 TOTAL ALL 
YEARS 

leather 
products 
(large) 

332 2648 167 530 500 199 17 28 114 287 4822 

leather 
products 
(small) 

10819 4088 3374 1853 1740 1343 2492 3627 14604 9117 53057 

shoes 16 48 1 2 0 26 0 0 0 0 77 
skin 
pieces 1618 546 1322 1654 1421 1775 1390 2018 2484 3721 17949 

skins 1441 2879 2130 3501 2096 4431 5416 2432 3138 3762 31226 

U.S. Net Commercial Imports (All Sources) 

Term 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012  TOTAL ALL 
YEARS 

leather 
products 
(large) 

56 15 4 36 71 44 8 19 107 233 593 

leather 
products 
(small) 

73 1298 95 393 165 153 850 1839 12481 7547 24894 

shoes 16 42 1 2             61 
skin 
pieces 527 419 827 1500 512 434 622 1750 2455 3549 12595 

skins 631 745 352 1406 851 3556 2042 1957 792 2267 14599 
Source: CITES Trade Database, net imports search completed in September 29, 2014, using the following terms: 
Loxodonta africana, year range 2003-2012, all sources, and commercial purpose. Terms selected included all leather 
products (leather products, skins, skin pieces, skin scraps, sides, and shoes). Filtered for “blank” units. 
 
Similarly, between 2003 and 2007, the average annual square meters of skin products imported is 
452 square meters (calculation: (240+139+612+897+372)/5 = 452m2). However, between 2008 
and 2012 the average annual square meters of skin product imported is 723 square meters 
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(calculation: (742 + 1725 + 555 + 592 + 0)/5 = 723m2). This represents an increase of 
approximately 60%. Therefore net U.S. skin imports in terms of measurable units have also 
increased substantially since 2008. See Table 10. 
 
Table 10:Global and U.S. Gross Commercial Imports, All Sources: Leather Products, Shoes, 
Skin Pieces, and Skins (meters squared) (2003-2012) 

Global Net Commercial Imports (All Sources) 

Term Unit 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
TOTAL 
ALL 
YEARS 

leather 
products 
(large) 

m2 0 0 0 0 0 625 03350 0644 0398 0 5017 

leather 
products 
(small) 

m2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 02280 04576 0 6856 

skin pieces m2 147 0 392 49 0 1435 1231 380 303 15 3953 
skins m2 6200 2075 9012 3270 5158 4666 4062 1001 848 0 36293 

TOTAL M2 m2 6347 2075 9404 3319 5158 6726 8643 4305 6125 15 52119 
U.S. Net Commercial Imports (All Sources) 

Term Unit 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
TOTAL 
ALL 
YEARS 

leather 
products 
(large) 

m2 0 0 0 0 0 0425 0868 0 0 0 1293 

leather 
products 
(small) 

m2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0380 0310 0 690 

skin pieces m2 86 0 157 0 0 047 704 175 282 0 1451 
skins m2 154 139 455 897 372 270 153 0 0 0 2440 

TOTAL M2 m2 240 139 612 897 372 742 1725 555 592 0 5874 
 
Source: CITES Trade Database, net imports search completed in September 29, 2014, using the following terms: 
Loxodonta africana, year range 2003-2012, all sources, and commercial purpose. Terms selected included all leather 
products (leather products, skins, skin pieces, skin scraps, sides, and shoes). Filtered for measurable units. 
 

Zimbabwe and South Africa are the primary countries of origin of skins and skin products 
imported to the U.S. for commercial purposes (see Tables 11 and 12).  
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Table 11: U.S. Gross270 Commercial Imports from 2003 to 2012 of Wild-Sourced Skin 
Products (no units) 

Country of Export 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
Global 1219 1963 1194 3311 1581 4203 3631 5341 15365 20809 
Zimbabwe 1087 963 727 2506 1251 3598 2864 3459 3058 5457 
South Africa 98 937 461 660 319 574 81 397 165 302 
Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed in January 16, 2015 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, wild sources, and commercial purpose. Terms selected included all leather products 
(skins, skin pieces, skin scraps, sides, and shoes). The United States was selected as the importing country. Search 
conducted separately for “All Countries”, “Zimbabwe”, and “South Africa.” Filtered for “blank” units. 
 
Note that for 2011 and 2012, it appears as though Zimbabwe and South Africa were not the 
primary suppliers of skin products to the United States. However, according to the CITES database 
although other countries served as exporters, Zimbabwe and South Africa were the countries of 
origin for all of the skins. 
 
Table 12: U.S. Gross Commercial Imports, Wild-Sourced Skin Products (meters squared) 
(2003-2012) 

Term Units 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
Global m2 240.3 139.0 612.2 896.8 371.8 740.0 1724.9 554.9 591.6 0 
Zimbabwe m2 61.0 0.0 0.0 130.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 
South Africa m2 179.3 139.0 612.2 766.8 371.8 740.0 1724.9 554.9 591.6 0 
Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed in January 16, 2015 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, wild sources, and commercial purpose. Terms selected included all leather products 
(skins, skin pieces, skin scraps, sides, and shoes). The United States was selected as the importing country. Search 
conducted separately for “All Countries”, “Zimbabwe”, and “South Africa.” Filtered for measurable units, pairs of 
shoes excluded. 
 
According to data obtained from the U.S. Law Enforcement Management Information System 
(LEMIS), the following are some of the major U.S. importers of African elephant skins over the 
last five years: 
 

 Kelly Larson Sales: http://www.kellylarsonsales.com/  
 Mundo Exotico, Inc.: http://www.mundoexotico.com/ 
 African Game Industries:  https://www.africangame.com/ 
 Rod Patrick: http://www.rodpatrickboots.com/ 
 American Western Trading Co.:  [website not found] 
 Tshabezi Safaris: http://www.tshabezi.com/ 
 Farhi International LLC: http://thefarhicollection.com/home.htm 

 
The CITES Trade Database does not provide information on the exact source of the elephant 
product (i.e. natural death, culling, hunts, etc.) nor the year in which the elephant died. Elephant 

                                                           
270 As explained in the methodology section of this analysis, when using the CITES database to determine imports into 
specified countries, only gross imports may be calculated (not net imports) because not all of the data necessary for the 
calculation is available. 
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skins possibly come from elephants that were culled and may be from recent culls or culls that 
occurred years ago and the skins were stockpiled. The USFWS has stated that culling is the 
“corner stone of Zimbabwe elephant management practices.”271 South Africa stopped culling 
elephants in 1995.272 However, before then, the government of South Africa culled hundreds of 
elephants annually in Kruger National Park, and possesses large stockpiles of skins. Any U.S. 
imports of African elephant skin products sourced from South Africa are likely to come from these 
stockpiles. 
 
It is clear that the U.S. is a substantial market for elephant skin and skin products.  
  

2. Hunting Trophy Purpose 
 

a. Estimated elephants in trade (hunting trophy purpose) 
 
Global imports: The original analysis presented in this Petition estimates that between 2003 and 
2012 the total of African elephants reflected by the reported global hunting trophy net imports 
from all sources is 15,518. The calculations are detailed below. 
 
In terms of measurable units, net hunting trophy imports of ivory during that ten-year span 
included approximately 20,800 kg (20.8 metric tons), equivalent to at least 3,123 African 
elephants (calculation: 20,800kg ÷ 6.66kg = 3,123 elephants).273 When this number of elephants is 
combined with the number of net trophy imports (7,687) and body imports (14) between the years 
2003-2012, the total number of African elephants imported as hunting trophies in that ten-year 
time span is 10,824 (calculation: 3,123 + 7,687 + 14 = 10,824).  
 
If combined with the number of elephants represented by all tusks imported for hunting purposes 
from 2003-2012 without an indicated measurable unit such as kilograms, the total number of 
African elephants imported for hunting trophy purposes is 15,518 (calculation: 3,123 + 4,694 + 
7,687 +14 = 15,518). Almost all of net imports of African elephant specimens as hunting trophies 
are from wild-sourced elephants (15,439 elephants of 15,518 or 99.5%). See Table 13. 
 
  

                                                           
271 USFWS, Enhancement Finding for African Elephants Taken as Sport-hunted Trophies in Zimbabwe during 2014 
(Jul. 22, 2014), available at http://www.fws.gov/international/pdf/enhancement-finding-July-2014-elephant-
Zimbabwe.PDF.  
272 K. Lange, Desperate Measure: In Overcrowded Parks, Managers May Have to Resort to Shooting Elephants to 
Save Ecosystems, Nat’l Geographic, http://ngm.nationalgeographic.com/2008/09/elephant-management/lange-text 
(last visited Jan. 17, 2015). 
273 The total weight of net hunting trophy imports of ivory specimens (carvings, pieces, scraps, and tusks) for all 
purposes between 2003 and 2012 is 20,800kg. Using the standard of the average weight of an elephants’ two tusks as 
6.66kg, the number of African elephants’ represented by that total weight is 3,123. 
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Table 13: Global Net Hunting Trophy Imports, All Sources and Wild-Sourced (2003-2012) 

Global Net Hunting Trophy Imports from 2003 to 2012 (all sources) 

All 
Specimens 

Ivory kg Tusk Specimens Trophies Bodies Live Total 
Elephants 

 
35,000 20,800 kg ÷ 

6.66kg (avg. 
weight per tusk) 

= 3,123 
elephants 

9,388 (no unit) ÷ 2 
(number of tusks 

per elephant) 
= 4,694 elephants 

7,687 trophies 
= 7,687 

elephants 

14 bodies = 
14 elephant 

n/a 15,518 
 

Global Net Hunting Trophy Imports from 2003 to 2012 (wild sources) 
All 

Specimens 
Ivory kg Tusk Specimens Trophies Bodies Live Total 

Elephants 
 

34,806 20,783 kg ÷ 
6.66kg (avg. 

weight per tusk) 
= 3,121 

elephants 

9,350 (no unit) ÷ 2 
(number of tusks 

per elephant) 
= 4,675 elephants 

7,629 trophies 
= 7,629 

elephants 

14 bodies = 
14 elephant 

n/a 15,439 
 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, all sources and wild-sourced, and hunting trophy purpose.  
 
As Figure 16 below illustrates following 2008 and the announcement of the CITES one-off sale 
that took place in 2009, there was a steady incline through 2012. The number of global net imports 
of ivory (in kilograms) dramatically increased from 21.5kg in 2008 to 11,868kg in 2012. Prior to 
2008, there are almost no recorded hunting trophy ivory imports.  
 

 
Figure 16: Global Net Imports of Ivory (kg), Hunting Trophy Purpose, All Sources (2003-
2012) 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, all sources and wild-sourced, and hunting trophy purpose. Filtered for measurable 
units, specifically ivory carvings, pieces, and scraps, as well as tusks (in kilograms). 
 
U.S. imports: The analysis in this Petition estimates that between 2003 and 2012 the total of 
African elephants reflected by the reported U.S. hunting trophy net imports from all sources is 
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7,500.  The calculations are detailed below. 
 
The U.S. imported (from all sources) 10,443 kg274 of ivory equivalent to 1,568275 African 
elephants (calculation: 10,443kg ÷ 6.66 kg = 1,568 elephants). When this number of elephants is 
combined with the number of U.S. net trophy imports (3,997) from all sources between the years 
2003-2012, the total number of African elephants imported by U.S. as hunting trophies is 5,568 
(calculation: 1,568 + 3,997 = 5,565).  
 
If combined with the number of elephants represented by all tusks imported by the U.S. for 
hunting purposes from 2003-2012 without an indicated measurable unit such as kilograms, the 
total number of African elephants imported by the U.S. for hunting trophy purposes is 7,500 
(calculation: 1,568 + 1,935 + 3,997 = 7,500 elephants). Of these imports, almost all of the net U.S. 
imports for hunting trophy purposes were from wild-sourced elephants (7,461 elephants of 7,500 
or 99.5%). See Table 14.  
 
Table 14: U.S. Net Hunting Trophy Imports, All Sources and Wild-Sourced (2003-2012) 

U.S. Net Hunting Trophy Imports from 2003 to 2012 (all sources) 
All 

Specimens 
Ivory kg Tusk Specimens Trophies Bodies Live Total 

Elephants 
 
 

16,408 10,443 kg ÷ 6.66kg 
(avg. weight per 

tusk) 
= 1,568 elephants 

3,869 (no unit) ÷ 2 
(number of tusks per 

elephant) 
= 1,935 elephants 

3,997 trophies = 
3,997 elephants 

n/a n/a 
 

7,500 
 

U.S. Net Hunting Trophy Imports from 2003 to 2012 (wild sources) 
All 

Specimens 
Ivory kg Tusk Specimens Trophies Bodies Live Total 

Elephants 
 
 

16,243 10,429 kg ÷ 6.66kg 
(avg. weight per 

tusk) 
= 1,580 elephants 

3,850 (no unit) ÷ 2 
(number of tusks per 

elephant) 
= 1,925 elephants 

3,956 trophies = 
3,956 elephants 

n/a n/a 
 

7,461 
 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, all sources and wild-sourced, and hunting trophy purpose. Filtered for US. 
 
As Figure 17 illustrates, U.S. net imports of hunting trophy ivory (in kilograms) from all sources 
were zero prior between 2003 and 2008. However, starting in 2009 when CITES permitted a one-
off sale of ivory to China and Japan, there has been a steady incline of hunting trophy ivory 
imports. The U.S. net imports of hunting trophy ivory (in kilograms) from all sources went from 
zero kg in 2008 to 6,015kg in 2012. These U.S. imports in 2012 represent almost half of the global 
net imports of hunting trophy ivory in 2012 (11,868kg).  

                                                           
274 Calculated by adding up the U.S. net import weight (in kilograms) of ivory carvings, ivory pieces, ivory scraps, and 
tusks imported for hunting trophy purposes from all sources between 2003 and 2012. 
275 The total weight of ivory specimens (carvings, pieces, scraps, and tusks) imported by the U.S. as hunting trophies 
between 2003 and 2012 is equal to 10,443 kg. Using the standard of the average weight of an elephants’ two tusks as 
6.66kg, the number of African elephants’ represented by that total weight is 1,582.  
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Figure 17: U.S. Net Imports of Ivory (kg), Hunting Trophy Purpose, All Sources (2003-2012) 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, all sources, and hunting trophy purpose. Filtered for U.S. and measurable units, 
specifically ivory carvings, pieces, and scraps, as well as tusks (in kilograms). 
 
Hunting trophy imports from range states: The top global gross hunting trophy imports between 
2003 and 2012 were from the following African elephant range countries: Zimbabwe (7,238 
estimated elephants), Botswana (3,284 estimated elephants), South Africa (1,892 estimated 
elephants), Namibia (876 estimated elephants), Mozambique (712 estimated elephants), Cameroon 
(612 estimated elephants), Tanzania (889 estimated elephants), and Zambia (129 estimated 
elephants). See Table 15 and Figure 18. 
 
Table 15: Global Gross Imports of Wild-Sourced Elephant Parts for Hunting Trophy 
Purpose (2003-2012) 

Global Gross Imports of Wild-Sourced Elephant Parts for Hunting Trophy Purpose (2003-2012) 
  Zimbabwe Botswana South 

Africa 
Tanzania Namibia Mozambique Cameroon Zambia 

Global 
Gross 
Number 
of 
Imports  

Ivory 20,246kg ÷ 
6.66 = 

3,040 el. 

200kg ÷ 
6.66 = 30 

el. 

93kg ÷ 
6.66 = 
14 el. 

N/A N/A 206kg ÷ 6.66 
= 31 el. 

33kg ÷ 
6.66 =5 el. 

N/A 

Tusks 3,168 ÷ 2 = 
1,584 el. 

2,489 ÷ 2 
= 1,245 el. 

1816 ÷ 
2 = 

908 el. 

973÷ 2 = 
487 

778 ÷ 2 
= 389 el. 

662 ÷ 2 = 331 
el. 

340 ÷ 2 = 
170 el. 

182 ÷ 2 
= 91 el. 

Trophies 2,614 el. 2002 el. 966 el. 888 el. 487 el. 350 el. 435 el. 38 el. 
Bodies N/A 7 4 el. 1 N/A N/A 2 el. N/A 
Live N/A N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Total 
Elephants 

7,238 el. 3,284 el. 1,892 
el. 

1,376 el. 876 el. 712 el. 612 el. 129 el. 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed in January 16, 2015 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, wild sources, and hunting trophy purpose. Exporting countries selected included: 
Zimbabwe, Botswana, South Africa, Tanzania, Namibia, Mozambique, Cameroon, and Zambia. 
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Figure 18: Total Estimate African Elephants Impacted by the Gross Wild-Sourced Hunting 
Trophy Imports of Elephants and their Parts from Range States, Top Countries (2003-2012) 

Source: CITES Trade Database, “gross imports” search completed on 7 November, 2014, using the following 
terms: Loxodonta africana, year range 2003-2012, wild sources, and hunting trophy purpose. Search was 
conducted separately for all African elephant range states as exporters. 
 
In terms of the role the U.S. has in gross hunting trophy imports from African elephant range 
states, the highest number of elephants imported between 2003 and 2012 are as follows: 
Zimbabwe (3,711 estimated elephants), Botswana (1,487 estimated elephants), South Africa 
(1,286 estimated elephants), Tanzania (337 estimated elephants), Namibia (316 estimated 
elephants), among others. See Table 16 and Figure 19. 
 
Table 16: U.S. Gross Imports of Elephant Parts for Hunting Trophy Purpose, Wild-Sourced 
(2003-2012) 

U.S. Gross Imports of Wild-Sourced Elephant Parts for Hunting Trophy Purpose (2003-2012) 
  Zimbabwe Botswana South 

Africa 
Tanzania Namibia 

U.S. Gross 
Number of 
Imports  

Ivory 10,403kg ÷ 6.66 
= 1,562 el. 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Tusks 1,211 ÷ 2 = 606 
el. 

 1,003 ÷ 2 = 502 
el. 

853 ÷ 2 = 
427 el. 

N/A 266 ÷ 2 = 133 el. 

Trophies 1,543 el. 985 el. 859 el. 337 el. 183 el. 
Bodies N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Live N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Total 
Elephants 

3,711 el. 1,487 el. 1,286 el. 337 el. 316 el. 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed in January 16, 2015 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, wild sources, and hunting trophy purpose. Exporting countries selected included: 
Zimbabwe, Botswana, South Africa, Tanzania, and Namibia. Filtered for U.S. as importer. 
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Figure 19: Total Estimated African Elephants Impacted by Gross U.S. Wild-Sourced 
Hunting Trophy Imports of Elephants and their Parts from Range States between 2003 and 
2012, Top Countries 

Source: CITES Trade Database, “gross imports” search completed on 7 November, 2014, using the following terms: 
Loxodonta africana, year range 2003-2012, wild sources, and hunting trophy purpose. Search was conducted 
separately for all African elephant range states as exporters. Results filtered for gross imports into U.S.   
 

b. African elephant specimens in trade (hunting trophy purpose) 
 
Global imports: Of total global net imports traded between 2003-2012 for all purposes (with no 
measurable units recorded), 35,000 African elephant specimens were imported for hunting trophy 
purposes (12% of 281,428 global net specimen imports with no measurable unit). 
 
As Figure 20 illustrates, global net hunting trophy imports of specimens from all sources (no 
measurable unit recorded) have grown substantially between 2003 and 2012 and the U.S. net 
hunting trophy imports have steadily increased over the same time period. Global hunting trophy 
imports of specimens from all sources have steadily increased since 2009, reaching a high of 6,974 
specimen imports in 2012 (compared to the lowest number of hunting trophy specimen imports in 
2004 of 1,895).  
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Figure 20: Global and U.S. Net Hunting Trophy Imports of African Elephant Specimens, All 
Sources (No Units) (2003-2012) 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, all sources, and hunting trophy purpose. Totals were calculated globally and just for 
US. 
 
The top three items in terms of numbers of global hunting trophy imports of specimens from all 
sources between 2003 and 2012 are as follows: tusks (9,387 specimens), trophies (7,687 
specimens), and skin pieces (3,831 specimens). Global hunting trophy imports of tusks from all 
sources have been in decline since the highest point of 1,376 imports in 2006 and have remained in 
the eight hundred import range between 2010 and 2012. Global imports of hunting trophies from 
all sources have ranged between the lowest number in 2003 (612) and the highest in 2009 (1,145); 
there has been a general decline since 2009 in the number of global imports. Finally, global 
imports of hunting trophy skin pieces reached their lowest point with 46 specimens imported from 
all sources in 2007, but have been steadily increasing with the highest imports of 982 recorded in 
2012. See Figure 21. 
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Figure 21: Global Net Imports of Hunting Trophy Tusks, Trophies, and Skin Pieces, All 
Sources (No Units) (2003-2012) 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, all sources, and hunting trophy purpose. Filtered for “blank” terms and graphs 
created for the top imported global specimens: tusks, trophies, and skin pieces.  
 
U.S. imports: Of the 35,000 specimens imported globally between 2003 and 2012 from all sources 
for hunting trophy purposes, the U.S. imported 16,408 specimens, which is 47% of the total. As 
Figure 13 illustrates, U.S. net imports of hunting trophy specimens from all sources have increased 
steadily over the decade analyzed for this Petition. U.S. net imports of hunting trophy specimens 
from wild sources closely follow this same trend because almost all of the imports were wild-
sourced. See Figure 22.  
 

 
Figure 22: U.S. Net Hunting Trophy Imports of Specimens, Wild-Sourced (no units) (2003-
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2012) 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, wild-sourced, and hunting trophy purpose. Filtered for U.S. and “blank” terms  
 

The top three items in terms of numbers of U.S. net imports of wild-sourced hunting trophy 
specimens between 2003 and 2012 are as follows: tusks (3,406 specimens, trophies (3,364 
specimens, and skin pieces (1,706 specimens). U.S. imports of hunting trophy tusks between 2003 
and 2012 reached a high in 2006 with 473 specimens imported. That number dropped to 207 
specimens in 2009 but has been steadily increasing up to 373 specimens in 2012. U.S. net imports 
of wild-sourced hunting trophies reached the lowest point of the decade studied in 2007 with 226 
imports and the highest point in 2009 with 416 imports. U.S. net imports of wild-sourced hunting 
trophy skin pieces have been generally on an upward trend between 2003 and 2010, ranging 
between 19 imports in 2007 and 386 imports in 2012. See Figure 23 
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Figure 23: U.S. Net Imports of Hunting Trophy Tusks, Trophies, and Skin Pieces (Wild-
Sourced) (No Units) (2003-2012) 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, wild-sourced, and hunting trophy purpose. Filtered for U.S. and “blank” terms and 
graphs created for the top imported specimens: tusks, trophies, and skin pieces.  

 
3. Personal Purpose 

 
c. Estimated elephants in trade (personal purpose) 

 

Global imports: The original analysis presented in this Petition estimates that between 2003 and 
2012 the total number of African elephants reflected by the reported global net personal imports 
from all sources is 3,105. The number of African elephants reflected by the reported global net 
personal imports from wild sources is 2,652. 
 
In terms of measurable units, net personal purpose imports of ivory during that year span included 
approximately 9,257 kg (9.2 metric tons), equivalent to at least 1,390 African elephants 
(calculation: 9,257 ÷ 6.66 = 1,390 elephants).276 When this number of elephants is combined with 
the number of net personal purpose trophy imports (846), body imports (11), and live imports (11) 
between the years 2003-2012; the total number of African elephants imported for personal 
purposes in that time span is 2,258 (calculation: 1,390 + 846 + 11 + 11 = 2,258 elephants).  
 
If combined with the number of elephants represented by net imports of tusks for personal 
purposes from 2003-2012 without an indicated measurable unit such as kilograms, the total 
number of African elephants imported is 3,105 (calculation: 1,390 + 847 + 846 + 11 + 11 = 3,105 
elephants). Almost all of the net imports of African elephant specimens for personal purposes were 
from wild sourced elephants (2,652 elephants of 3,105 or 85%). See Table 17.  
 
  

                                                           
276 The total weight of net personal imports of ivory specimen (carvings, pieces, scraps, and tusks) for all purposes 
between 2003 and 2012 is 9,257kg. Using the standard of the average weight of two tusks of one elephants’ as 6.66kg, 
the number of African elephants’ represented by that total weight is 1,390. 
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Table 17: Global Net Personal Imports from 2003 to 2012 (all sources and wild sources) 

Global Net Personal Imports from 2003 to 2012 (all sources) 
All 

Specimens 
Ivory kg Tusk Specimens Trophies Bodies Live Total 

Elephants 
 
 

49,390 9,257 kg ÷ 
6.66kg (avg. 

weight per tusk) 
 

= 1,390 
elephants 

1,693 (no unit) ÷ 2 
(number of tusks per 

elephant) 
= 847 elephants 

846 trophies 
= 846 

elephants 

11 bodies = 
11 elephants 

11 live = 11 
elephants 

 

3,105 
 

Global Net Personal Imports from 2003 to 2012 (wild sources) 
All 

Specimens 
Ivory kg Tusk Specimens Trophies Bodies Live Total 

Elephants 
 
 

28,048 7,826 kg ÷ 
6.66kg (avg. 

weight per tusk) 
= 1,175 

elephants 

1,254 (no unit) ÷ 2 
(number of tusks per 

elephant) 
= 627 elephants 

840 trophies 
= 840 

elephants 

9 bodies = 9 
elephants 

1 live = 1 
elephant 

 

2,652 
 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, all sources and wild-sourced, and personal purpose.  
 
Global imports of ivory (in kilograms) for personal purposes from all sources have spiked to their 
highest points in 2011 (3,433kg) and 2012 (3,367kg). This is a significant increase compared to 
31kg of ivory imported for personal purpose in 2006. However, when one reviews wild-sourced 
personal purpose ivory (kg) imports between 2003 and 2012, the ivory imported globally for 
personal purposes was only 160kg in 2011 and 249 in 2012. See Figure 24. 

 
Figure 24: Global Net Imports of Ivory (kg) for Personal Purpose, All Sources and Wild 
Sources (2003-2012) 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, all sources and wild-sourced, and personal purpose. Filtered for measurable units, 
specifically ivory carvings, pieces, and scraps, as well as tusks (in kilograms). 
 
U.S. imports: The analysis presented in this Petition estimates that between 2003 and 2012 the 
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total of African elephants reflected by the reported U.S. net personal imports from all sources is 
228. The number of African elephants reflected by the reported U.S. net personal imports from 
wild sources is 69. 
 
The U.S. imported 18 kg277 of all-source ivory equivalent to 3278 African elephants (calculation: 18 
÷ 6.66 = 3 elephants). When this number of elephants is combined with the number of U.S. net 
personal purpose trophy imports (116), body imports (1), and live imports (n/a) from all sources 
between the years 2003-2012, the total number of African elephants imported by U.S. for personal 
purposes is 120 (calculation: 3 + 116 + 1 = 120).  
 
If combined with the number of elephants represented by net U.S. imports of tusks for personal 
purposes from 2003-2012 without an indicated measurable unit such as kilograms, the total 
number of African elephants imported by the U.S. is 228 (calculation: 3 + 108 + 116 + 1 = 228 
elephants). Of this total, 30% of the net U.S. imports were from wild-sourced elephants (69 of 228 
elephants). See Table 18.  
 
Table 18: U.S. Net Personal Imports, All Sources and Wild-Sourced (2003-2012) 

U.S. Net Personal Imports from 2003 to 2012 (all sources) 
All 

Specimens 
Ivory kg Tusk Specimens Trophies Bodies Live Total 

Elephants 
 
 

22,164 18 kg ÷ 6.66kg 
(avg. weight per 

tusk) 
= 3 elephants 

215 ÷ 2 (number of 
tusks per elephant)= 

108 

116 trophies = 
116 elephants 

1 bodies = 1 
elephant 

n/a 
 

228 
 

U.S. Net Personal Imports from 2003 to 2012 (wild sources) 
All 

Specimens 
Ivory kg Tusk Specimens Trophies Bodies Live Total 

Elephants 
 
 

11,659 3 kg ÷ 6.66kg (avg. 
weight per tusk) 
= n/a elephants 

138 ÷ 2 (number of 
tusks per elephant) = 

69 

n/a n/a n/a 
 

69 
 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, all sources and wild-sourced, and personal purpose.  
 
U.S. net personal imports of ivory (in kilograms) from all sources was minimal between 2003 and 
2010, ranging between 0.05kg and 1.4kg. However, the imports increased to their highest recorded 
point in 2012, at 12.36kg. Wild-sourced personal imports of ivory have remained lower, with the 
highest imports in 2012 at 2.36kg. See Figure 25. 
 

                                                           
277 Calculated by adding the U.S. net import weight (in kilograms) of ivory carvings, ivory pieces, ivory scraps, and 
tusks imported for commercial purposes from all sources between 2003 and 2012. 
278 The total weight of ivory specimens (carvings, pieces, scraps, and tusks) imported by U.S. for personal purposes 
between 2003 and 2012 is equal to 18 kg. Using the standard of the average weight of an elephants’ two tusks as 
6.66kg the number of African elephants’ represented by that total weight is 3.  



78  

 
Figure 25: U.S. Net Personal Purpose Imports of Ivory (kg), All Sources and Wild-Sourced 
(2003-2012) 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, all sources and wild-sourced, and personal purpose. Filtered for U.S. and 
measurable units, specifically ivory carvings, pieces, and scraps, as well as tusks (in kilograms). 

 
Personal purpose imports from range states: The top global gross personal purpose imports 
between 2003 and 2012 were from the following African elephant range countries: Zimbabwe 
(5,810 estimated elephants), South Africa (518 estimated elephants), Tanzania (231 estimated 
elephants), Cameroon (127 estimated elephants), Botswana (93 estimated elephants), Mozambique 
(60 estimated elephants), Namibia (53 estimated elephants), and Gabon (50 estimated elephants), 
among others. See Tables 19 and 20; Figure 26. 
 
Table 19: Global Gross Personal Imports of African Elephant Parts, Wild-Sourced (2003-
2012) 

Global Gross Imports of Wild-Sourced Elephant Parts for Personal Purpose (2003-2012) 
  Zimbabwe South Africa Tanzania Cameroon 
Global Gross 
Number of Imports  

Ivory 6,720kg ÷ 6.66kg = 
1,009 el. 

N/A N/A N/A 

Tusks 9,273 ÷ 2 (tusks per 
elephant) = 4,637 el. 

478 ÷ 2 (tusks per 
elephant) = 239 el. 

18 ÷ 2 
(tusks per 

elephant) = 
9 

16 ÷ 2 (tusks per 
elephant) = 8 el. 

Trophies 164 el. 80 el. 222 el. 119 el. 
Bodies N/A 8 el. N/A N/A 
Live N/A 0 N/A N/A 
Total Elephants 5,810 el. 327 el. 231 el. 127 el. 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed in January 16, 2015 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, wild sources, and personal purpose. Exporting countries selected included: 
Zimbabwe, South Africa, Tanzania, and Cameroon. 
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Table 20: Global Gross Personal Imports of African Elephant Parts, Wild-Sourced (2003-
2012) 

Global Gross Imports of Wild-Sourced Elephant Parts for Personal Purpose (2003-2012) 
  Botswana Mozambique Namibia Gabon 
Global Gross 
Number of Imports  

Ivory N/A N/A N/A 5kg ÷ 6.66kg =1 
el. 

Tusks 52÷ 2 (tusks per 
elephant) = 26 el. 

N/A 32 ÷ 2 (tusks 
per elephant) 

= 16 el. 

95 ÷ 2 (tusks per 
elephant) = 48 el. 

Trophies 66 el. 60 el. 37 el. 1 el. 
Bodies 1 el. N/A N/A N/A 
Live N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Total Elephants 93 el. 60 el. 53 el. 50 el. 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed in January 16, 2015 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, wild sources, and hunting trophy purpose. Exporting countries selected included: 
Botswana, Mozambique, Namibia, and Gabon. Filtered for U.S. as importer. 

 

 
Figure 26: Total Estimated African Elephants Impacted by the Global Gross Wild-Sourced 
Personal Purpose Imports of Elephants and their Parts from Range States between 2003 and 
2012, Top Countries 

Source: CITES Trade Database, “gross imports” search completed on 7 November, 2014, using the following terms: 
Loxodonta africana, year range 2003-2012, wild sources, and personal purpose. Search was conducted separately for 
all African elephant range states as exporters.  
 
In terms of the role the U.S. has in gross personal purpose imports from African elephant range 
states, the highest number of elephants imported between 2003 and 2012 are as follows: South 
Africa (85 estimated elephants), Zimbabwe (65 estimated elephants), Botswana (13 estimated 
elephants), Namibia (11 estimated elephants), Cameroon (2 estimated elephants), among others. 
See Table 21. 
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Table 21: U.S. Gross Imports of Wild-Sourced Elephant Parts for Personal Purpose (2003-
2012) 

U.S. Gross Imports of Wild-Sourced Elephant Parts for Personal Purpose (2003-2012) 
  South Africa Zimbabwe Botswana Namibia Cameroon 

U.S. Gross 
Number of 
Imports  

Ivory N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Tusks 83 ÷ 2 (tusks per 

elephant) = 42 el. 
41 ÷ 2 (tusks 
per elephant)  

= 21 el. 

2 ÷ 2 (tusks 
per elephant)  

= 1 el. 

2 ÷ 2 (tusks 
per elephant)  

= 1 el. 

2 ÷ 2 (tusks 
per elephant)  

= 1 el. 
Trophies 43 el. 44 el. 12 el. 10 el. N/A 
Bodies N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Live N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Total Elephants 85 el. 65 el. 13 el. 11 el. 2 el. 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed in January 16, 2015 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, wild sources, and hunting trophy purpose. Exporting countries selected included: 
South Africa, Zimbabwe, Botswana, Namibia, and Cameroon. Filtered for U.S. as importer. 

 
a. African elephant specimens in trade (personal purpose) 

 
Global imports: Of total global net imports traded between 2003 and 2012 for all purposes (with 
no measurable units recorded), 49,390 African elephant specimens were imported from all sources 
and for personal purpose (18% of the total specimens imported for all purposes and from all 
sources). In terms of global net personal imports from wild sources, 28,048 specimens were 
imported between 2003 and 2012. 
 
As Figure 27 illustrates, global net personal imports from all sources (no measurable unit 
recorded) have grown steadily between 2003 and 2012 (except for a large spike in 2005). U.S. 
personal imports have not shown a similar increase with respect to non-measurable units. Global 
personal imports experienced a spike in growth following the 2008/2009 CITES one-off sale of 
ivory.  
 

 
Figure 27: Global and U.S. Net Personal Imports of African Elephant Specimens, All 
Sources (No Units) (2003-2012) 
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Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, all sources, and personal purpose. Totals were calculated globally and for US. 
 
U.S. imports: Of this trade U.S. imported 22,164 African elephant specimens between 2003 and 
2012 for personal purpose (without a measurable unit recorded) which is 45% of the total global 
net imported personal specimens. It also imported 11,659 wild-sourced African elephant 
specimens between 2003 and 2012.  
 
The top three items in terms of numbers of U.S. net personal imports of wild-sourced specimens 
between 2003 and 2012 are as follows: ivory carvings (4,737 specimens), small leather products 
(1,208 specimens), and feet (935 specimens). U.S. net personal imports of wild-sourced ivory 
carvings have declined since 2007 from the highest point of 930 specimens imported to 275 
imports in 2012. U.S. net personal imports of wild-sourced small leather products have generally 
increased, with the highest imports of 378 specimens in 2010. Finally, U.S. net personal imports of 
wild-sourced feet specimens were minimal between 2003 and 2008 (ranging between zero and 12) 
and reached a high of 254 specimens in 2010. See Figure 28. 
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Figure 28: U.S. Net Personal Imports of Ivory Carvings, Small Leather Products, and Feet 
Specimens, Wild-Sourced (2003-2012) 

Source: CITES Trade Database, search completed on September 29th, 2014 using the following terms: Loxodonta 
africana, year range 2003-2012, wild-sourced, and personal purpose. Filtered for U.S. and “blank” terms and graphs 
created for the top imported specimens: ivory carvings, small leather products, and feet specimens.  
 

b. International Legal Trade in African Elephants and their Parts by Source Country 
 

There are thirty-seven African elephant range States.279 According to the CITES Trade 
Database, imports of African elephants and their parts have been reported from eighteen 
African elephant range states between 2003 and 2012 and they include: Botswana, Burkina 
Faso, Cameroon, Côte d’Ivoire, Democratic Republic of Congo, Gabon, Ghana, Kenya, 
Mozambique, Senegal, South Africa, South Sudan, Swaziland, Tanzania, Zambia, and 
Zimbabwe. The top five sources of imports, according to totals of imports for commercial, 
hunting trophy, and personal purpose are South Africa, Botswana, Zimbabwe, Namibia, and 
Tanzania. Note that the populations of South Africa, Botswana, Zimbabwe and Namibia are the 
only populations on Appendix II of CITES. Whereas the populations of all other range states 
are on Appendix I. 
 
Table 22: Thirty-Seven Recognized African Elephant Range States 

Angola, Benin, Botswana, Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Central African Republic, Chad, 
Republic of Congo, Democratic, Republic of the Congo, Côte d'Ivoire, Equatorial Guinea, 
Eritrea, Ethiopia, Gabon, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea Bissau, Kenya, Liberia, Malawi, Mali, 
Mozambique, Namibia, Niger, le Nigeria, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Somalia, South 
Africa, Sudan, Swaziland, United Republic of Tanzania, Togo, Uganda, Zambia and 
Zimbabwe 

 
Below are detailed summaries on the 11 range states from which the U.S. imported wild-
sourced African elephants and their parts for all purposes between 2003 and 2012, which 
demonstrate that the U.S. must list this species as Endangered in order to ensure that such 
                                                           
279 CITES, African Elephant Action Plan, CITES COP15 INF. 68 (2010) available at 
http://cmsdata.iucn.org/downloads/e15i_68.pdf (last visited Nov. 5, 2014).  
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imports only occur for purposes that promote the conservation of the species. The countries are 
listed from greatest number of estimated African elephants impacted by the U.S. imports to 
smallest: Zimbabwe, Botswana, South Africa, Namibia, Tanzania, Zambia, Cameroon, Ghana, 
Gabon, Mozambique, and Kenya. Data for other range states that exported African elephants 
and their parts between 2003 and 2012, but from which the U.S. did not import specimens, can 
be found throughout the Appendix of this petition.  
 

i. Zimbabwe 
 
African elephants of Zimbabwe have been listed on Appendix II of CITES since 1997. Tables 23 
and 24 summarize that 969 African elephants were impacted by global commercial imports from 
Zimbabwe between 2003 and 2012. 7,238 African elephants were impacted by global hunting trophy 
imports from Zimbabwe between 2003 and 2012. 1,416 African elephants were impacted by global 
personal imports from Zimbabwe between 2003 and 2012. Between 2003 and 2012, U.S. imports of 
hunting trophies were the largest category 3,729 estimated elephants.  
 
Table 23: Gross Number of Global Imports of Wild-Sourced African Elephant Specimens 
from Zimbabwe between 2003-2012, Adjusted for other Origins 

 ZIMBABWE 2003-2012: GLOBAL IMPORTS 
 Wild-Sourced Elephants 

for Commercial Purpose 
Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Hunting Trophy Purpose 

Wild-Sourced Elephants 
for Personal Purpose 

 Term #  
Eleph 

Term # Eleph Term # Eleph 

Global Gross 
Number of 
Imports from 
Zimbabwe 

Ivory  3,821kg ÷ 
6.66kg = 574 

Ivory  20,249kg ÷ 
6.66kg = 3,040 

Ivory 6,718kg ÷ 
6.66kg = 

1,009 
Tusks 457 ÷ 2 (tusks 

per elephant) 
= 229 

Tusks 3,168 ÷ 2 
(tusks per 

elephant) = 
1,584 

Tusks 485 ÷ 2 (tusks 
per elephant) 

= 243 

Trophies 159 Trophies  2,614 Trophies 164 

Bodies N/A Bodies N/A Bodies N/A 

Live 7 Live N/A Live N/A 

Total 
Elephants 

969 Total 
Elephants 

7,238 Total 
Elephants 

1,416 

 
Table 24: Gross Number of U.S. Imports of Wild-Sourced African Elephant Specimens from 
Zimbabwe between 2003-2012, Adjusted for other Origins 

ZIMBABWE 2003-2012: UNITED STATES IMPORTS 
 Wild-Sourced Elephants for 

Commercial Purpose 
Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Hunting Trophy Purpose 

Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Personal Purpose 

 Term # Eleph Term # Eleph Term # Eleph 
US Gross 
Number of 
Imports from 

Ivory  N/A Ivory  10,404kg ÷ 
6.66kg = 

1,562 

Ivory  N/A 
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Zimbabwe Tusks  175 ÷ 2 
(tusks) = 88 

Tusks  1,247 ÷ 2 
(tusks) = 

624 

Tusks  42 ÷ 2 
(tusks) = 21 

Trophies 21 Trophies  1,543 Trophies 44 

Bodies N/A Bodies N/A Bodies N/A 

Live 7 Live N/A Live N/A 

Total 
Elephants 

116 Total 
Elephants 

3,729 Total 
Elephants 

65 

 
 

ii. Botswana 
 
The African elephants of Botswana have been listed on Appendix II of CITES since 1997. 
Botswana also currently bans hunting of certain species, including elephants.280 Tables 25 and 26 
summarizes that 9,553 African elephants were impacted by global commercial imports from Botswana 
between 2003 and 2012. 3,284 African elephants were impacted by global hunting trophy imports from 
Botswana between 2003 and 2012. 93 African elephants were impacted by global personal imports 
from Botswana between 2003 and 2012. Gross 2003-2012 U.S. imports of hunting trophies made up the 
majority of US imports (1,487 estimated elephants). 
 
Table 25: Gross Number of Global Imports of Wild-Sourced African Elephant Specimens 
from Botswana between 2003-2012, Adjusted for other Origins 

BOTSWANA 2003-2012: GLOBAL IMPORTS 
 Wild-Sourced Elephants 

for Commercial Purpose 
Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Hunting Trophy Purpose 

Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Personal Purpose 

 Term #  
Eleph 

Term # Eleph Term # Eleph 

Global Gross 
Number of 
Imports from 
Botswana 

Ivory  43,171 kg ÷ 
6.66kg = 

6,482 

Ivory  198kg ÷ 
6.66kg = 30 

Ivory N/A 

Tusks 6,134 ÷ 2 
(tusks per 

elephant) = 
3,067  

Tusks 2,490 ÷ 2 
(tusks per 

elephant) = 
1,245 

Tusks 52 ÷ 2 
(tusks per 

elephant) = 
26 

Trophies 4 Trophies  2002 Trophies 66 

Bodies N/A Bodies 7 Bodies 1 

Live N/A Live N/A Live N/A 

Total 
Elephants 

9,553 Total 
Elephants 

3,284 Total Elephants 93 

 

                                                           
280 Botswana hunting ban takes effect, All Africa (23 Jan 2014), available at 
http://allafrica.com/stories/201401240031.html (last visited Nov. 26, 2014). 



85  

Table 26: Gross Number of U.S. Imports of Wild-Sourced African Elephant Specimens from 
Botswana between 2003-2012, Adjusted for other Origins 

BOTSWANA 2003-2012: UNITED STATES IMPORTS 
 Wild-Sourced Elephants for 

Commercial Purpose 
Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Hunting Trophy Purpose 

Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Personal Purpose 

 Term # Eleph Term # Eleph Term # Eleph 
US Gross 
Number of 
Imports from 
Botswana 

Ivory  N/A Ivory  N/A Ivory  N/A 
Tusks  N/A Tusks  1003 ÷ 2 

(tusks per 
elephant) = 

502 

Tusks  51 ÷ 2 
(tusks per 

elephant) = 
26 

Trophies 3 Trophies  985 Trophies 12 

Bodies N/A Bodies N/A Bodies N/A 

Live N/A Live N/A Live N/A 

Total 
Elephants 

3 Total 
Elephants 

1,487 Total 
Elephants 

92 

 
 

iii. South Africa 
 

The African elephants of South Africa have been listed on Appendix II of CITES since 2000. 
Tables 27 and 28 summarize gross imports of wild-sourced African elephant specimens from South 
Africa between 2003 and into the U.S. 15,255 African elephants were impacted by global commercial 
imports from South Africa between 2003 and 2012. 1,892 African elephants were impacted by global 
hunting trophy imports from South Africa between 2003 and 2012. 327 African elephants were 
impacted by global personal imports from South Africa between 2003 and 2012. Gross 2003-2012 U.S. 
imports of hunting trophies made up the majority of these imports (1,286 elephants).  
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Table 27: Gross Number of Global Imports of Wild-Sourced African Elephant Specimens 
from South Africa between 2003-2012, Adjusted for other Origins 

SOUTH AFRICA 2003-2012: GLOBAL IMPORTS 
 Wild-Sourced Elephants for 

Commercial Purpose 
Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Hunting Trophy Purpose 

Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Personal Purpose 

 Term #  
Eleph 

Term # Eleph Term # Eleph 

Global Gross 
Number of 
Imports from 
South Africa 

Ivory  101,537 kg ÷ 
6.66kg = 
15,246 

Ivory  90 kg ÷ 
6.66kg = 14 

Ivory N/A 

Tusks 12 ÷ 2 (tusks 
per elephant) = 

6 

Tusks 1,816 ÷ 2 
(tusks per 

elephant) = 
908 

Tusks 478 ÷ 2 
(tusks per 

elephant) = 
239 

Trophies 3 Trophies  966 Trophies 80 

Bodies 0 Bodies 4 Bodies 8 

Live 0 Live 0 Live 0 

Total 
Elephants 

15,255 Total 
Elephants 

1,892 Total Elephants 327 

 
Table 28: Gross Number of U.S. Imports of Wild-Sourced African Elephant Specimens from 
South Africa between 2003-2012, Adjusted for other Origins 

SOUTH AFRICA 2003-2012: UNITED STATES IMPORTS 
 Wild-Sourced Elephants for 

Commercial Purpose 
Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Hunting Trophy Purpose 

Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Personal Purpose 

 Term # Eleph Term # Eleph Term # Eleph 
US Gross 
Number of 
Imports from 
South Africa 

Ivory  N/A Ivory  N/A Ivory  N/A 
Tusks  4 ÷ 2 (tusks 

per 
elephant) = 

2 

Tusks  853 ÷ 2 
(tusks per 

elephant) = 
474 

Tusks  82 ÷ 2 
(tusks per 

elephant) = 
46 

Trophies 3 Trophies  859 Trophies 43 

Bodies N/A Bodies N/A Bodies N/A 

Live N/A Live N/A Live N/A 

Total 
Elephants 

5 Total 
Elephants 

1,286 Total 
Elephants 

84 

 
 

iv. Namibia 
 
The African elephants of Namibia have been listed on Appendix II of CITES since 1997. Tables 29 
and 30 summarize gross imports of wild-sourced African elephant specimens from Namibia between 
2003 and into the U.S. 2,257 African elephants were impacted by global commercial imports from 
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Namibia between 2003 and 2012. 876 African elephants were impacted by global hunting trophy 
imports from Namibia between 2003 and 2012. 53 African elephants were impacted by global personal 
imports from Namibia between 2003 and 2012. Gross 2003-2012 U.S. imports of  hunting trophies 
made up nearly all of these imports (316 elephants). 
 
Table 29: Gross Number of Global Imports of Wild-Sourced African Elephant Specimens 
from Namibia between 2003-2012, Adjusted for other Origins 

NAMIBIA 2003-2012: GLOBAL IMPORTS 
 Wild-Sourced Elephants for 

Commercial Purpose 
Wild-Sourced Elephants 
for Hunting Trophy 

Purpose 

Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Personal Purpose 

 Term #  
Eleph 

Term # Eleph Term # Eleph 

Global Gross 
Number of 
Imports from 
Namibia 

Ivory  15,008 kg ÷ 
6.66kg = 

2,253 

Ivory  N/A Ivory N/A 

Tusks 6 ÷ 2 (tusks 
per elephant) 

= 3 

Tusks 777 ÷ 2 
(tusks per 

elephant) = 
389 

Tusks 32 ÷ 2 
(tusks per 

elephant) = 
16 

Trophies 1  Trophies  487 Trophies 37  

Bodies N/A Bodies N/A Bodies N/A 

Live N/A Live N/A Live N/A 

Total 
Elephants 

2,257 Total 
Elephants 

876 Total Elephants 53 

 
Table 30: Gross Number of U.S. Imports of Wild-Sourced African Elephant Specimens from 
Namibia between 2003-2012, Adjusted for other Origins 

NAMIBIA 2003-2012: UNITED STATES IMPORTS 
 Wild-Sourced Elephants for 

Commercial Purpose 
Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Hunting Trophy Purpose 

Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Personal Purpose 

 Term # Eleph Term # Eleph Term # Eleph 
US Gross 
Number of 
Imports from 
Namibia 

Ivory  N/A Ivory  N/A Ivory  N/A 
Tusks  N/A Tusks  266 ÷ 2 

(tusks per 
elephant) = 

133 

Tusks  2 ÷ 2 (tusks 
per 

elephant) = 
1 

Trophies N/A Trophies  183 Trophies 10 

Bodies N/A Bodies N/A Bodies N/A 

Live N/A Live N/A Live N/A 

Total 
Elephants 

N/A Total 
Elephants 

316 Total 
Elephants 

11 

 
v. Tanzania 
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The African elephants of Tanzania have been listed on Appendix I of CITES since 1990. Tables 31 
and 32 summarize gross imports of wild-sourced African elephant specimens from Tanzania between 
2003 and into the U.S. 1 African elephant was impacted by global commercial imports from Tanzania 
between 2003 and 2012. 1,376 African elephants were impacted by global hunting trophy imports from 
Tanzania between 2003 and 2012. 231 African elephants were impacted by global personal imports 
from Tanzania between 2003 and 2012. Gross 2003-2012 U.S. imports of hunting trophies accounted 
for all of these imports.  
 
Table 31: Gross Number of Global Imports of Wild-Sourced African Elephant Specimens 
from Tanzania between 2003-2012, Adjusted for other Origins 

TANZANIA 2003-2012: GLOBAL IMPORTS 
 Wild-Sourced Elephants for 

Commercial Purpose 
Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Hunting Trophy Purpose 

Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Personal Purpose 

 Term # Eleph. Term # Eleph. Term # Eleph. 
Global Gross 
Number of 
Imports from 
Tanzania 

Ivory N/A Ivory N/A Ivory N/A 
Tusks N/A Tusks 973÷ 2 

(tusks per 
elephant) = 
487 

Tusks 18 ÷ 2 (tusks 
per elephant) 
= 9 

Trophies 1 Trophies  888  Trophies 222 

Bodies N/A Bodies 1 Bodies N/A 

Live N/A Live N/A Live N/A 

Total 
Elephants 

1 Total 
Elephants 

1,376 Total 
Elephants 

231 

 
Table 32: Gross Number of U.S. Imports of Wild-Sourced African Elephant Specimens from 
Tanzania between 2003-2012, Adjusted for other Origins 

TANZANIA 2003-2012: UNITED STATES IMPORTS 
 Wild-Sourced Elephants for 

Commercial Purpose 
Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Hunting Trophy Purpose 

Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Personal Purpose 

 Term # Eleph. Term # Eleph. Term # Eleph. 
US Gross 
Number of 
Imports from 
Tanzania 

Ivory N/A Ivory N/A Ivory N/A 
Tusks N/A Tusks N/A Tusks N/A 

Trophies N/A Trophies  337 Trophies N/A 

Bodies N/A Bodies N/A Bodies N/A 

Live N/A Live N/A Live N/A 

Total 
Elephants 

N/A Total 
Elephants 

337 Total 
Elephants 

N/A 

 
vi. Zambia 

 
The African elephants of Zambia have been listed on Appendix I of CITES since 1990. Zambia 



89  

also currently has an active ban on the hunting of certain species, including elephants.281 Tables 33 
and 34 summarize gross imports of wild-sourced African elephant specimens from Zambia between 
2003 and into the U.S. There were no African elephants impacted by global commercial imports from 
Zambia between 2003 and 2012. 129 African elephants were impacted by global hunting trophy 
imports from Zambia between 2003 and 2012. 16 African elephants were impacted by global personal 
imports from Zambia between 2003 and 2012. Gross 2003-2012 U.S. imports of hunting trophies made 
up all of these imports.  
 
Table 33: Gross Number of Global Imports of Wild-Sourced African Elephant Specimens 
from Zambia between 2003-2012, Adjusted for other Origins 

ZAMBIA 2003-2012: GLOBAL IMPORTS 
 Wild-Sourced Elephants for 

Commercial Purpose 
Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Hunting Trophy Purpose 

Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Personal Purpose 

 Term # Eleph. Term # Eleph. Term # Eleph. 
Global Gross 
Number of 
Imports from 
Zambia 

Ivory  N/A Ivory  N/A Ivory  N/A 
Tusks  N/A Tusks  181 ÷ 2 

(tusks per 
elephant) = 
91 

Tusks  7 ÷ 2 (tusks 
per elephant) 
= 4 

Trophies N/A Trophies   38 Trophies 12  

Bodies N/A Bodies N/A Bodies N/A 

Live N/A Live N/A Live N/A 

Total 
Elephants 

N/A Total 
Elephants 

129 Total 
Elephants 

16 

 
Table 34: Gross Number of U.S. Imports of Wild-Sourced African Elephant Specimens from 
Zambia between 2003-2012, Adjusted for other Origins 

ZAMBIA 2003-2012: UNITED STATES IMPORTS 
 Wild-Sourced Elephants for 

Commercial Purpose 
Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Hunting Trophy Purpose 

Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Personal Purpose 

 Term # Eleph. Term # Eleph. Term # Eleph. 
US Gross 
Number of 
Imports from 
Zambia 

Ivory N/A Ivory N/A Ivory N/A 
Tusks ÷ 2 (tusks 

per elephant) 
= 10 

Tusks 18 ÷ 2 (tusks 
per elephant) 
= 9 

Tusks N/A 

Trophies N/A Trophies  11 Trophies N/A 

Bodies N/A Bodies N/A Bodies N/A 

Live N/A Live N/A Live N/A 

Total 
Elephants 

N/A Total 
Elephants 

20 Total 
Elephants 

N/A 

                                                           
281 J. Kunda. Zambia: Hunting Ban On Elephants Still On, All Africa (4 Sep 2014), available at 
http://allafrica.com/stories/201409050096.html (last visited Nov. 26, 2014). 
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vii. Cameroon 

 
The African elephants of Cameroon have been listed on Appendix I of CITES since 1990. Tables 35 
and 36 summarize gross imports of wild-sourced African elephant specimens from Cameroon between 
2003 and into the U.S. Only two African elephants were impacted by global commercial imports from 
Cameroon between 2003 and 2012. 612 African elephants were impacted by global hunting trophy 
imports from Cameroon between 2003 and 2012. 137 African elephants were impacted by global 
personal imports from Cameroon between 2003 and 2012. Gross 2003-2012 U.S. imports of hunting 
trophies amounted to 1 estimated elephant, and imports for personal purpose also amounted to 1 
elephant. 
 
Table 35: Gross Number of Global Imports of Wild-Sourced African Elephant Specimens 
from Cameroon between 2003-2012, Adjusted for other Origins 

CAMEROON 2003-2012: GLOBAL IMPORTS 
 Wild-Sourced Elephants for 

Commercial Purpose 
Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Hunting Trophy Purpose 

Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Personal Purpose 

 Term # Eleph. Term # Eleph. Term # Eleph. 
Global Gross 
Number of 
Imports from 
Cameroon 

Ivory  N/A Ivory  36kg ÷ 
6.66kg = 5 

Ivory  N/A 

Tusks  2 ÷ 2 (tusks 
per elephant) 
= 1 

Tusks  340 ÷ 2 
(tusks per 
elephant) = 
170 

Tusks  16 ÷ 2 (tusks 
per elephant) 
= 8 

Trophies 1 Trophies  435 Trophies 119 

Bodies N/A Bodies 2 Bodies N/A 

Live N/A Live N/A Live N/A 

Total 
Elephants 

2 Total 
Elephants 

612 Total 
Elephants 

137 

 
Table 36: Gross Number of U.S. Imports of Wild-Sourced African Elephant Specimens from 
Cameroon between 2003-2012, Adjusted for other Origins 

CAMEROON 2003-2012: UNITED STATES IMPORTS 
 Wild-Sourced Elephants for 

Commercial Purpose 
Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Hunting Trophy Purpose 

Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Personal Purpose 

 Term # Eleph. Term # Eleph. Term # Eleph. 
US Gross 
Number of 
Imports from 
Cameroon 

Ivory N/A Ivory N/A Ivory N/A 
Tusks N/A Tusks N/A Tusks 2 ÷ 2 (tusks 

per elephant) 
= 1 

Trophies N/A Trophies  1 Trophies N/A 

Bodies N/A Bodies N/A Bodies N/A 

Live N/A Live N/A Live N/A 
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Total 
Elephants 

N/A Total 
Elephants 

1 Total 
Elephants 

1 

 
viii. Ghana 

 
The African elephants of Ghana have been listed on Appendix II of CITES since 1997. Tables 37 
and 38 summarize gross imports of wild-sourced African elephant specimens from Ghana between 
2003 and into the U.S. No African elephants were impacted by global commercial or hunting trophy 
imports from Ghana between 2003 and 2012. The total previous cited, African elephant parts that 
represent 6 elephants, were all imported for personal purposes from Ghana between 2003 and 2012.  
Gross 2003-2012 U.S. imports for personal purpose imports accounted for all imports.  
 
Table 37: Gross Number of Global Imports of Wild-Sourced African Elephant Specimens 
from Ghana between 2003-2012, Adjusted for other Origins 

GHANA 2003-2012: GLOBAL IMPORTS 
 Wild-Sourced Elephants for 

Commercial Purpose 
Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Hunting Trophy Purpose 

Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Personal Purpose 

 Term # Eleph. Term # Eleph. Term # Eleph. 
Global Gross 
Number of 
Imports from 
Ghana 

Ivory  N/A Ivory  N/A Ivory  N/A 
Tusks   Tusks  N/A Tusks  11 ÷ 2 (tusks 

per elephant) 
= 6 

Trophies N/A Trophies  N/A Trophies N/A 

Bodies N/A Bodies N/A Bodies N/A 

Live N/A Live N/A Live N/A 

Total 
Elephants 

N/A Total 
Elephants 

N/A Total 
Elephants 

6 

 
Table 38: Gross Number of U.S. Imports of Wild-Sourced African Elephant Specimens from 
Ghana between 2003-2012, Adjusted for other Origins 

GHANA 2003-2012: UNITED STATES IMPORTS 
 Wild-Sourced Elephants for 

Commercial Purpose 
Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Hunting Trophy Purpose 

Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Personal Purpose 

 Term # Eleph. Term # Eleph. Term # Eleph. 
US Gross 
Number of 
Imports from 
Ghana 

Ivory  N/A Ivory  N/A Ivory  N/A 
Tusks  N/A Tusks  N/A Tusks  1 ÷ 2 (tusks 

per elephant) 
= .5 

Trophies N/A Trophies  N/A Trophies N/A 

Bodies N/A Bodies N/A Bodies N/A 

Live N/A Live N/A Live N/A 

Total 
Elephants 

N/A Total 
Elephants 

N/A Total 
Elephants 

.5 
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ix. Gabon 

 
The African elephants of Gabon have been listed on Appendix II of CITES since 1997. Tables 39 
and 40 summarize gross imports of wild-sourced African elephant specimens from Gabon between 
2003 and into the U.S. No African elephants were impacted by global commercial or hunting trophy 
imports from Gabon between 2003 and 2012. All 50 estimated elephants were imported for personal 
purposes from Gabon between 2003 and 2012. Gross 2003-2012 U.S. imports for personal purpose 
imports accounted for all imports.  
 
Table 39: Gross Number of Global Imports of Wild-Sourced African Elephant Specimens 
from Gabon between 2003-2012, Adjusted for other Origins 

GABON 2003-2012: GLOBAL IMPORTS 
 Wild-Sourced Elephants for 

Commercial Purpose 
Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Hunting Trophy Purpose 

Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Personal Purpose 

 Term # Eleph. Term # Eleph. Term # Eleph. 
Global Gross 
Number of 
Imports from 
Gabon 

Ivory  N/A Ivory  N/A Ivory  (5.04 kg ÷ 
6.66kg = 1 

Tusks  N/A Tusks  N/A Tusks  96 ÷ 2 (tusks 
per elephant) 
= 48 

Trophies N/A Trophies  2 Trophies 1 

Bodies N/A Bodies N/A Bodies N/A 

Live N/A Live N/A Live N/A 

Total 
Elephants 

N/A Total 
Elephants 

2 Total 
Elephants 

50 

 
Table 40: Gross Number of U.S. Imports of Wild-Sourced African Elephant Specimens from 
Gabon between 2003-2012, Adjusted for other Origins 

GABON 2003-2012: UNITED STATES IMPORTS 
 Wild-Sourced Elephants for 

Commercial Purpose 
Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Hunting Trophy Purpose 

Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Personal Purpose 

 Term # Eleph. Term # Eleph. Term # Eleph. 
US Gross 
Number of 
Imports from 
Gabon 

Ivory N/A Ivory N/A Ivory N/A 
Tusks N/A Tusks N/A Tusks 2 ÷ 2 (tusks 

per elephant) 
1 

Trophies N/A Trophies  N/A Trophies N/A 

Bodies N/A Bodies N/A Bodies N/A 

Live N/A Live N/A Live N/A 

Total 
Elephants 

N/A Total 
Elephants 

N/A Total 
Elephants 

1 
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x. Mozambique 
 
The African elephants of Mozambique have been listed on Appendix I of CITES since 1990. Tables 
41 and 42 summarize gross imports of wild-sourced African elephant specimens from Mozambique 
between 2003 and into the U.S. Only two African elephants were impacted by global commercial 
imports from Mozambique between 2003 and 2012. 713 African elephants were impacted by global 
hunting trophy imports from Mozambique between 2003 and 2012. 60 African elephants were impacted 
by global personal imports from Mozambique between 2003 and 2012. Gross 2003-2012 U.S. imports 
for hunting trophy purpose amounted to 1 estimated elephant. 
 
Table 41: Gross Number of Global Imports of Wild-Sourced African Elephant Specimens 
from Mozambique between 2003-2012, Adjusted for other Origins 

MOZAMBIQUE 2003-2012: GLOBAL IMPORTS 
 Wild-Sourced Elephants for 

Commercial Purpose 
Wild-Sourced Elephants 
for Hunting Trophy 

Purpose 

Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Personal Purpose 

 Term # Eleph. Term # Eleph. Term # Eleph. 
Global Gross 
Number of 
Imports from 
Mozambique 

Ivory N/A Ivory 208 ÷ 
6.66kg = 31 

Ivory N/A 

Tusks 3 ÷ 2 (tusks 
per elephant) 
= 2 

Tusks 663 ÷ 2 
(tusks per 
elephant) = 
332 

Tusks N/A 

Trophies N/A Trophies  350 Trophies 60  

Bodies N/A Bodies N/A Bodies N/A 

Live N/A Live N/A Live N/A 

Total 
Elephants 

2 Total 
Elephants 

713 Total 
Elephants 

60 

 
Table 42: Gross Number of U.S. Imports of Wild-Sourced African Elephant Specimens from 
Mozambique between 2003-2012, Adjusted for other Origins 

MOZAMBIQUE 2003-2012: UNITED STATES IMPORTS 
 Wild-Sourced Elephants for 

Commercial Purpose 
Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Hunting Trophy Purpose 

Wild-Sourced Elephants for 
Personal Purpose 

 Term # Eleph. Term # Eleph. Term # Eleph. 
US Gross 
Number of 
Imports from 
Mozambique 

Ivory N/A Ivory N/A Ivory N/A 
Tusks N/A Tusks 2 ÷ 2 (tusks 

per elephant) 
1 

Tusks N/A 

Trophies N/A Trophies  N/A Trophies N/A 

Bodies N/A Bodies N/A Bodies N/A 

Live N/A Live N/A Live N/A 

Total 
Elephants 

N/A Total 
Elephants 

1 Total 
Elephants 

N/A 
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c. International Illegal Trade in African Elephant and their Parts 
 

i. Legal commercial trade in ivory has stimulated illegal trade 
 

As demonstrated through the original analysis in this petition, the scope of currently legal 
international trade in ivory is quite large, but it pales in comparison to the illegal trade in ivory.  
The U.S. must further restrict its imports of African elephant parts and products in order to prevent 
continued overutilization of this species.   
 
A study by Wittemyer (2014) estimated that approximately 33,630 elephants were poached every 
year between 2010 and 2012, amounting to the deaths of nearly 100,000 African elephants in that 
three-year period. This rate of poaching is not biologically sustainable and clearly constitutes over-
utilization.  
 
Evidence shows a strong link between legal trade in African elephant ivory, and the recent 
increased demand for ivory. In 1989, the CITES Parties listed the African elephant on Appendix I, 
which prohibited international commercial trade in African elephant ivory beginning in 1990. (The 
Asian elephant was already on Appendix I and so international trade in Asian elephant ivory was 
already prohibited under CITES.) In subsequent years, ivory-carving industries in the main ivory 
consumer countries of Japan and China dwindled and ivory demand subsided. A continent-wide 
survey282 to evaluate the impact of the Appendix I listing in 15 African ivory countries found that 
each of the surveyed countries, apart from Nigeria, demonstrated a decline in demand for ivory 
and a drop in the size of ivory markets where illegal ivory was traditionally sold. As further 
evidence of the positive impact of the CITES ivory trade ban, the volume of ivory seized 
worldwide declined from 1989 to 1994 and was stable from then until 1998.283  
 
However, after 1998, two CITES-sanctioned sales of large amounts of stockpiled ivory from four 
southern African countries to two Asian ivory consumer countries created a partial lifting of the 
1989 ban. In 1997, the CITES Parties transferred the African elephant populations of Botswana, 
Namibia and Zimbabwe to Appendix II and in 1999, 49,574 kg of stockpiled ivory from those 
countries were exported to Japan where it could be used for sale only on the domestic market (not 
for export). In 2000, the CITES Parties transferred the elephant population of South Africa to 
Appendix II. In 2009 the four countries with populations on Appendix II exported 107,770 kg of 
stockpiled ivory to Japan and China where it could be used for sale on the domestic market.  
 
The partial lifting of the ban and the flow of ivory to Japan and China stimulated ivory markets in 
those countries, creating a large market demand that could not be completely met by the legal 
ivory trade. This led directly to increased levels of poaching and illegal ivory trade. The volume of 
ivory seizures increased substantially after 1999 even more so after 2008, particularly those 
shipments destined for China. See Figure 29.  

                                                           
282   E. Martin & D. Stiles, The Ivory Markets of Africa (March 2000), available at 
http://danstiles.org/publications/ivory/01.2000%20Africa.pdf (last visited Jan. 19, 2015). 
283 CITES, Illegal ivory trade. 
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Figure 29: China’s and Japan’s share of the total volume of seized ivory represented by the 

ETIS data (28 August 2002) 

Source: T. Milliken, R. W. Burn and L. Sangalakula, Illegal Trade in Ivory and other Elephant Specimens, CoP12 
Doc. 34.1 (2002). 
 
According to a 2002 Elephant Trade Information System (ETIS) report “As can be seen [in the 
figure above], China’s role as a destination for illegal consignments of ivory was fairly minor from 
1989 through 1997. Thereafter, however, China emerges as the single most important destination 
for ivory that has been seized and reported to ETIS.”284 Moreover, in Figure 30 ETIS data reveals 
that there was a significant increase in seizures of raw and worked ivory following 1997.  
 

 
Figure 30: Ivory Seizures by Type between 1996 and 2011 (ETIS) 

Source: Varun Vira, Thomas Ewing, and Jackson Miller, Out of Africa: Mapping the Global Trade in Illicit Elephant 
Ivory, 2014 pg. 1-59 (2014).  

                                                           
284 T. Milliken et al., Illegal Trade in Ivory and other Elephant Specimens, CoP12 Doc. 34.1 (2002), available at 
http://www.cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/12/doc/E12-34-1.pdf (last visited Jan. 19, 2015). [hereinafter “Milliken 
et al., Illegal Trade in Ivory”]. 
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According to Vira et al. (2014) the 2009 ivory sale “coincided with a massive surge in ivory-
related demand, reaching unprecedented levels.”285 In fact, following the legal sale to China “the 
wholesale price of ivory has exploded in China. Once pegged at $450/kg in Fuzhou in 2010, by 
2014 the same researchers concluded that wholesale prices had almost tripled to $2,100/kg.”286  
 
A 2013 ETIS report to CITES states that there was “a progressively sharper and statistically 
significant increase in illicit ivory trade from 2008 onwards.”287 Figure 30 illustrates the drastic 
increase in ivory seizures following 2008, whereby seizures of raw and worked ivory surpassed 
those of all previous years studied (from 1996 to 2008). Figure 31 below also shows that along 
with an increase in ivory seizures, the trend in the proportion of illegally killed elephants (PIKE) 
has also spiked after 2009 to its highest levels since 2002 and has continued to increase. Moreover, 
the percentage of illegally killed elephants has exceeded the offtake sustainability limit, the natural 
reproduction rate, since 2010.  
 

 
Figure 31: Trend in Proportion of Illegal Killed Elephants (PIKE) in Africa and Percentage 
of elephants illegally killed in Africa 

Source: UNEP, CITES, IUCN, TRAFFIC (2013). Elephants in the Dust – The African Elephant Crisis. A Rapid 
Response Assessment. United Nations Environment Programme, GRID-Arendal.  
 
Figure 32 confirms that the illegal offtake was still unsustainable as of 2013.  
 

                                                           
285 V. Vira et al., Out of Africa: Mapping the Global Trade in Illicit Elephant Ivory, 2014 1-59 (2014), available at 
http://a362a94f6d3f5f370057-c70bddd8faa4afe1b2ec557b907836d0.r4.cf1.rackcdn.com/Out-of-Africa-2014.pdf (last 
visited Nov. 4, 2014) [hereinafter “Vira et al., Out of Africa”]. 
286 Vira et al., Out of Africa. 
287 T. Milliken et al., ETIS Report of TRAFFIC, CoP 16 Doc. 53.2.2 (Rev. 1) (2013), available at 
http://www.cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/16/doc/E-CoP16-53-02-02.pdf (last visited Jan. 19, 2015). [hereinafter 
“Milliken et al., ETIS Report of TRAFFIC”]. 
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Figure 32: PIKE trends in Africa with 95 % confidence intervals. PIKE levels above the 
horizontal line at 0.5 (i.e. where half of dead elephants found are deemed to have been 
illegally killed) are likely to be unsustainable.288  

The Monitoring the Illegal Killing of Elephants (MIKE) Central Coordination Unit of the CITES 
Secretariat confirms that “overall higher PIKE levels are apparent in all four African subregions in 
the second half of the period covered by MIKE monitoring (2008-2013).”289 
 
Notably, the U.S. has one of the most significant markets for ivory in the world.290 It has been 
estimated that one-third of ivory offered for sale in the U.S. was carved after 1989, indicating that 
the ivory was most likely illegally imported after the CITES Appendix I listing. See the discussion 
under the section titled United States and the illegal trade in African elephant parts for more 
information. 
 

ii. Poaching for the illegal ivory trade is not biologically sustainable 
 
The legal trade in African elephants and their parts has had a substantial negative impact on the 
population of this species, and the combined poaching and illegal trade has brought this species to 
the brink of extinction. The best available science clearly shows that the “current offtake exceeds 
the intrinsic growth capacity of the species.”291 
 
In 1978, the Department of Interior listed African elephants as “Threatened” recognizing that 
“elephants were exterminated in large parts of their range by ivory hunters and pressure from 
growing human populations.”292 At that time, there were “at least 1.3 million of these animals still 
in existence,”293 more than double the present day population estimate of 433,999 to 683,888 
African elephants. Even more striking is that the population was estimated to be ten million in 

                                                           
288 CITES, Elephant Conservation.  
289 CITES, Elephant Conservation. 
290 Stiles & Martin, U.S.A.’s Ivory Markets at 71. 
291 Wittemyer et al., Illegal Killing. 
292 43 Fed. Reg.F. 20499-20504 (1978). 
293 43 Fed. Reg. 20499-20504. 
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1930.294 Even in 1978, the USFWS recognized that, with respect to ivory, “legal sales may 
stimulate poaching, and it may be impossible to determine how a particular product was 
obtained.”295 There is now a well-established link between the two recent CITES-approved sales 
of ivory, an increase in demand for ivory, and the subsequent catastrophic spike in poaching rates 
to meet that increased demand (as discussed below). 
 
In its 1978 listing, the USFWS supported continued interstate commerce in ivory as well as 
importation of ivory. The reasoning offered by the USFWS was as follows: 
 

Nevertheless, it may not be advisable to completely stop commerce 
or, insofar as can be accomplished by the Service, importation into 
the United States. Substantial amounts of ivory are collected from 
elephants that die of natural causes or are killed legally to protect 
human life or property. A limited number of elephants can be killed 
each year, and their ivory used, without detriment to overall 
populations. The sale of such ivory could result in extra funds for 
conservation programs, or at least could provide an economic 
incentive for such programs.296  
 

Similar logic was used to justify the CITES-approved legal sale of ivory, with CITES requiring 
that the countries selling the ivory “are obliged to use the funds raised exclusively for elephant 
conservation and community development programmes within or adjacent to the elephant 
range.”297 However, instead of yielding conservation benefits, this pay-to-play scheme leads to a 
catastrophic increase in ivory demand and poaching that has put the species on the brink of 
extinction.298  
 
Indeed, the USFWS has recently recognized the need to further restrict international and domestic 
trade in elephant parts and products299 stating that “[g]iven the unparalleled and escalating threats 
to African elephants, we believe that a nearly complete ban on commercial elephant ivory trade is 
the best way to ensure that U.S. domestic markets do not contribute to the decline of this species in 
the wild.”300  
 
Increased consumer demand in the last decade has pushed ivory wholesale prices from $5/kg in 
                                                           
294 IUCN, Elephant Database ; E/The Envtl. Mag., Are Elephant Populations Stable These Days? Sci. Am. (Apr. 9, 
2009) (available at http://www.scientificamerican.com/article.cfm?id=are-elephant-populations-stable 
[http://perma.cc/0zbziWRC2Hm]. 
295 43 C.F.R. 20499-20504, 20500 (1978). 
296 43 C.F.R. 20499-20504 (1978). 
297 CITES, Ivory Auctions Raise 15 Million U.S.D.  
298 This point is addressed in the section of this petition titled “Legal commercial trade and increased demand for 
ivory.” Following 1997, China emerged as the most important destination for “ivory that has been seized and reported 
to ETIS.” Milliken et al., Illegal Trade in Ivory.2002.2002. Moreover, another ETIS report from 2013 revealed that 
there was “a progressively sharper and statistically significant increase in illicit ivory trade from 2008 onwards.” 
Milliken et al., ETIS Report of TRAFFIC.2013.2013. Elephant poaching has been at an all-time high with nearly 
100,000 poached between 2010 and 2012. Wittemyer et al., Illegal Killing. 
299 USFWS Moves to Ban Commercial Elephant Ivory Trade Questions & Answers (2014), 
https://www.fws.gov/international/travel-and-trade/ivory-ban-questions-and-answers.html (last visited Nov. 4, 2014). 
[hereinafter “USFWS Moves to Ban Commercial Elephant Ivory”].  
300 USFWS Moves to Ban Commercial Elephant Ivory.  
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1989 to $2,100/kg in 2014 in China. This skyrocketing value has incentivized poaching in Africa 
(often by actors with strong ties to organized crime and militant groups); current poaching rates 
stand at 5-7% of the African elephant population each year.301 According to Vira et al. (2014), 
“[t]he volume of illegal trade is estimated to have tripled between 1998-2011 and is increasing at 
an escalating rate: activity more than doubled between 2007 and 2011.”302 
 
Analyses show a clear trend of escalating elephant deaths and dwindling populations. The IUCN 
estimates that in 2012 alone, at least 22,000 elephants were killed illegally303 and yielded 
approximately $552 million in sale value.304 In one stark example, researchers estimated that the 
population of forest elephants alone decreased by 62% between 2002 and 2011.305 A more recent 
report by Wittemyer et al. (2014) estimated that poachers killed 33,630 elephants per year over the 
period 2010-2012,306 and found that “elephant populations currently decline by nearly 60 to 70 
percent every 10 years, making it likely for the species to go extinct in the near future.”307 
 
Because the range of the African elephants is vast and usually very remote, the bodies of poached 
elephants sometimes remain undiscovered. This indicates that the actual rate of poaching is likely 
to be much higher than estimated. Based on ivory seizure reports, 41.5 tons of ivory were 
confiscated in 2013 and with an interdiction rate of 10%,308 meaning that only about 10% of 
illegally traded ivory is caught, “the true amount of trafficked ivory in 2013 was closer to 400 
tons, or roughly 50,000309 elephants.”310 
 
The following map (Figure 33) provides a visual illustration of the areas throughout Africa that 
have experienced the greatest poaching rates relative to the African elephant range:  

                                                           
301 Vira et al., Out of Africa., at 3 Out of Africa, at 3. 
302 Vira et al., Out of Africa at 10. Report cites to CITES, Elephant Conservation. 
303 CITES, Status of African Elephant Populations. 
304 C4ADS estimate Using 2 tusks/elephant, 4kg/tusk and $3000/kg. Maisels et al., Devestating Decline. 
305 Maisels et al., Devestating Decline.   
306 Wittemyer et al., Illegal Killing. 
307 Wittemyer et al., Illegal Killing.  
308 The rule called “1-in-10” is also likely to be very conservative. It is usually used in Western law enforcement in 
application to other types of contraband like narcotics. In the case of ivory, it is transported through African and Asian 
ports that are known for poor port security and lacking screenings, and for insufficient penalties for wildlife crime. 
Ivory’s Curse, at 5.  
309 C4ADS estimate Using 2 tusks/elephant, 4kg/tusk and $3000/kg. 
310 C4ADS estimate Using 2 tusks/elephant, 4kg/tusk and $3000/kg.  



100  

 
Figure 33: Major African Elephant Poaching Hotspots 

Source: Varun Vira, Thomas Ewing, and Jackson Miller, Out of Africa: Mapping the Global Trade in Illicit Elephant 
Ivory, 2014 1-59 (2014). 
 

a. West Africa 
 
Data on poaching levels in West Africa is deficient due to a paucity of reliable information on the 
small and fragmented populations in that region (the smallest of all other sub regions) making it 
difficult to assess trends based on PIKE data.311 Despite these limitations, it appears that poaching 
is increasing and levels “warrant concern.”312 As Figure 34 below illustrates, the proportion of 
illegally killed elephants (PIKE) to the total of carcasses found in West Africa has exceeded the 
50% threshold for all but one of the last seven years, which is 2010. This means that over half the 
dead elephants were illegally killed in 2007, 2008, 2009, 2011, 2012 and 2013. This rate is highly 
likely to be unsustainable.313  
 

                                                           
311 UNEP et al., A Rapid Response, at 35. 
312 UNEP et al., A Rapid Response at 35.  
313 CITES, Elephant Conservation at 19. 
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Figure 34: West Africa PIKE trends with 95 % confidence intervals. The number of 
carcasses on which the graphs are based is shown at the bottom of the graph.314 

The level of concern as especially high because “populations in West Africa are particularly 
vulnerable to increases in poaching, which can severely distort sex ratios and lead to local 
extinctions.”315 Populations of fewer than 200 animals have been observed to disappear in just a 
few decades. One recent example is the Comoé National Park in Côte d’Ivoire where the increased 
rates of poaching, which have coincided with Côte d’Ivoire’s civil war, have brought the country’s 
African elephant population to the brink of extinction.316 

 
b. Central Africa 

 
The highest overall African elephant poaching levels are in Central Africa.317 As Figure 35 below 
illustrates, the proportion of illegally killed elephants (PIKE) to the total of carcasses found in 
Central Africa has exceeded the 50% threshold for all but three of the twelve years assessed. This 
means that over half the dead elephants were illegally killed in 2003, 2004, 2007, 2008, 2009, 
2010, 2011, 2012, and 2013. This rate is highly likely to be unsustainable.318  

 
Figure 35: Central Africa PIKE trends with 95 % confidence intervals. The number of 

                                                           
314 CITES, Elephant Conservation at 19. 
315 UNEP et al., A Rapid Response at 36. 
316 UNEP et al., A Rapid Response at 36.  
317 CITES, Elephant Conservation.  
318 CITES, Elephant Conservation at 19. 
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carcasses on which the graphs are based is shown at the bottom of the graph.319 

In many places in Central Africa poaching is the lone observable cause of elephant deaths. 
According to Vira and Ewing (2014), “by 2011, 5 out of 15 recorded sites in Central Africa were 
registering a 100% PIKE rate, meaning every single elephant found dead had been illegally 
poached; at another four sites, the PIKE rate was higher than 87%.”320 Although African elephant 
numbers in Central Africa may have once numbered over a million, only around 50,000 (or 5% of 
the historic peak) remain, mostly in Gabon and the Republic of Congo.321 With so few elephants 
left to kill, poaching rates appear to be leveling off, with that activity displacing to elsewhere on 
the continent.322  
 
In Chad and the Democratic Republic of Congo, there are serious concerns regarding continued 
armed conflict, absent rule of law, and lack of accountability for those who engage in ivory 
trafficking, especially for those who occupy high positions in government. This creates an 
environment in which African elephants are extremely vulnerable and threatened with possible 
extinction.323 In Chad, although Zakouma National Park is relatively difficult for poachers to 
penetrate, well-armed gangs (some with ties to the Sudanese Janjaweed militias) still focus 
attention on park boundaries and outlying areas.324 The Republic of Congo has “a heavy and 
expanding extractive and logging industry in an environment of poverty and corruption” which 
means that their elephants “are prime targets, now that most other Central African ranges are nearly 
barren.”325  
 

c. Southern Africa 
 
Namibia, Botswana, and South Africa “consistently score the lowest in terms of elephant poaching 
risk…”326 As Figure 36 below illustrates, the proportion of illegally killed elephants (PIKE) to the 
total of carcasses found in Southern Africa has not yet exceeded the 50% threshold, which means 
the number of illegally killed elephants has remained at less than half the total.327  
 

                                                           
319 UNEP et al., A Rapid Response. 
320 Ivory’s Curse, at 6. 
321 Ivory’s Curse, at 6. 
322 Ivory’s Curse, at 7. 
323 Ivory’s Curse, at 99. 
324 Ivory’s Curse, at 99. 
325 Ivory’s Curse, at 100. 
326 Ivory’s Curse, at 100. 
327 CITES, Elephant Conservation  at 19. 
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Figure 36: Southern Africa PIKE trends with 95 % confidence intervals. The number of 
carcasses on which the graphs are based is shown at the bottom of the graph.328 

However, these low rates are “only relative”329 according to Vira and Ewing (2014) because 
“[s]yndicates in the region appear to be targeting the higher-value rhino, but are becoming 
increasingly successful and coordinated.”330 Although it is primarily rhinoceros that are currently 
threatened by poaching in this region, the elements are in place for potential poaching increases 
in the future: elephants in the region are numerous and less protected than rhinos, with 
Botswana’s population, for example, residing in a vast area that is difficult to monitor and police.  
 
Mozambique’s “last 20,000 or so elephants are in grave danger of extinction in the near term” due 
partly to the fact that most of Mozambique’s elephants live close to the poorest and most 
vulnerable Mozambican communities, in unprotected habitat such as Niassa Reserve, where more 
than 8,000 elephants were poached between 2009-2012.331 
 
With respect to Zimbabwe and Zambia, both countries are experiencing increased poaching. In the 
case of Zimbabwe, for example, 300 elephants were poisoned with cyanide in October of 2013.332 
Zambia is undeveloped and has low income levels, which incentivizes elephant poaching 
especially with the rising price for ivory.333 On the other hand, gangs in Zambia have been 
documented to cross the border into Zimbabwe much more frequently, which may mean that 
poaching levels in Zimbabwe are probably higher than in Zambia.334  
 
Finally, today “as few as 1,000 elephants live in Angola, down from estimates as high as 200,000 
in the 1970s.”335 
 
 

                                                           
328 CITES, Elephant Conservation at 19. 
329 Ivory’s Curse, at 100. 
330 CITES, Elephant Conservation at 100.  
331 CITES, Elephant Conservation at 7. 
332 Joe Decapua, Voice of America, Cyanide Kills Elephants, Ecosystem (Nov. 1, 2013), available at 
http://www.voanews.com/content/elephants-cyanide-1nov13/1781504.html (last visited January 27, 2015) [hereinafter 
“Decapua, Cyanide Kills Elephants”]. 
333 Decapua, Cyanide Kills Elephants. 
334 Decapua, Cyanide Kills Elephants.  
335 Decapua, Cyanide Kills Elephant at 8.  
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d. East Africa  
 
UNEP asserts that Central Africa’s dwindling elephant populations have led poachers to shift their 
efforts elsewhere, particularly to East Africa with that region’s larger elephant numbers.336 As 
Figure 37 below illustrates, the proportion of illegally killed elephants (PIKE) to the total of 
carcasses found in Eastern Africa has exceeded the 50% threshold for 2011 and 2012, and was 
right on the line of 0.5 for 2013. This rate is highly likely to be unsustainable.337  
 
 

 
Figure 37:  East Africa PIKE trends with 95 % confidence intervals. The number of 
carcasses on which the graphs are based is shown at the bottom of the graph.338 

Tanzania, for example, has had an estimated 25,000 elephants poached in the Selous ecosystem 
between 2009 and 2013, which represents 66% of the country’s population.339 Kenya has also 
reported high levels of poaching, with poaching responsible for two-thirds of the elephant 
carcasses at monitored sites in 2011.340 Both Kenya and Tanzania have most of the elements 
required to be “self-contained poaching and trafficking systems (in addition to transshipping ivory 
from other regions), with large elephant reserves, modern economies, and major ports implicated 
in regional trafficking.”341 According to ETIS, these two countries accounted for over half (16 out 
of 34) of the largest ivory seizures from 2009-2011.342 In another East African example, South 
Sudan, the resurgence of civil war has relegated natural resource protection to an afterthought, with 
serious consequences for that country’s elephants. 343 

 
 

iii. Ivory Trafficking and Global ETIS Seizure Data 
 
The sections that follow address seizure rates recorded and analyzed by TRAFFIC's Elephant 
Trade Information System (ETIS) and also recorded by the CITES Trade Database. Seizures are 
                                                           
336 Ivory’s Curse, at 7. 
337 CITES, Elephant Conservation at 19. 
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an important indicator of illegal trade activity, but represent only a small fraction of actual illegal 
trade. 
 
The scale of some of the most recent seizures illustrates the scope of the ivory trafficking problem. 
Nearly 40 tons of ivory were seized in 2011.344 It is estimated that 41.5 total tons were seized in 
2013 which according to a senior TRAFFIC official “is the largest volume of large-scale seizures 
we have seen in the past 25 years…”345 The following are a sampling of some of the largest 
seizures to date: Six tons of ivory were confiscated in Malaysia in December of 2012, representing 
one of the biggest seizures of all time;346 Four and a half tons were seized in one week in Kenya in 
July of 2013;347 Similarly in October of 2013, a major seizure took place again in Kenya totaling 
four tons.348  
 
ETIS is the largest database of elephant product seizure information from 1989 until the present. 
According to TRAFFIC’s Tom Milliken (2014) “2011, 2012 and 2013 represent the three years in 
which the highest quantity of ivory was seized and reported to ETIS over the last 25 years.”349 
Figure 38 below demonstrates the weight and number of seizures between 1989 and 2013. A 
significant increase in weight and number of seizures followed the 2008/2009 CITES permitted 
one-off sale of ivory.  
 

                                                           
344 Milliken T. et. al, The Elephant Trade Information System (ETIS) and the Illicit Trade in Ivory: A Report to the 
16th Meeting of the Conference of the Parties to CITES 4 (TRAFFIC Intl. 2013) (available at 
http://www.cites.org/eng/cop/16/doc/E-CoP16-53-02-02.pdf [http://perma.cc/0Yom7yJZTnP] (last visited Nov. 4, 
2014)). 
345 Andy Coghlan, Record ivory seizures point to trafficking rise, NewScientist (3, Dec. 2013), available at 
http://www.newscientist.com/article/dn24692-record-ivory-seizures-point-to-trafficking-rise.html.  
346 TRAFFIC, Massive African Ivory Seizure in Malaysia, http://www.traffic.org/home/2012/12/11/massive-african-
ivory-seizure-in-malaysia.html [http://perma.cc/08nYoo48ZSp] (Dec. 11, 2012) (last visited Nov. 4, 2014). 
347 Associated Press, Kenyan Officials Seize Ivory Disguised as Peanuts, http://news.yahoo.com/kenyan-officials-
seize-ivory-disguised-peanuts-142215226.html [http://perma.cc/0pbjHPiTPZ6] (July 9, 2013) (last visited Nov. 4, 
2014) 
348 Agence France-Presse, Kenya Seizes Ivory as Elephant Slaughter Surges, http://uk.news.yahoo.com/kenya-seizes-
ivory-elephant-slaughter-surges-081447625.html [http://perma.cc/0bjQiTpE1t6] (Oct. 9, 2013) (last visited Nov. 4, 
2014). 
349 Tom Milliken, Illegal Trade in Ivory and Rhino Horn: An Assessment Report to Improve Law Enforcement Under 
the Wildlife TRAPS Project, 1-30 (2014), available at http://www.traffic.org/storage/W-TRAPS-Elephant-Rhino-
report.pdf (last visited Nov. 4, 2014). [hereinafter “Milliken, Illegal Trade in Ivory and Rhino Horn”]. 
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Figure 38: Estimated weight of ivory and number of seizure cases by year, 1989 - 2013 

Source: CITES, Elephant Conservation, Illegal Killing, and Ivory Trade, SC65 Doc. 42.1 (Jul 2014), pg. 26. 
 
ETIS places a special emphasis on tracking large seizures of over 500 kilograms in weight. These 
seizures “represent a kind of ‘early warning’ indicator of the illicit ivory trade as a whole” and 
“such seizures are also indicative of the presence of organized crime in the illicit ivory trade.”350 
Transnational syndicates are behind these large shipments (considering the complexity of logistics 
– everything from the bribes required to pass them through each port of egress and entry, to 
consolidation of hundreds or thousands of items into a single crate, and more) and it is understood 
that they are predominantly “Asian-run, Africa-based operations.”351 The criminal nature of this 
illicit trade threatens global security, safety and stability of local communities, and certainly the 
survival of African elephants. According to sources, “Al Qaeda-affiliated al-Shabab in Somalia, 
Joseph Kony’s Lord's Resistance Army in central Africa and Boko Haram in Nigeria are among 
the militants making money from trafficking ivory tusks from slaughtered elephants to pay their 
fighters and buy arms and ammunition,”352 although each of these groups participates in the illegal 
trade to a different extent, and more information is needed to determine the scope of involvement. 
 
Prior to 2009, on average between five and seven large-scale seizures took place each year.353 
However, after 2009 the average jumped to 15 and as many as 21 seizures weighing over 500 
kilograms.354 In 2013, 18 seizures were made, which is the “the greatest quantity of ivory derived 
from large-scale seizure events going back to 1989.”355 This 2013 data is distressing because it 
indicates that the rate of ivory trafficking continues to grow. As Figure 39 below demonstrates, a 
significant increase in large-scale seizures followed the 2008/2009 CITES permitted one-off sale 
of ivory. Some of the increase may also be the result of an improvement in enforcement and 
therefore increase in the number of seizures.  

                                                           
350 Milliken, Illegal Trade in Ivory and Rhino Horn at 5.  
351 Milliken, Illegal Trade in Ivory and Rhino Horn at 5.  
352 Sen, Ashish Kumar, Terrorists slaughter African elephants, use ivory to finance operations (13 Nov. 2013), 
available at http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2013/nov/13/terrorists-slaughter-african-elephants-use-ivory-
t/?page=all (last visited 5 Dec. 2014) [hereinafter “Kumar, Terrorists slaughter African elephants”]. 
353 Kumar, Terrorists slaughter African elephants. 
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Figure 39: Estimated weight and number of large-scale (>500 kg) ivory seizures by year, 
2000 - 2013 (ETIS 09 January 2014)356 

Source: Milliken, T. (2014). Illegal Trade in Ivory and Rhino Horn: an Assessment Report to Improve Law 
Enforcement under the Wildlife TRAPS project. pg. 6.USAID and TRAFFIC. 
 
With respect to the location of these seizures, “of the 76 large-scale ivory seizures made and 
reported to ETIS since 2009, two-thirds have occurred in countries and territories in Asia whilst in 
transit or during illegal import, and only one-third were seized in Africa prior to exportation.”357 
However, since 2013 the seizures in Africa have exceeded those in Asia.358  
 

iv. United States and the illegal trade in African elephant parts 
 

a. Seizures 
 
In a 2007 report presented by TRAFFIC at CITES COP 14 it was explained that “[t]he United 
States continues to rank highest in terms of number of seizures”359 and the U.S. “continues to 
make a large number of rather small ivory seizures, which is indicative of a country largely 
dealing with the illegal import of ivory products as personal possessions.”360 At the same time 
TRAFFIC noted that “the ‘mean weight’ value [of U.S. seizures] is comparatively much larger 
than that of Group 11 (Australia and Switzerland), countries which otherwise share similar values 
and trade dynamics, suggesting that at least some part of the ivory traffic to the United States 
involves larger-scale shipments of either raw or worked ivory products that may be commercial in 

                                                           
356 Milliken, Illegal Trade in Ivory and Rhino Horn, at 6.  
357 Milliken, Illegal Trade in Ivory and Rhino Horn, at 7. 
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nature.”361 
 
In a Milliken et al. (2013) report to CITES COP 16, the U.S. was addressed in a group with 
Australia and Germany because all three countries regularly report ivory trade seizures. TRAFFIC 
revealed that “[w]ithin this group, ivory trade activity has only marginally dropped in the most 
recent period with 45% of the total trade by weight from 2006 occurring over the last three 
years.”362 Apart from trafficked ivory that is actually seized, Stiles and Martin (2008) report that 
“individuals probably smuggle in a significant quantity as personal effects, while other pieces 
enter by post and courier in mislabelled packages and occasionally by sea.”363  
 
The Stiles and Martin analysis also reviewed illegal imports between 1995 and 2007, as 
documented by the U.S. Law Enforcement Management Information System (LEMIS). Another 
analysis completed by the International Fund for Animal Welfare (IFAW) assessed the U.S. 
seizures of African elephant products between 2009 and 2012. IFAW reviewed LEMIS border 
seizures as well as USFWS investigations and special operations. This section presents the details 
of these findings. 
 
Table 43: Ivory Imports Seized in the U.S. from 1992 and 2007, as well as 2009 and 2012, 
relative to Global ETIS Seizures 

 Stiles & Martin364 
(1992 to 2007) 

IFAW365 
(2009 to 2012) 

Global Seizures (ETIS) 
(2009-2012)366 

 
 
Seized Ivory 
Imports 

8,852 specimens 
(avg. 553/year) 

918 specimens 
(avg. 230/year) 

2009: ~7,000kg 
2010: ~32,000kg 
2011: ~26,000kg 
2012: ~51,000kg 

 15.2 kg recorded* 
(avg. 0.95kg/year) 

14 kg recorded* 
(avg. 3.5kg/year) 

 

Exporters of Illegal 
Ivory to U.S.  

UK (80%), France (4%), 
Canada (3%) 

UK, Nigeria, South Africa, 
Zimbabwe, and Japan 

N/A 

* Customs logbook entries sometimes note only with the weight of seized ivory items, rather than number of specimens. The 
weighted seizures in this table should be considered as additional to the number of specimens.  
 
The table below provides details of the IFAW analysis on the main countries of origin and export: 
 
 
                                                           
361 T. Milliken et al., The Elephant Trade Information System (ETIS) and the Illicit Trade in Ivory: A Report to the 
14th Meeting of the Conference of the Parties to CITES, Apr. 15, 2007 at, 
http://awsassets.panda.org/downloads/etis_report_cop14_doc__53_2_annex_1_final1.doc (last visited Nov. 7, 2014). 
362 T. Milliken et al., ETIS Report of TRAFFICT. 
363 Stiles & Martin, U.S.A.’s Ivory Markets at 71. 
364 Stiles & Martin, U.S.A.’s Ivory Markets at 71. 
365 The analysis presented is based on data IFAW acquired on ivory trade in the U.S. from the USFWS’s Law 
Enforcement Management Information System (LEMIS) in response to IFAW’s December 2012 and February 2013 
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), 5 U.S.C. § 552, requests. USFWS, Response to IFAW FOIA Requests, LEMIS 
Data (Mar. 2013) [hereinafter “USFWS, Response to IFAW FOIA Requests”]. The analyses of U.S. ivory imports and 
exports presented in this Article are based on an internal IFAW report initially analyzing and interpreting the data. 
USFWS staff reviewed the IFAW report and provided feedback on the analyses. 
366 Milliken, Illegal Trade in Ivory and Rhino Horn at 2. Please note that these are rough approximations from a chart 
that did not include exact figures for ETIS-calculated global seizures.  
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Table 44: Main Countries of Origin and Export of U.S. Seized Ivory Imports from 2009-
2012. 

Ivory Type Main Countries of Origin  
(by import entries) 

Main Countries of Export  
(by import entries) 

Ivory Carvings Unknown; South Africa; Nigeria; 
Zimbabwe; Thailand; Cambodia; 
Cameroon; Vietnam; Canada; Central 
African Republic; U.K.; Ireland; Namibia; 
Zambia 

U.K.; Japan; South Africa; Nigeria; 
France; Canada; Zimbabwe; China; 
Uruguay; Vietnam; Unknown; Australia; 
Cambodia; Germany; Ireland; 
Philippines; Belgium; Denmark; Greece; 
Indonesia; Mozambique; Netherlands; 
Portugal; United Arab Emirates; 
Burundi; Bolivia; Brazil; Cameroon; 
Egypt; Georgia; Hong Kong; Haiti; 
Israel; Italy; Kuwait; Malaysia; New 
Zealand; Panama; Peru; Saudi Arabia; 
South Korea; Syria 

Ivory Jewelry Unknown; South Africa; Zimbabwe; 
Nigeria; Thailand; Cameroon; Vietnam; 
Ghana; Namibia; Sudan; Zambia 

Vietnam; South Africa; Nigeria; 
Zimbabwe; Thailand; Cameroon; 
Unknown; Ghana; Japan; Lebanon; 
South Korea; Eritrea; Germany; 
Honduras; Hong Kong; India; Italy; 
Namibia; Netherlands; New Zealand; 
Peru; U.K. 

Tusks Zimbabwe; Unknown; Nigeria; Namibia; 
Botswana; Central African Republic; 
Democratic Republic of the Congo; 
Kenya; 
Tanzania 

Nigeria; Zimbabwe; Namibia; Belgium; 
Botswana; France; U.K.; Bahamas; 
Ghana; Greece; South Africa; Tanzania; 
Thailand; Venezuela 

Ivory Pieces Unknown; Congo; Laos; South Africa; 
Zambia 

U.K.; Belgium; France; Japan; Laos; 
Morocco; New Zealand; South Africa 

Trophies Zimbabwe; Botswana; Tanzania Zimbabwe; Botswana; South Africa; 
Tanzania 

Ivory Piano Keys Unknown U.K. 
 
While U.S. seizures of ivory are a small fraction of the global seizures recorded by ETIS, since 
most seizures are small-scale, seizures represent only a fraction of the actual illegal trade moving 
through the U.S. (Interpol estimates that 90% of illegal shipments are not interdicted by law 
enforcement).367 The IFAW analysis reveals that “highlights from some USFWS investigations 
and special operations related to ivory from 2008 up to and including 2012 indicate that the ivory 
market in the U.S. involves sophisticated schemes including operatives and partners in the black 
market ivory trade from multiple countries.”368 Ivory investigations between 2008 and 2012 
“involved defendants, in at least ten states, in relation to at least a dozen shipments”369 and “[i]n 
one case in 2011, USFWS investigators seized one ton of elephant ivory from an individual,” 
while “[a] single investigation in New York confiscated $2 million worth of ivory objects.”370,371 

                                                           
367Allgood et al., U.S. Ivory Trade at 56. 
368 Allgood et al., U.S. Ivory Trade at 31. 
369 Allgood et al., U.S. Ivory Trade at 57. 
370 David M. Halbfinger, 2 Manhattan Jewelers Admit Illegal Ivory Trading, N.Y. Times (July 12, 2012) (available at 
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The CITES Trade Database also reveals additional specifics on the seizures that took place 
between 2003 and 2012. If looking at trophies, tusks, ivory carvings, and ivory pieces, in each of 
these categories there is a clear pattern of overall increase in the number of U.S. seizures after the 
CITES one-off sale in 2008/2009, except for ivory pieces. Moreover, there appears to be a drop in 
the number of seizures in 2012, but that does not necessarily indicate a trend. See Figures 40-43. 
 

 
Figure 40: CITES Trade Database Reported U.S. Seizures of African Elephant Trophies 
between 2003 and 2012, No Units 

 

 
Figure 41: CITES Trade Database Reported U.S. Seizures of African Elephant Tusks 
between 2003 and 2012, No Units 

                                                                                                                                                                                              
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/07/13/nyregion/illegalivory- leads-2-to-plead-guilty-in-new-york.html 
[http://perma.cc/0MunQsSFSgx] (accessed Nov. 17, 2013)). 
371 USFWS, Response to IFAW FOIA Requests, at 57. 

0

5

10

15

20
N

u
m

b
e

r 
o

f 
Sp

e
ci

m
e

n
s 

Se
iz

e
d

 

Trophies

0

50

100

150

200

250

N
u

m
b

e
r 

o
f 

Sp
e

ci
m

e
n

s 
Se

iz
e

d
 

Tusks



111  

 
Figure 42: CITES Trade Database Reported U.S. Seizures of African Elephant Ivory 
Carvings between 2003 and 2012, No Units 

 

 
Figure 43: CITES Trade Database Reported U.S. Seizures of African Elephant Ivory Pieces 
between 2003 and 2012, No Units 

v. Conclusion: the African elephant is endangered by overutilization for 
commercial and recreational purposes 

 

The African elephant is clearly overutilized for commercial and recreational purposes. There are 
two components to this imminent threat to the species’ survival: trade that is already illegal and 
trade that is currently legal. As documented in this Petition, substantial legal trade in ivory has 
stimulated demand for ivory that outpaces the legal supply. This has led to catastrophic levels of 
poaching that are not biologically sustainable. The lack of restrictions on domestic trade in ivory 
and elephant products in the U.S. has plays a role in the overutilization of wild elephants, as 
illegally-obtained ivory is frequently sold under the guise of being antique.372 The frequency of 
federal law enforcement seizures of shipments of ivory directly from Africa further prove that the 
U.S. market drives unsustainable poaching and trafficking of elephants, which has greatly 
exacerbated in the last 5 years.373, 374  
 

                                                           
 
373 Allgood et al.,IFAW, U.S. Ivory Trade. 
374 CITES, Elephant Conservation. 
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C. Disease or predation 
 

Elephants are susceptible to several infectious diseases including tuberculosis375 and elephant pox 
(genus Orthopox);376 musculoskeletal diseases such as arthritis;377 and other ailments. While these 
can be harmful or fatal to individual animals, disease is not presently considered a major 
contributor to overall population declines, according to the IUCN’s 2008 threat assessment.378 This 
may change in the future as genetic diversity and habitat are reduced, and bears close monitoring. 
 
Likewise, natural predation is not currently a major factor in elephant population declines, 
according to IUCN. As a large animal with strong defensive herd instincts, most African predators 
avoid attacks on elephants as a matter of course, though crocodiles and lions have been known to 
predate juveniles and sick or injured adult elephants. 
  

                                                           
375 S. Mikota, A Brief History of TB in Elephants. 
http://www.aphis.usda.gov/animal_welfare/downloads/elephant/A%20Brief%20History%20of%20TB%20in%20Elep
hants.pdf Accessed Nov. 1, 2014. 
376 P. Phuangkum et al., Elephant Care Manual for Mahouts and Camp Managers (Food & Agric. Org. of the United 
Nations 2005), http://www.fao.org/3/a-ae943e/ae943e0c.htm. Accessed Nov. 1, 2014 [hereinafter “P. Phuangkuam et 
al., Elephant Care Manual”]. 
377 P. Phuangkuam et al., Elephant Care Manual. 
378 IUCN Red List, Loxodonta Africana. 
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D. Inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms 
 
The African elephant is the subject of a large and varied body of law – including local, national, 
and international laws – much of which is designed to protect the species through mechanisms 
such as trade controls and direct prohibitions on take. Collectively, these laws and regulations have 
failed to prevent the drastic population loss (detailed in Section II) that the African elephant has 
suffered in recent years. Thus, the species is in danger of extinction due to this listing factor. 
 

a. International law and agreements 

 

i. CITES 
 
The Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES) 
is a 181-nation, multilateral agreement designed to monitor and regulate international wildlife 
trade.379 While other frameworks (such as the Convention on the Conservation of Migratory 
Species of Wild Animals and the Convention on Biological Diversity) could potentially be used 
for protecting elephants, at this time CITES is the primary international legal mechanism for this 
purpose. Under the CITES system, species are given various levels of protection based on which 
“Appendix” they are listed under: “Appendix I includes species threatened with extinction. Trade 
in specimens of these species is permitted only in exceptional circumstances. Appendix II includes 
species not necessarily threatened with extinction, but in which trade must be controlled in order to 
avoid utilization incompatible with their survival.”380 (Appendix III is not relevant to this uplisting 
petition.) Appendix I is generally more restrictive than Appendix II, that is, persons who wish to 
engage in international trade for Appendix I species must demonstrate that this transaction is not 
primarily commercial in nature and does not detrimentally impact species survival; while 
Appendix II species may be traded internationally for commercial purposes, if that action does not 
detrimentally impact species survival. Another factor is that international shippers of Appendix I 
species must obtain both import and export permits (after demonstrating compliance with 
applicable law) from the countries’ Management Authorities; Appendix II species need only an 
export permit.381  
 
African elephants are listed under both CITES Appendix I and Appendix II, depending on the 
country: currently, elephants from Botswana, Namibia, Zimbabwe, and South Africa are listed 
under Appendix II, while the rest of the continental population is designated Appendix I.382 This 
“split-listing” came about as an outcome of the 7th Conference of the Parties (CoP) in 1989, when 
all populations were listed on Appendix I, and when CoP delegates adopted Resolution Conf. 7.9, 
which laid out the process for transferring populations from Appendix I to II based on the “status 
of elephant populations, the effectiveness of conservation measures, and the degree of control of 
the movement of ivory within and through the Parties.”383 At subsequent meetings, populations of 
four countries (South Africa, Botswana, Namibia and Zimbabwe) were transferred to Appendix II, 
resulting in the “split-listing” observed today. This differential treatment has had serious 
implications for trade and conservation: Botswana, Namibia, Zimbabwe, and South Africa have all 
                                                           
379 CITES, What is CITES? http://www.cites.org/eng/disc/what.php. Accessed January 12, 2015.  
380 CITES, How CITES Works , http://www.cites.org/eng/disc/how.php. Accessed October 1, 2014 
381 CITES, The CITES Appendices. http://www.cites.org/eng/app/index.php . Accessed January 12, 2015. 
382 CITES, African Elephant. 
383 Allgood et al., U.S. Ivory Trade, at 36. 
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participated in CITES-sanctioned sales of stockpiled ivory since 1999 (the buyers were China and 
Japan), which is unlawful for Appendix I-listed elephants under CITES.  
 
In the 1978 USFWS decision to list the African elephant as Threatened under the Endangered 
Species Act, the USFWS stated that CITES “provides a mechanism for controlling the export of 
the elephant, and so long as this mechanism is functioning properly, there is no call for the United 
States to set up more, or less restrictive measures.”384 However, the CITES system has significant 
limitations when it comes to protecting African elephants, including: (1) CITES protections are 
marked by inconsistent implementation and enforcement (2) CITES governs only international 
trade, not domestic markets;(3) CITES protections do not apply equally to all classes of wildlife 
products in international trade; (4) CITES does not adequately monitor African elephant 
populations, mortality, or product shipments; and (5) in the case of African elephants, CITES 
Parties have on two separate occasions undermined elephant conservation by sanctioning ivory 
stockpile sales. Therefore, the U.S. must now establish more restrictive trade measures through an 
Endangered listing. We will examine these issues one by one in the following sections. 
 

1. Inconsistent implementation and enforcement  

CITES is an international treaty and Parties make decisions based on diplomatic needs, not 
necessarily the biological needs of the species. Consequently, the politics of restricting trade in 
highly valuable species can overshadow the biological requirements for species conservation. 
CITES relies on individual countries to follow CITES rules and regulations, and there is little 
oversight by CITES of countries’ implementation, compliance or enforcement. In specific 
instances, there is a review of certain matters (such as whether countries have laws to implement 
the Convention, or whether countries are making certain findings) but these are extremely limited 
in scope and rarely result in punitive measures.  

Also related to this is the fact that, as has been established through the Review of Significant Trade 
process, many countries are not making proper findings under CITES guidelines that are required 
in order to issue export permits. As a result of this process, the CITES Secretariat has 
recommended that Parties not trade in CITES specimens with certain Parties that have been found 
not to be making proper non-detriment findings as required by the Convention. The U.S., too, has 
found through its own analysis that Zimbabwe and Tanzania are not adequately protecting 
elephants and has taken stricter domestic measures as allowed under Article XIV of the 
Convention to prohibit imports from those countries (as discussed further below). Thus, the U.S. 
has already recognized that there are problems with CITES implementation by African elephant 
range countries, and existing CITES regulations are not enough to protect the species.  

Politics has been an overriding factor in CITES Appendix listing decisions. The fact that not all 
African elephant populations are Appendix I-listed is itself a reflection of CITES’ weak and 
decentralized power structure. In 1989, at the height of that era’s poaching crisis, there was a 
strong push by numerous member states to transfer the species from Appendix II to Appendix I.385 
                                                           
384 43 Fed. Reg. 20499, 20500 (May 12, 1978). 
385 E. Barbier, et al., Elephants, Economics and Ivory 131 (Routledge 2013) 
http://books.google.com/books?id=SWD7AQAAQBAJ&pg=PA132&lpg=PA132&dq=cites+somalia+amendment+iv
ory&source=bl&ots=RkqbrXvCfQ&sig=phUm_x0AuYuwiaTOSFtHBJrAoSI&hl=en&sa=X&ei=kqD8U_G4IsPjsAS
axIKgDg&ved=0CB4Q6AEwAA#v=onepage&q=cites%20somalia%20amendment%20ivory&f=false. 
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However, CITES delegates debated numerous alternatives to an across-the-board Appendix I 
listing and ultimately settled on a process whereby the species was transferred to Appendix I, with 
a later mechanism by which range states could petition to transfer their elephant populations to 
Appendix II.386 This settlement was driven by Southern African range states that wanted to 
capitalize on their stockpiled ivory and skins as well as future revenue from trophy hunting.387  

CITES enshrines the right to dissent from a decision of the Parties to list a species in any 
Appendix in the “reservation” clause of the Convention: “Any Party (member State) of CITES 
may make a unilateral statement that it will not be bound by the provisions of the Convention 
relating to trade in a particular species listed in the Appendices (or in a part or derivative listed in 
Appendix III.”388 The reservation clause allowed numerous range states to officially exempt 
themselves from trade restrictions that resulted from the 1989 CITES decision to list the African 
elephant on Appendix I;389 this gave those states an enormous amount of leverage in setting their 
own trade agenda in the years to come.  

Recent CITES measures to address illegal ivory trade illustrate failures of compliance  
In March of 2013 the CITES Parties required a group of eight nations (China, Kenya, Malaysia, 
Philippines, Thailand, Uganda, the United Republic of Tanzania and Viet Nam) to develop 
national ivory action plans (NIAPs) detailing their responses to the poaching crisis. In July 2014, 
at a meeting of the CITES Standing Committee, that group was expanded to include eleven other 
source, transit, and consumer nations: Angola, Cambodia, Cameroon, Congo, the Democratic 
Republic of the Congo, Egypt, Ethiopia, Gabon, the Lao PDR, Mozambique and Nigeria.390 These 
countries were threatened with the possibility of trade sanctions if satisfactory NIAP’s are not 
developed and implemented.  
 
Although honest assessment of countries’ noncompliance is a necessary step, it is far from evident 
that meaningful change will result from this action. Taking Thailand as one conspicuous example, 
the initial threat of sanctions was relatively unheeded, despite a public commitment by the Thai 
government to reform: “A week before the [July 2014 intercessional CITES] meeting, TRAFFIC 
released a report on Thailand’s ivory market, which found the availability of ivory on sale in 
Bangkok had tripled in the year since the country pledged to eradicate its domestic ivory 
market.”391 Thailand failed to submit a plan as required, and the CITES Standing Committee 
responded by (once more) threatening to impose trade sanctions on Thailand, but gave that country 
an additional eight months to make progress on its NIAP before a CITES Standing Committee 
vote on such a restriction would occur. Preliminary reports indicate that Thailand’s NIAP “is 
unlikely to satisfy the international community’s requirements for urgent action on the country’s 
illegal ivory trade.”392 According to an October 15, 2014 editorial in the Bangkok Post, “It is an 

                                                           
386 R. Orenstein, Ivory, Horn and Blood 62 (Firefly Books Ltd. 2013) [hereinafter “Orenstein, Ivory, Horn and 
Blood”]. 
387 Orenstein, Ivory, Horn and Blood AT 78-84 
388 CITES, RESERVATIONS, http://www.cites.org/eng/app/reserve_intro.php. Accessed October 1, 2014 
389 Orenstein, Ivory, Horn and Blood, at 63. 
390 CITES, Reservations, http://www.cites.org/eng/app/reserve_intro.php. Accessed October 1, 2014.  
391 TRAFFIC, Thailand Must Address Illegal Ivory Trade or Could Face Sanctions: CITES (2014), 
http://www.traffic.org/home/2014/7/25/thailand-must-address-illegal-ivory-trade-or-could-face-sanc.html [hereinafter 
“TRAFFIC, Thailand Must Address Illegal Ivory Trade”]. 
392 WWF, Thailand in the Spotlight Over National Plan to Control Ivory Trade (2014), 
http://wwf.panda.org/wwf_news/?230512/Thailand-in-the-spotlight-over-national-plan-to-control-ivory-trade.  
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excellent plan that everyone involved knows will fail, either partly or completely. The problem is 
the human element of the DNP [Department of National Parks, Wildlife & Plant Conservation]. 
The department has never properly enforced existing laws on protection of endangered species, 
including elephants. Simply put, it is too easy to buy fake papers detailing the origins of animals 
for trafficking.”393 

2. International trade vs. domestic market restrictions  

CITES governs only international trade, not domestic markets. The CITES Parties’ 1989 decision 
to uplist African elephants to Appendix I (while simultaneously establishing a process to 
selectively downlist certain populations) is often referred to as “the CITES ivory ban,” a term 
which hides the fact that the restrictions applied solely to international trade in elephant parts 
between most countries. Leaving aside for a moment the implications of the dual Appendix 
listings, the crucial point is that the CITES ban did not (nor could it) limit domestic trade within 
any member nation; its authority stops at the international border.  
 
This is not to say that the body ignored domestic trade entirely: “In 1997, the Parties adopted Res. 
Conf. 10.10, which recommended that ivory carving and importing countries enact comprehensive 
internal legislative, regulatory, and enforcement measures. Importantly, the Resolution 
recommended that Parties, including the U.S., ‘register or license all importers, manufacturers, 
wholesalers and retailers’ dealing in ivory products and that they ‘establish a nationwide 
procedure, particularly in retail outlets, informing tourists and other non-nationals that they should 
not purchase ivory in cases where it is illegal for them to import it into their own home countries.’ 
Res. Conf. 10.10 also recommends that Parties introduce recording and inspection procedures to 
monitor the flow of ivory.”394 Despite the existence of this resolution, “in 2004 the U.S. was found 
to be out of compliance with CITES Res. Conf.10.10”395 and it is only recently that the U.S. 
federal government has begun implementing policies that would approximate the goals of the 
resolution, that is, strong domestic control and enforcement of ivory trade.  
 
Other major consumer nations have different approaches to controlling their domestic ivory 
markets, but the case of China may be most instructive. As a requirement for participating in the 
second CITES-sanctioned stockpile sale, China was required to develop a comprehensive 
registration system to ensure that only legal ivory was bought and sold. The identification system 
(launched in 2004) consists of small official placards with a photo of the specific item and a short 
description; these placards must accompany the item through its commercial lifetime. 
Additionally, only government-sanctioned processers and retailers may engage in the business. 
Subsequent investigations have found that retailers frequently undermine the system by reusing the 
identification placard and/or by selling ivory without a government license: a 2011 investigation 
by the International Fund for Animal Welfare found that “[t]aken together, the unlicensed and 
non-compliant ivory facilities outnumbered legal ones – nearly six to one (135/23).”396 In light of 
                                                           
393 Editorial: "War on Ivory" Will Fail, 2014 Bangkok Post, Oct. 15, 2014 at (2014), 
http://www.bangkokpost.com/opinion/opinion/437640/war-on-ivory-will-fail.  
394 Allgood et al., U.S. Ivory Trade, at 36. 
395 Allgood et al., U.S. Ivory Trade, at 43. 
396 Int'l Fund for Animal Welfare, Making a Killing - a 2011 Survey of Ivory Markets in China 2, 
http://www.ifaw.org/united-states/resource-centre/making-killing. 



117  

such evidence, it is apparent that CITES’ recommendations vis a vis registration and/or licensing 
are totally reliant on individual countries’ willingness to enforce their own laws, a trust that is 
sorely abused in the real world. 

3. CITES protections do not apply equally to all classes of wildlife products in 
international trade 

According to the USFWS, the CITES ban “only applies to ivory acquired after elephants were 
listed under CITES. Ivory acquired prior to the species being listed under CITES (July 1, 1975 for 
Asian elephants and February 2, 1976 for African elephants) is considered pre-Convention. With 
proper CITES documentation, pre-Convention ivory can be imported, exported, or re-exported, 
unless stricter domestic laws prohibit such actions.”397 This leaves an entire class of ivory objects 
that escape CITES trade restrictions. This is a loophole that is being exploited by traffickers, but 
that could be addressed by the U.S. through an Endangered uplisting. 

4. Inadequate monitoring 

A basic element of any species conservation plan is an effective monitoring system. The CITES 
population and mortality index, called MIKE (Monitoring the Illegal Killing of Elephants) is 
inadequate for two major reasons: (A) It does not give a holistic picture of elephant mortality 
across the African continent, as it is limited to select sites; and (B) It “depends on often self-
serving figures supplied by government authorities.”398 The result is that officials have to make 
assumptions based on piecemeal information – which is exacerbated by the lack of scientifically 
passable baseline data. The other component to CITES’ monitoring efforts is the Elephant Trade 
Information System (ETIS), which is similarly plagued by problems of underreporting. According 
to a 2013 report coauthored by TRAFFIC’s Tom Milliken, “The Elephant Trade Information 
System, a global database of reported seizures of illegal ivory, holds the only extensive 
information on illicit trade available. However inherent biases in seizure data make it difficult to 
infer trends; countries differ in their ability to make and report seizures and these differences 
cannot be directly measured.”399 This is a diplomatic way of acknowledging that many countries 
fail to adequately monitor or report law enforcement actions to ETIS, which fundamentally skews 
the data and gives a scant picture of the actual illegal trade. For example, the Democratic Republic 
of the Congo “has not provided any import/export or illegal trade statistics in accordance with the 
Convention since 2005.”400 
 
 

                                                           
397 U.S. Fish & Wildlife Serv., CITES and Elephants: What Is the “global Ban” on Ivory Trade? (2013), 
https://www.fws.gov/le/pdf/CITES-and-Elephant-Conservation.pdf [hereinafter “USFWS, CITES and Elephants”].  
398 Orenstein, Ivory, Horn and Blood at 94. 
399  F. M. Underwood, et al. (2013) Dissecting the Illegal Ivory Trade: An Analysis of Ivory Seizures Data. PLoS ONE 
8(10): e76539. http://www.plosone.org/article/info%3Adoi%2F10.1371%2Fjournal.pone.0076539 
400 DLA Piper, Empty Threat: Does the Law Combat Illegal Wildlife Trade? 76 (Michael S. Lebovitz, Heidi 
Newbigging & Alice Puritz eds., 2014), 
http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&ved=0CCAQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2F
www.dlapiperprobono.com%2Fexport%2Fsites%2Fpro-bono%2Fdownloads%2Fpdfs%2FEmpty-Threat---Does-the-
law-combact-illegal-wildlife-trade---Summary-Report-
2014.pdf&ei=_hbZVMSKBvLksATAqIHIBA&usg=AFQjCNFAyJw3j2m8R-
55fCLY945Kq5hrDw&sig2=wyoY5AnbBxggsrNNbNyI6Q&bvm=bv.85464276,d.cWc&cad=rja [hereinafter “Piper, 
Empty Threat”]. 
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5. Undermining conservation through stockpile sales  

Twice (in 1999 and again in 2008/9) CITES has sanctioned sales of stockpiled ivory, actions 
which many experts believe helped to boost consumer demand for this product and obscured the 
infiltration of illegal ivory into the marketplace.401 The sales were intended to raise money for 
conservation but the returns were minimal—according to the USFWS: “The 1999 auction involved 
the sale of raw ivory from Botswana, Namibia, and Zimbabwe to just one designated trading 
partner, Japan. The total amount of funds received from the auctions was approximately $5 
million. In 2008, South Africa joined Botswana, Namibia, and Zimbabwe in the sale of their raw 
ivory stockpiles to two designated trading partners—China and Japan. The total amount of funds 
received from the auctions was approximately $15.5 million.”402 It is unclear whether even this 
small amount was allocated for conservation programs. According to a 2009 investigation, South 
African officials misappropriated their share of the proceeds; and an internal government memo 
acknowledged that there was “no proper control over the income and expenditures generated from 
the fund” and that “large amounts of money had not been accounted for.”403 
 
While legalization of ivory trade (primarily through the mechanism of regulated stockpile sales) is 
again a hot topic, with advocates claiming that a well-regulated trade could reduce pressure on 
elephant populations, the vast majority of academic and expert testimony has weighed in against 
these proposals, pointing to the destructive impact of past sales.404  
 
According to the USFWS, although the U.S. supported previous stockpile sales, “[t]oday, given 
the current poaching crisis and the scale of illegal trade, it’s unlikely that the United States would 
be able to support a one-off sale.”405 Numerous countries (including the U.S.) have instead staged 
high-profile ivory stockpile crushes and burns, lending credence to the idea that is better to remove 
this material from circulation than to stimulate trade; however, certain CITES member states 
continue to lobby for a third sale, while others continue to stockpile ivory in anticipation of less 
restrictive trade rules in the future.406 
 

ii. Convention on Migratory Species 
 

The Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals (CMS) is a 120-Party 
international treaty developed through the United Nations to provide a framework for international 
cooperation for the conservation of migratory species throughout their range.407 As with CITES, 
                                                           
401 Int'l Fund for Animal Welfare, Elephant Ivory Stockpile Sales Help Create a Deadly New Currency in China, June 
4, 2012 at http://www.ifaw.org/international/news/elephant-ivory-stockpile-sales-help-create-deadly-new-currency-
china.  
402 USFWS, CITES and Elephants at 2. 
403 Sipho Kings, Misappropriation of Ivory Funds Threatens Rhino Horn Sale , Mail & Guardian, Oct. 28, 2014, 
http://mg.co.za/article/2014-10-28-misappropriation-of-ivory-funds-threatens-rhino-horn-sale. 
404 Katarzyna Nowak, Opinion: Irrelevant, Illogical, and Illegal–24 Experts Respond to Arguments Supporting 
Legalization of the Ivory Trade, Nat'l Geographic - a Voice for Elephants Blog, Oct. 2, 2014, 
http://voices.nationalgeographic.com/2014/10/02/opinion-irrelevant-illogical-and-illegal-24-experts-respond-to-
arguments-supporting-legalization-of-the-ivory-trade/.  
405 USFWS, CITES and Elephants at 2. 
406 Carey L. Biron, In Anti-Poaching Warning, U.S. Destroys Ivory Stockpiles, Inter Press Service News Agency, Nov. 
14, 2013, http://www.ipsnews.net/2013/11/in-anti-poaching-warning-u-s-destroys-ivory-stockpiles/.  
407 Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals (CMS), CMS. 2014. Accessed January 14, 
2015 from http://www.cms.int/en/legalinstrument/cms). 
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CMS designates listed species under Appendices. Participating countries have obligations to help 
conserve and restore populations of species listed in CMS Appendix I and also prevent 
unwarranted take.408 Countries are encouraged to also take action on species listed in CMS 
Appendix II through the development of binding agreements and non-binding memoranda of 
understanding. 
 
The African elephant is listed in CMS Appendix II for its entire range. Thirteen West African 
countries signed the West African Elephant Memorandum of Understanding in 2005 to encourage 
international collaboration in restoring and maintain elephant populations in their territory.409 The 
memorandum promotes legal protection as a strategy for individual countries, but is a non-binding 
agreement. Furthermore, the West African population of elephants is only about 2% of the total 
African population410 
 

iii. Convention on Biological Diversity 
 
The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) is another international treaty developed through 
the United Nations that promotes the “conservation of biological diversity, the sustainable use of 
its components, and the fair and equitable sharing of the benefits arising out of the utilization of 
genetic resources.”411 Parties meet every two years to discuss emerging threats and strategies. The 
convention requires each of the 194 participating countries to prepare a national biodiversity 
strategy that outlines the implementation of the Convention’s goals and the attainment of its 
various targets.412 The CBD helps streamline strategies for protecting and sustainably using 
biodiversity, but does not provide explicit protections for any specific animal including the African 
elephant. 
 
In summary, CITES (while an important international mechanism for protecting species in trade) 
falls short of providing the protections needed for African elephants, and existing international 
legal mechanisms are inadequate to protect African elephants from extinction. 
 

b. Regional agreements 
 

i. African Union 
 

The African Union (AU) is an intergovernmental organization comprised of all but one (Morocco) 
of the 54 African states. The AU was formed in 1992 as a successor to the Organization of African 
Unity which was created in 1963. The Executive Council of the AU developed conventions on 
issues of interest to member states including environmental concerns.413 
 
                                                           
408 Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals website (CMS). 2003. Accessed January 
14, 2015from http://www.cms.int/sites/default/files/instrument/cms_convtxt_english.pdf. 
409 Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals (CMS). 2014. Accessed January 14, 2015 
from http://www.cms.int/en/legalinstrument/west-african-elephants. 
410 CMS, West African Elephants. 
411 United Nations (UN). 1992. Convention on Biological Diversity. Accessed January 14, 2015 from 
http://www.cbd.int/doc/legal/cbd-en.pdf [hereinafter “UN, Convention on Biological Diversity”] 
412 UN, Convention on Biological Diversity. 
413 The African Union Commission (AU). 2015. AU in a nutshell. Retrieved January 14, 2015 from 
http://au.int/en/about/nutshell. 
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The African Convention on the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources, entered into force 
in 1969, is one such convention that requires contracting states to “adopt measures to ensure 
conservation, utilization and development of soil, water, flora and faunal resources in accordance 
with scientific principles and with due regard to the best interests of the people.”414 The 
Convention considers African elephants a “Class B” species which, according to the convention, 
“shall be totally protected, but may be hunted, killed, captured or collected under special 
authorization granted by the competent authority.”415 While 31 countries have ratified the 
Convention, several with elephant populations are not listed, including countries with significant 
elephant populations, such as South Africa.416 Furthermore, the Convention does not contain any 
enforcement mechanisms to address noncompliance and does not designate the role and frequency 
of meetings to update the agreement.  
 
A Revised African Convention on the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources was 
developed in 2003 that would, among other changes, establish a secretariat that would improve 
executive and implementation functions of the Convention.417 The revised edition would also 
update rules pertaining to protected species such as the African elephant. As of July 2014, the 
revised Convention has not been adopted because only 12 countries have ratified it.418  
 

ii. SADC Protocol on Wildlife Conservation and Law Enforcement 
 

The Southern Africa Development Community (SADC), which is an inter-governmental 
organization of Southern African states, developed the Protocol on Wildlife Conservation and Law 
Enforcement in 1999. The Protocol, which came into force in 2003, lays down guidelines to foster 
international cooperation to ensure the “conservation and sustainable use of wildlife resources” 
under the jurisdiction of each member state.419 The Protocol mandates the development and 
enforcement of legal instruments necessary to conserve wildlife resources, as well as the 
development and integration of conservation programs. The Protocol allows for sanctions if a state 
is not implementing conservation policies.420 
 
 
 

                                                           
414 The African Union Commission (AU). 1968. African Convention on the Conservation of Nature and Natural 
Resources. Retrieved January 14, 2015 from 
http://au.int/en/sites/default/files/AFRICAN_CONVENTION_CONSERVATION_NATURE_AND_NATURAL_RE
SOURCES.pdf [hereinafter “AU, African Convention on the Conservation of Nature”]. 
415 AU, African Convention on the Conservation of Nature.. 
416 The African Union Commission (AU). 2013. List of countries which have signed, ratified/acceded to the African 
Convention on the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources. Retrieved January 14, 2015 from 
http://au.int/en/sites/default/files/Nature%20and%20Natural%20Resources_0.pdf [hereinafter “AU, List of 
countries”]. 
417 The African Union Commission (AU). 2003. African Convention on the Conservation of Nature and Natural 
Resources (revised version). Retrieved January 14, 2015 from 
http://au.int/en/sites/default/files/AFRICAN_CONVENTION_CONSERVATION_NATURE_NATURAL_RESOUR
CES.pdf. 
418 AU, List of countries. 
419 Southern Africa Development Community (SADC). 1999. Protocol on Wildlife Conservation and Law 
Enforcement. Retrieved January 14, 2015 from http://sadc-tribunal.org/wp-
content/uploads/2013/03/WildlifeConservation2.pdf [hereinafter “SADC, Protocol on Wildlife Conservation”].  
420 SADC, Protocol on Wildlife Conservation.  
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iii. Lusaka Agreement 
 

The Lusaka Agreement on Cooperative Enforcement Operations Directed at Illegal Trade in Wild 
Fauna and Flora was adopted and came into force in 1996. Seven African countries have since 
become Parties to the Agreement. The role of the Agreement is to create a task force that 
facilitates the enforcement of national wildlife laws through collaboration and “ultimately 
eliminating illegal trade in wild fauna and flora.”421 The Lusaka Agreement Task Force has 
focused on using law enforcement, capacity building, and collaboration to help reduce wildlife 
trafficking including elephant ivory smuggling.  
 

c. National laws 
 

The 37 African Elephant range states, along with the many transit and consumer nations, have 
taken a variety of approaches to solving the problems of wildlife trafficking, habitat loss, over-
exploitation and other species threats (exacerbated recently by the growing influence of 
international organized criminal syndicates driving the poaching crisis). In general, however, most 
stakeholder countries do not have the infrastructure, funding, expertise, or political will to deal 
with the many different threats to elephants. 
 
Despite a brief period of rebound in the early 2000’s,422 over the past three decades African 
elephants have faced overall declines in most regions where they are found,423 including 
reductions in both range size and population numbers. These declines can be traced to such threats 
as habitat loss,424 associated increases in human-elephant conflict,425 and rampant poaching.426 The 
threats are aided by a lack of regulatory tools and controls in relevant countries to protect 
elephants adequately. More specifically, better regulatory mechanisms are needed on the ground in 
range countries to stop the loss of habitat427 and prevent elephant killings;428 in elephant product 
transit countries to disrupt trafficking;429 and in consumer nations to curb consumption and 
demand for elephant products.430   
 
With poaching in particular, weak governance and political conflicts are systemic problems 
facilitating the current elephant crisis.431 For example, elephants are known to be endangered by 
inadequate law enforcement and/or insufficient infrastructure to combat poaching and trafficking 
threats in range countries with still sizable elephant populations432 like Cameroon,433 CAR,434 

                                                           
421 Lusaka Agreement Task Force (LATF). 2013. Vision and Mission Statement. Retrieved January 14, 2015 from 
http://lusakaagreement.org/?page_id=126. 
422 UNEP et al., A Rapid Response at 22 
423 UNEP et al., A Rapid Response at 22  
424 UNEP et al., A Rapid Response at 15. 
425 IUCN Red List, Loxodonta Africana.   
426 UNEP et al., A Rapid Response at 32. 
427 UNEP et al., A Rapid Response at 15. 
428 UNEP et al., A Rapid Response at. 22. 
429 UNEP et al., A Rapid Response at 40. 
430 UNEP et al., A Rapid Response at 40. 
431 UNEP et al., A Rapid Response at 69. 
432 UNEP et al., A Rapid Response at 25. 
433 UNEP et al., A Rapid Response at 41; African Elephant Status Report 2007 at 31. 
434 African Elephant Status Report 2007 at 36. 
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Congo,435,436 DRC,437 Gabon,438 Kenya,439 Mozambique,440,441 South Africa,442 Tanzania,443,444 
Uganda,445,446 Zambia,447 and Zimbabwe.448 Similarly, elephant populations are being negatively 
impacted in range countries like Chad,449 CAR,450 and DRC,451 where these nations are facing 
political instability and conflict that can exploit infrastructure gaps and open the door for 
organized crime and poaching rings.452 
 
In addition to range countries like Kenya, South Africa, and Tanzania that also serve as transit 
hubs for trafficking elephant products,453 there are countries outside of Africa that are transit—and 
sometimes end—points for these products. These include Asian countries like China, Hong Kong 
SAR, Malaysia, the Philippines, Thailand, and Viet Nam.454 Weak governance as well as 
institutional corruption have been flagged as exacerbating factors in many of these elephant 
product transit countries of concern.455 
 
In 2014 the international law firm DLA Piper, in concert with the UK-based NGO United For 
Wildlife, released a seminal report on African and Asian legislative, jurisprudential, and law 
enforcement mechanisms for controlling wildlife trafficking. The report, Empty Threat: Does the 
Law Combat Illegal Wildlife Trade?, was highly critical in its assessment of much of the African 
and Asian continental capacity in this regard, and spotlighted the need for drastic reform in many 
of the key countries along the elephant product supply chain.  This included criticisms of laws and 
infrastructure to protect wildlife in elephant range and/or transit countries like Botswana,456 
Cameroon,457 DRC,458 Kenya,459 and Tanzania460 as well as transit and consumer countries like 
China,461 Thailand,462 and Viet Nam.463 
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Similar to unabated poaching, the ongoing and dramatic loss of habitat464 in important elephant 
range countries is proof that existing national laws are inadequate. For example, between 1990 and 
2005, the country of Tanzania lost forest cover at a rate double the average for low human 
development countries and five times the mean global rate.465 This continued habitat loss has 
resulted in more than 37% of the country’s forest and woodland habitat having disappeared since 
1990.466 Additionally, ongoing loss of habitat has created more human-elephant conflict and 
further reduced elephant range in countries like Tanzania that formerly hosted bountiful elephant 
populations.467 
 
Similarly alarming is that the amount of land set aside for agriculture in Sub-Saharan Africa 
overall increased by 25% between 1970 and 2000.468 And conversion for crop-land is just one type 
of habitat loss impacting elephants, along with increased livestock, human population growth, and 
urban development spread, all of which lead to increased human-elephant conflict469 and 
subsequent elephant losses.470 Without regulatory tools designed to control this loss, elephant 
habitat will continue to shrink.  
 
It is important to note that even if one country has ostensibly strong laws protecting elephants and 
their habitats, transient or border populations can easily be negatively impacted by laws—or lack 
thereof—in other range, transit or consumer countries.471 
 
In conclusion, the continuing decline in range and population numbers for elephants in almost all 
regions of Africa where they exist clearly show that elephant range, transit and consumer countries 
do not have adequate regulatory mechanisms in place to protect elephants from extinction.   

 
i. Corruption 

 
In many countries in Africa and Southeast Asia, corruption presents a serious threat to wildlife 
protection measures, such as elephant product trade controls and anti-poaching programs. As 
Bennet (2014) detailed in Conservation Biology, high levels of corruption in these regions make it 
difficult to enforce current regulations and should also be taken into account while examining 
proposals to legalize the ivory trade. Bennet writes, “If we are to conserve remaining wild 
                                                           
464 IUCN Red List, Loxodonta Africana.  
465 P. Chardonnet, et al. (2010). Managing the conflicts between people and lion: Review and insights from the 
literature and field experience (Wildlife Management Working Paper 13). Rome, Italy: Food and Agriculture 
Organization of the United Nations, 
http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0CCAQFjAA&url=
http%3A%2F%2Fwww.fao.org%2Fdocrep%2F012%2Fk7292e%2Fk7292e00.pdf&ei=ghfZVLXcE-
K1sATpxILIBw&usg=AFQjCNFGdHD8KbpcGcqnyEZjmhu3hYpITw&sig2=gGi2twhV43qbHtXDbwA3Qg&bvm=
bv.85464276,d.cWc [hereinafter “Chardonnet, et al., Managing the conflicts between people and lion”]. 
466 C. Packer et al., Effects of Trophy Hunting on Lion and Leopard Populations in Tanzania, Conservation Biology 
(Jul. 2009), available at 
http://www.cbs.umn.edu/sites/default/files/public/downloads/Effects%20of%20trophy%20hunting%20on%20populati
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populations [of elephants], we must close all markets because, under current levels of corruption, 
they cannot be controlled in a way that does not provide opportunities for illegal ivory being 
laundered into legal markets.”472 This includes markets in the U.S. that are allowed under the 
current Threatened listing.  
 
African elephant range states are among the most corrupt countries on the planet, with Bennet 
(2014) noting that “Of the 12 countries in Africa estimated to have elephant populations of 15,000 
animals or more (UNEP et al. 2013), 8 are among the bottom 40% of the world’s most corrupt 
countries and 3 are among the bottom 11% (Transparency International 2013).” 473 Corruption 
extends beyond turning a blind eye or even government officials’ facilitation of illegal trade: in 
several countries including the DRC, South Sudan and Uganda, national military forces have been 
implicated in the direct slaughter of African elephants.474 (Note that DRC and Uganda are parties 
to CITES, providing another reason to be skeptical of the efficacy of that treaty.) 
 
In conclusion, while there exists a myriad of environmental laws and other relevant regulations in 
most elephant range, transit, and consumer nations, the ongoing decline of the species (in the face 
of habitat loss, overexploitation, and other threats) shows definitively that these systems are not 
adequate to save the species.  

 
d. U.S. law  

 
i. African Elephant Conservation Act 

 
The 1988 African Elephant Conservation Act (AfECA) “created a major program for the 
conservation of African Elephants”475 that included funding for conservation programs, and 
international trade restrictions for elephant ivory. The AfECA was passed at a time when there was 
a global, legal ivory trade. It allowed the U.S. to establish moratoria on imports of African 
elephant ivory from other countries, and set out criteria that needed to be met to remove those 
moratoria for each ivory exporting country. The Act prohibits: (1) The importation of raw ivory 
from any country other than an ivory producing country; (2) the export of raw ivory from the US; 
(3) the importation of raw or worked ivory that was exported from an ivory producing country in 
violation of that country's laws or of the CITES Ivory Control System; (4) the import of worked 
ivory, other than personal effects, from any country unless that country has certified that such 
ivory was derived from legal sources; and (5) the importation of raw or worked ivory from a 
country for which a moratorium is in effect.476

 

No CITES Appendix I range state has yet been determined to qualify for a blanket U.S. import 
exemption for ivory as provided in AfECA.477 The Act does not address the import of sport hunted 
African elephant trophies and clearly recognizes that the ESA grants USFWS authority to enact 
                                                           
472 BENNETT, E. L. Bennett (2014), Legal Ivory Trade in a Corrupt World and its Impact on African Elephant 
Populations. Conservation Biology. Abstract: http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/:: 10.1111/cobi.12377/abstract 
[hereinafter: Bennett, Legal Ivory Trade in a Corrupt World”]. 
473 Bennett, Legal Ivory Trade in a Corrupt World at 3. 
474 Orenstein, Ivory, Horn and Blood at 116. 
475 P. Saundry, Endangered Species Act: United States, available at http://www.eoearth.org/view/article/152413/.   
476 16 U.S.C. §§ 4222 et seq. 
477 U.S. Fish & Wildlife Serv., Importing Your Leopard or African Elephant Sport-Hunted Trophy (2014), 
http://www.fws.gov/international/pdf/factsheet-import-leopard-elephant-sport-hunted-trophy-2013.pdf.  
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additional restrictions on trade in ivory and other elephant parts. 16 U.S.C. §§ 4222, 4223, 4241. 
 

ii. Endangered Species Act 
 
The Endangered Species Act (ESA) is one of the most comprehensive and important wildlife 
conservation statutes in existence today, but current ESA protections applied to African elephants 
are inadequate.  
 
Pursuant to the ESA (16 U.S.C. § 1538(a)) and Fish and Wildlife Service regulations (50 C.F.R. 
§§ 17.21, 17.22), once the Service lists a species as endangered, individuals of listed species are 
protected from import, export, take, and interstate commerce unless such action will “enhance the 
propagation or survival of the affected species” or is for scientific research consistent with the 
conservation purpose of the ESA. 16 U.S.C. § 1539(a)(1)(A); 50 C.F.R. §§ 17.21, 17.22. As the 
plain language of the statute makes clear, enhancement authorization may only be issued for 
activities that positively benefit the species in the wild. See also U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Handbook for Endangered and Threatened Species Permits (1996) (making clear that an 
enhancement activity “must go beyond having a neutral effect and actually have a positive 
effect”). 
 
Enhancement authorization must be granted on a case-by-case basis, with an application and 
opportunity for meaningful public participation. 16 U.S.C. § 1539(c); Friends of Animals v. 
Salazar, 626 F. Supp. 2d 102, 119 (D.D.C. 2009). Before the Service can issue authorization to 
conduct otherwise prohibited acts, it must find that: (1) the permit or registration was “applied for 
in good faith;” (2) the permit or registration “will not operate to the disadvantage of such 
endangered species;” and (3) the proposed action “will be consistent with the purposes and policy” 
of the ESA (i.e., conservation478). 16 U.S.C. § 1539(c)-(d). As explained by Congress, these 
requirements were intended “to limit substantially the number of exemptions that may be granted 
under the act.” H. R. Rep. No. 93-412 p. 17 (1973) (emphasis added). Implementing regulations 
further require that applicants provide detailed information about the animals, persons, facilities, 
and actions involved in the otherwise prohibited activity. 50 C.F.R §§ 17.21(g), 17.22; id. § 
13.21(b)(2)(3) (authorization may not be issued if applicant “failed to disclose material 
information required” or “failed to demonstrate a valid justification”). 
 
In deciding whether to issue an enhancement permit, the USFWS must consider “[t]he probable 
and indirect effect which issuing the permit would have on the wild populations of the wildlife 
sought to be covered by the permit;” “[w]hether the permit . . . would in any way, directly or 
indirectly, conflict with any known program intended to enhance the survival probabilities of the 
population from which the wildlife sought to be covered by the permit was or would be removed;” 
“[t]he opinions or views of scientists or other persons or organizations having expertise concerning 
the wildlife or other matters germane to the application;” and “[w]hether the expertise, facilities, or 
other resources available to the applicant appear adequate to successfully accomplish the 
objectives stated in the application.”  50 C.F.R. § 17.22(a)(2). 
                                                           
478 The primary purpose of the ESA is to “provide a program for the conservation of such endangered species.” 16 
U.S.C. § 1531(b). The term “conservation” means “to use…all methods and procedures which are necessary to bring 
any endangered species or threatened species to the point at which the measures provided pursuant to this chapter are 
no longer necessary” – i.e. to recover the species in the wild so that it may be taken off of the list of endangered 
species. 16 U.S.C. § 1532(3). 
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When a species is listed as threatened, individuals of the species may not be subjected to import, 
export, take, or interstate commerce, unless such action is conducted pursuant to a permit or a 
special rule. 16 U.S.C. § 1538(a); 50 C.F.R. §§ 17.31, 17.32, 17.40. Special rules must be designed 
and implemented to promote the conservation of the species. See Sierra Club v. Clark, 755 F.2d 
608 (8th Cir. 1985). But under the current Threatened listing and special rule (50 C.F.R. § 
17.40(e)), which largely mirrors the restrictions established by the AfECA, trade in African 
elephant parts and products is not sufficiently regulated to protect the species from extinction, as 
required by law. 
  

a. Ivory 

According to USFWS Director’s Order 210 (issued in 2014 to urge strict enforcement of existing 
law), pursuant to the Threatened listing and the AfECA, it is currently lawful to import certain 
elephant parts and products to the U.S., as follows:  
  
(1) Raw or worked African elephant ivory imported by an employee or agent of a Federal, State, 
or tribal government agency for law enforcement purposes. 
  
(2)  Raw or worked African elephant ivory imported for genuine scientific purposes that will 
contribute to conservation of the species. 
  
(3) Worked African elephant ivory imported for personal use as part of a household move or as 
part of an inheritance, provided that the worked elephant ivory: 
  

o Was legally acquired prior to February 26, 1976; 
o Has not subsequently been transferred from one person to another person for 

financial gain or profit since February 25, 2014; and 
o The item is accompanied by a valid Convention on International Trade in 

Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES) pre-Convention certificate. 
  
(4) Worked African elephant ivory imported as part of a musical instrument, provided that the 
worked elephant ivory: 
  

o Was legally acquired prior to February 26, 1976; 
o Has not subsequently been transferred from one person to another person for 

financial gain or profit since February 25, 2014; 
o The person or group qualifies for a CITES musical instrument certificate; and 
o The musical instrument containing elephant ivory is accompanied by a valid 

CITES musical instrument certificate or an equivalent CITES document that 
meets all of the requirements of CITES Resolution Conf. 16.8. 

  
(5) Worked African elephant ivory imported as part of a travelling exhibition, provided that the 
worked elephant ivory: 
  

o Was legally acquired prior to February 26, 1976; 
o Has not subsequently been transferred from one person to another person for 

financial gain or profit since February 25, 2014; 
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o The person or group qualifies for a CITES travelling exhibition certificate; and 
o The item containing elephant ivory is accompanied by a valid CITES travelling 

exhibition certificate or an equivalent CITES document that meets the requirements 
of 50 CFR 23.49. 

 
Further, the ESA special rule allows for interstate commerce in lawfully imported ivory, leading to 
a robust domestic market for elephant parts and products that serves as a cover for rampant illegal 
trade and fails to adequately protect the species (as described in detail above). 

b. Sport hunted trophies  
 
Under the African elephant special rule, the importation of sport hunted trophies is allowed under 
the following circumstances: If the trophy’s country of origin has notified the USFWS of its ivory 
quota479 for the year of export; if CITES permit requirements are met; if an enhancement finding 
has been made; and if marking and labelling requirements have been met.480  Due to the 
differential CITES listing, in practice this means that the U.S. does not require individual permits 
for imports of sport-hunted African elephant trophies from Botswana, South Africa, and Namibia, 
while the U.S. does require an importer to obtain a permit for the import of trophies from 
Appendix I range states. The Service has previously asserted that it considers trophy-hunting of 
imperiled species to have a positive overall impact on species conservation.481  However, there is 
minimal data showing this to be the case, especially as pertains to elephants and other iconic 
African species.482  
 
But in 2014, the Service suspended imports of elephant trophies from Tanzania and Zimbabwe, 
finding that such countries have suffered from severe poaching crises and are not sustainably 
managing their elephant populations.483  
 
The recent suspensions of trophy imports from Tanzania and Zimbabwe call attention to the fact 
that the Service has historically not exercised maximum oversight of African elephant range states 
to ensure that U.S. activities are not exploiting poorly managed populations.  
 
According to Selier et al. (2014). in a recent peer-reviewed article published in The Journal of 
Wildlife Management, even those range states from which USFWS currently allows trophy 
imports may be setting unsustainably high hunting quotas: in the Greater Mapungubwe 
                                                           
479 In this case, CITES considers the term “ivory quota” to collectively refer to “procedures to control the international 
trade in ivory from African elephants,” including trophies. (http://www.cites.org/eng/cop/06/doc/E06-21.pdf ) 
480 See 50 C.F.R. § 23.74. 
481 USFWS, Suspension of Import of Elephant Trophies Taken in Tanzania and Zimbabwe: Questions and Answers. 
available at http://www.fws.gov/international/pdf/questions-and-answers-suspension-of-elephant-sport-hunted-
trophies.pdf (Accessed January 14, 2015). 
482 Economists at Large. (2013). The $200 million question: How much does trophy hunting really contribute to 
African communities? A report for the African Lion Coalition, prepared by Economists at Large, Melbourne, 
Australia, http://www.ecolarge.com/our-work/. 
483 See 79 Fed. Reg. 44459, 44460 (July 31, 2014) (“Without management plans with specific goals and actions that 
are measurable and reports on the progress of meeting these goals, the Service cannot determine if…Zimbabwe is 
implementing, on a national scale, appropriate management measures for its elephant populations.”); U.S. Endangered 
Species Act Enhancement Finding for Tanzanian Elephants (http://www.fws.gov/international/pdf/enhancement-
finding-2014-elephant-Tanzania.PDF) (“Questionable management practices, a lack of effective law enforcement, and 
weak governance have resulted in uncontrolled poaching and catastrophic population declines in Tanzania.”). 
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Transfrontier Conservation Area (at the nexus of South Africa, Botswana, and Zimbabwe), 
scientists found that, in contrast to current hunting allowances, “only a small number of bulls 
(<10/year) could be hunted sustainably. At current rates of hunting, under average ecological 
conditions, trophy bulls will disappear from the population in less than 10 years.”484  
 
The special rule also allows for imports and exports of elephant products other than sport-hunted 
trophies and ivory, such as skin or body parts, so long as such activities comply with CITES 
permitting guidelines. Domestic trade is also allowed in such parts as long as the parts were not 
illegally imported.485  
 
Thus, the current Threatened listing for African elephants, which minimizes federal oversight of 
imports and allows substantial domestic trade in the species, fails to adequately protect the species, 
and uplisting to Endangered status is required by law. While some states, such as New York and 
New Jersey, have recently taken action to restrict their ivory markets, federal action is necessary to 
fully address the overutilization that is contributing to the demise of this iconic species. Indeed, the 
Service has recognized the need to increase protection for the African elephant under the 
Endangered Species Act, though to date it has not formally proposed any such regulations.486  
 
A notable conservation benefit to the African elephant resulting from an Endangered listing would 
be that all applications for otherwise prohibited activities would be subject to public comment and 
review. This would increase the information available to the USFWS, by enabling experts and 
others with pertinent and timely information to inform the agency’s decision-making. Further, 
improved transparency would benefit the species by shining a light on potentially illegal trade. 
 

iii. Lacey Act  
 
The Lacey Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 3371-3378) makes it “unlawful to import, export, sell, acquire, or 
purchase fish, wildlife or plants taken, possessed, transported, or sold: 1) in violation of U.S. or 
Indian law, or 2) in interstate or foreign commerce involving any fish, wildlife, or plants taken 
possessed or sold in violation of State or foreign law.” Essentially, Lacey criminalizes commercial 
activity in wildlife products—such as poached elephant products— that were illegally obtained in 
the first place. The law is considered to be among the most important wildlife trade laws in the 
U.S., but without strong underlying state and international protection for the species, the Lacey 
Act is not an adequate regulatory mechanism to save this species from extinction.  
 
 
 
 
  

                                                           
484 S. Selier et al. (2014), Sustainability of elephant hunting across international borders in southern Africa: A case 
study of the greater Mapungubwe Transfrontier Conservation Area. The Journal of Wildlife Management, 78: 122–
132. 
http://www.researchgate.net/publication/259539652_Sustainability_of_elephant_hunting_across_international_border
s_in_southern_Africa_A_case_study_of_the_greater_Mapungubwe_Transfrontier_Conservation_Area 
485 50 C.F.R. § 17.40(e). 
486 USFWS Moves to Ban Commercial Elephant Ivory.  
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E. Other natural or manmade factors affecting the species’ existence  
 
Several biological traits make African elephants susceptible to over-utilization. African elephants 
are often used as one of the best examples of a ‘k-selected’ species: those species with traits such 
as large body size, long life expectancy, a late age at which they reach sexual maturity, and the 
production of fewer offspring, which often require extensive parental care until they mature. This 
contrasts with ‘r-selected’ species which produce many offspring, each of which has a relatively 
low probability of surviving to adulthood. The elephant’s low reproductive output means that 
offtake can easily exceed reproductive output and result in population decline. This is especially 
true when females of reproductive age are killed, as happens with elephant poaching and trophy 
hunting, because this further diminishes the reproductive output.    
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V. CONCLUSION 
 
This Petition demonstrates that the African elephant species meets the statutory criteria for an 
Endangered listing under the ESA. The species is currently “in danger of extinction throughout all or 
a significant portion of its range” and, therefore, must be listed as Endangered.487 The future 
security and viability the African elephant is uncertain – the species faces a multitude of threats 
including habitat loss, exploitation, killings from human-elephant-conflict, and rampant poaching. 
 
As the U.S. is not part of the African elephant’s natural range, protection under the ESA would 
occur by, inter alia, a prohibition on the import into the U.S., and interstate commerce within the 
U.S., of elephant specimens except where the activity enhances the propagation or survival of the 
species or is for scientific purposes.488 Listing the African elephant under the ESA would directly 
benefit this species in crisis by significantly limiting trade linked to unnecessary killings for sport 
or commercial purposes. An uplisting would also allow for and encourage the U.S. to provide 
elephant range States with further assistance in the development and management of programs 
useful to the conservation of the species. Such a listing would also serve to heighten awareness of 
the importance of conserving the African elephant among foreign governments, conservation 
organizations, and the general public.  
 
The iconic African elephant is in danger of extinction if action is not immediately taken to reverse the 
current trend toward extinction. The U.S. is the world’s largest importer of African elephant 
hunting trophies, and has large domestic ivory markets that facilitate illegal trade. It is time for the 
U.S. to play a leading role in the effort to save the African elephant. Listing the species as 
Endangered under the ESA is a significant and necessary step toward controlling unsustainable 
exploitation, curbing demand by Americans, and keeping this crisis in the eye of the global 
conservation community. 
 
 

                                                           
487 16 U.S.C. §§ 1532(6), 1533. 
488 16 U.S.C. §§ 1538(a), 1539(a). 
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September 28, 2015 

 

 

Public Comments Processing  

Division of Policy, Performance, and Management Programs 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

5275 Leesburg Pike  

Falls Church, VA 22041 

 

RE: Comments on African Elephant Special Rule Amendment  

(FWS–HQ–IA–2013–0091) 

 

Dear Chief Hoover, 

 

The Humane Society of the United States, Humane Society International, International 

Fund for Animal Welfare, the Natural Resources Defense Council, and The Fund for 

Animals hereby submit the following comments in response to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service’s Proposed Rule to amend the Endangered Species Act (ESA) Section 4(d) 

regulation pertaining to African Elephants (Loxodonta africana). 80 Fed. Reg. 45154 (July 

29, 2015). Our organizations deeply appreciate the Obama Administration’s commitment to 

elephant conservation and applaud the Service for its dedicated work on this important 

Proposed Rule. We strongly urge the Service to take decisive and expeditious action to 

increase protections for this iconic animal, which is faced with extinction. 

 

Legal Background 

 

Since 1978, the African Elephant (Loxodonta africana) has been listed as threatened under 

the ESA and regulated under a special rule. 50 C.F.R. §§ 17.11, 17.40(e). In 1988, Congress 

enacted the African Elephant Conservation Act (AECA), which authorized the 

establishment of moratoria on imports of African Elephant ivory. 16 U.S.C. §§ 4222 et seq. 

In 1992, the Service amended the African Elephant special rule to reflect the ivory 

moratoria adopted under the AECA. 57 Fed. Reg. 35473 (Aug. 10, 1992). However, that rule 

currently allows for unrestricted interstate trade in ivory and other elephant parts, does 

not require permits for all trophy imports, and does not prohibit the take or trade in live 

elephants. 50 C.F.R. § 17.40(e). 

On July 1, 2013, President Obama issued an Executive Order establishing a Presidential 

Task Force on Wildlife Trafficking to address the escalating international poaching crisis 

and the illegal trade in wildlife and their derivative parts and products. In February 2014, 

the President adopted the National Strategy for Combatting Wildlife Trafficking, 
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announcing the Administration’s guiding principles for strengthening enforcement of 

wildlife laws, reducing U.S. demand for illegally traded wildlife, and expanding 

international cooperation and commitment to address this issue. See 

http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/docs/nationalstrategywildlifetrafficking.pdf.  

 

Immediately thereafter, the Service issued Director’s Order No. 210 to strengthen 

enforcement of existing laws and also announced a plan to amend the African Elephant 

special rule to tighten restrictions on import, export, and interstate commerce in ivory and 

hunting trophies. See http://www.fws.gov/international/travel-and-trade/ivory-ban-

questions-and-answers.html.  

 

One year later (on February 11, 2015, after no regulatory action from the Service), The 

International Fund for Animal Welfare, Humane Society International, The Humane 

Society of the United States, and The Fund for Animals (hereinafter “Petitioners”) 

petitioned the Service to reclassify the African Elephant (Loxodonta africana) from 

Threatened to Endangered under the ESA. On June 11, 2015, the Center for Biological 

Diversity submitted a petition to list African Elephants as two endangered species (Forest 

Elephants, Loxodonta cyclotis, and Savannah Elephants, Loxodonta africana).  The Service 

has not yet made a 90-day finding on either of these uplisting petitions. 16 U.S.C. § 

1533(b)(3). 

 

The ESA requires listing determinations to be made “solely on the basis of the best 

scientific and commercial data available...” 16 U.S.C. § 1533(b)(1)(A). See also TVA v. Hill, 

437 U.S. 153, 184 (1978) (the goal of the ESA is to “reverse the trend toward extinction, 

whatever the cost”); New Mexico Cattle Growers v. U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, 248 F.3d 

1277, 1284-85 (10th Cir. 2001) (quoting H.R. Rep. No. 97-567, pt. 1 at 29 (1982), “‘The 

addition of the word ‘solely’ is intended to remove from the process of listing or delisting of 

species any factor not related to the biological status of the species.’”); H.R. Conf. Rep. No. 

835, 97th Cong. 2d Sess. 19-20 (1982) (the limitations on the factors the Service may 

consider in making listing decisions were intended to “ensure that decisions . . . pertaining 

to listing . . . are based solely upon biological criteria and to prevent nonbiological 

considerations from affecting such decisions.”).  

 

Pursuant to the ESA (16 U.S.C. § 1538(a)) and implementing regulations (50 C.F.R. §§ 

17.21, 17.22), once the Service lists a species as endangered, individuals of the species are 

protected from import, export, take, interstate sale, and interstate commercial transport, 

except “for scientific purposes or to enhance the propagation or survival of the affected 

species.” 16 U.S.C. § 1539(a)(1)(A); 50 C.F.R. § 17.21(g)(1)(ii). As the plain language of the 

statute makes clear, enhancement authorization may only be issued for activities that 

positively benefit the species in the wild.  

 

For threatened species, the Service “shall issue such regulations as he deems necessary and 

advisable to provide for the conservation of such species.” 16 U.S.C. § 1533(d). The Service 

generally applies the same protections to threatened species as endangered species (50 

C.F.R. § 17.31), but certain species, like the African Elephant, are regulated under a special 

rule. Special rules must be designed and implemented to actually promote the conservation 

of the species. See Sierra Club v. Clark, 755 F.2d 608 (8th Cir. 1985). See also 16 U.S.C. § 

1531(b) (the primary purpose of the ESA is to “provide a program for the conservation of 

http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/docs/nationalstrategywildlifetrafficking.pdf
http://www.fws.gov/international/travel-and-trade/ivory-ban-questions-and-answers.html
http://www.fws.gov/international/travel-and-trade/ivory-ban-questions-and-answers.html
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such endangered species”); 16 U.S.C. § 1532(3) (the term “conservation” means “to use…all 

methods and procedures which are necessary to bring any endangered species or 

threatened species to the point at which the measures provided pursuant to this chapter 

are no longer necessary”).  

 

The current special rule fails to provide for the conservation of African Elephants, as 

required by law. Indeed, the current regulation fails to address the significant impact that 

Americans have on the imperilment of the species through a robust domestic market in 

elephant parts supplied by poaching, unsustainable trophy hunting, and other activities. 

Therefore, we strongly urge the Service to take immediate action to substantially increase 

its oversight of such activities. See also 16 U.S.C. § 1533(b)(6)(A)(i)(I) (providing that the 

Service shall finalize a proposed listing regulation within one year from the date it is 

published in the Federal Register). 

 

New Scientific Evidence Supports Increased Protection 

 

As discussed in the uplisting petition filed by Petitioners1 (attached and hereby 

incorporated by reference), the best available science shows that the African Elephant has 

suffered a population-wide decline of roughly 60% since the Service listed the African 

Elephant as Threatened in 1978. This sharp decline is a result of habitat loss, poaching, 

commercial exploitation, trophy hunting, human-elephant conflict, regional conflict and 

instability, and climate change, which, combined, put the species in danger of extinction. 

See 16 U.S.C. § 1533(a)(1)(A)-(E).2 Indeed, according to the Secretariat for the Convention 

on International Trade of Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES), “poaching 

numbers in Africa remain at levels that are unsustainable, with mortality exceeding the 

natural birth rate, resulting in an ongoing decline in African Elephant numbers.”3  

 

Indeed, since that petition was filed, additional scientific evidence has emerged 

demonstrating the dire plight of the species. For example, new studies confirm that 

elephants are losing habitat to expanding farmland and urban areas,4 severe drought in 

East Africa has negatively impacted elephant populations,5 and elephant populations are 

shrinking even within protected areas.6 While many large mammals suffer from the loss of 

wildlands, African Elephants are particularly imperiled due to overutilization for 

                                                           
1 Note that Petitioners do not include the Natural Resources Defense Council, a signatory of this 

letter. 
2 See also UNEP et al., A Rapid Response Assessment: Elephants in the Dust, the African Elephant 

Crisis. United Nations Environment Program. (2013), 

http://www.cites.org/common/resources/pub/Elephants_in_the_dust.pdf.  
3 CITES, Elephant Conservation, Illegal Killing, and Ivory Trade. (2014). 10. Available at 

http://www.cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/com/sc/65/E-SC65-42-01_2.pdf.   
4 Kioko, J., V. Herbert, D. Mwetta, Y. Kilango, M. Murphy-Williams, and C. Kiffner. (2015). 

Environmental correlates of African elephant (Loxodonta Africana) distribution in Manyara Area, 

Tanzania. Annual Research and Review in biology, 5, 147-154. 
5 Okello, M. M., L. Kenana, D. Muteti, F. Warinwa, J. W. Kiringe, N. W. Sitati, H. Maliti, E. Kanga, 

H. Kija, S. Bakari, P. Muruthi, S. Ndambuki, N. Gichohi, D. Kimutai, and M. Mwita. (2015). The 

status of key large mammals in the Kenya – Tanzania borderland: a comparative analysis and 

conservation implications. International Journal of Biodiversity Conservation, 7, 267-276. 
6 Mose, V. N., and D. Western. (2015). Spatial cluster analysis for large herbivore distributions: 

Amboseli ecosystem, Kenya. Ecological Informatics. 

http://www.cites.org/common/resources/pub/Elephants_in_the_dust.pdf
http://www.cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/com/sc/65/E-SC65-42-01_2.pdf
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commercial and recreational purposes. One new study evaluates the severe problem of 

poaching and retaliatory killings of elephants in Zambia;7 another concludes that elephant 

densities are lower in trophy hunting areas compared to a national park where trophy 

hunting is not permitted.8 By analyzing seized ivory, experts have identified poaching 

hotspots,9 such as Garamba National Park, where in just over two months in 2014 poachers 

killed 68 elephants using helicopters, grenades, and chainsaws.10  It is clearer than ever 

that the currently-legal trade in elephant ivory is facilitating illegal trade that is directly 

supplied by industrialized poaching.11 

 

Thus, Petitioners maintain their legal position that African Elephants should be protected 

as Endangered and that the Service must act to halt and reverse the current trends towards 

extinction by strictly regulating the significant American demand for elephant parts and 

products (including hunting trophies). We nevertheless provide comment on the Service’s 

proposed amendments to the special rule.  

 

Recommendations for Strengthening the Proposed Rule to Promote Conservation 

 

 

(1) Regulation of Elephant Trophies 

 

We applaud the Service for taking action through the Proposed Rule and import permit 

decisions to disincentivize the recreational killing of African Elephants by American trophy 

hunters. As discussed in Petitioners’ uplisting petition, the United States is one of the 

leading importers of African Elephants for hunting trophy purposes. This undermines 

elephant conservation, as explained in a recent scientific study, because range states may 

be setting unsustainably high hunting quotas: in the Greater Mapungubwe Transfrontier 

Conservation Area (managed by South Africa, Zimbabwe, and Botswana) scientists found 

that, in contrast to current hunting allowances, “only a small number of bulls (<10/year) 

could be hunted sustainably. At current rates of hunting, under average ecological 

conditions, trophy bulls will disappear from the population in less than 10 years.”12  

                                                           
7 Nyirenda, V. R., P. A. Lindsey, E. Phiri, I. Stevenson, C. Chomba, N. Namukonde, W. J. Myburgh, 

and B. K. Reilly. (2015). Trends in Illegal Killing of African Elephants (Loxodonta africana) in the 

Luangwa and Zambezi Ecosystems of Zambia. Environment and Natural Resources Research. 
8 Crosmary, W. G., S. D. Cote, and H. Fritz. (2015). Does trophy hunting matter to long-term 

population trends in African herbivores of different dietary guilds?. Animal Conservation, 18, 117-

130. 
9 Wasser, S. K., L. Brown, C. Mailand, S. Mondol, W. Clark, C. Laurie, and B. S. Weir. (2015). 

Genetic assignment of large seizures of elephant ivory reveals Africa’s major poaching hotspots. 

Science, 349, 84-87. 
10 Hance, J. (2015). Poaching onslaught in Garamba National Park: wildlife conservation. 

Environmental Management, Mar/Apr, 24-25. 
11 Bennett, E. L. (2015). Legal ivory trade in a corrupt world and its impact on African elephant 

populations. Conservation Biology, 29, 54-60; Smith, R. J., D. Biggs, F. A. V. St. John, M. Sas-Rolfes, 

and R. Barrington. (2015). Elephant conservation and corruption beyond the ivory trade. 

Conservation Biology, 29, 953-956. 
12 S. Selier et al. (2014), Sustainability of elephant hunting across international borders in southern 

Africa: A case study of the greater Mapungubwe Transfrontier Conservation Area. The Journal of 

Wildlife Management, 78: 122–132. Available at 

http://www.researchgate.net/publication/259539652_Sustainability_of_elephant_hunting_across_inte

http://www.researchgate.net/publication/259539652_Sustainability_of_elephant_hunting_across_international_borders_in_southern_Africa_A_case_study_of_the_greater_Mapungubwe_Transfrontier_Conservation_Area
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Because hunters target the biggest and strongest males, trophy hunting removes these 

animals from the breeding pool and unnaturally selects for smaller or weaker animals.13 In 

this way, trophy hunting can decrease genetic resilience which is needed for elephants to be 

able to adapt and survive challenges such as climate change and cause unnatural 

evolutionary impacts. For example, selective hunting likely increased the occurrence of 

mature female African Elephants (Loxodonta africana) lacking tusks from 10% to 38% in 

parts of Zambia over 20 years.14 

 

Another study reviewed the functioning of Zambia’s protected areas and game management 

areas (GMAs), where trophy hunting occurs.15 The authors found numerous problems that 

pertain to management of trophy hunting in GMAs including: uncontrolled human 

immigration and open access to wildlife; the Zambia Wildlife Authority (ZAWA) retains 

most of income derived from trophy hunting, little of this income goes to people living in 

GMAs with affluent community members benefiting most, and there are frequent financial 

irregularities associated with the distribution of this income; scouts employed in anti-

poaching in GMAs are poorly and irregularly paid, insufficiently trained and equipped, and 

inadequate in number; ZAWA is poorly funded, has an inadequate number of staff to 

protect elephants against poaching, has increased hunting quotas to unsustainable levels in 

GMAs in order to raise money (the authors state that ZAWA ‘are sometimes forced to make 

decisions to achieve financial survival at the expense of the wildlife they are mandated to 

conserve’), establishes trophy quotas arbitrarily, and does not monitor wildlife populations 

or trophies; and hunting concession agreements are not effectively enforced and 

unscrupulous concession operators are not adequately punished.  The authors blame these 

many failures for the low numbers and diversity of wildlife, including elephants.  

 

The Service itself has already found that elephant trophy hunting in Zimbabwe does not 

enhance the survival of the species there: 

 

“based on the information currently available to the Service on government 

efforts to manage elephant populations, efforts to address human-elephant 

conflicts and poaching, and the state of the hunting program within the 

country, and without current data on population numbers and trends being 

incorporated into a national management strategy or plan, the Service is 

unable to make a finding that sport-hunting in Zimbabwe is enhancing the 

survival of the species…”16 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
rnational_borders_in_southern_Africa_A_case_study_of_the_greater_Mapungubwe_Transfrontier_C

onservation_Area. 
13 Allendorf, F.W. and Hard, J.J. (2009). Human-induced evolution caused by unnatural selection 

through harvest of wild animals. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United 

States of America, 106, 9987-9994. 
14 Jachmann, H., Berry, P.S.M., and Imae, H. (1995). Tusklessness in African Elephants: a future 

trend. African Journal of Ecology, 33, 230-235. DOI: 10.1111/j.1365-2028.1995.tb00800.x 
15 Lindsey, P. A., Nyirenda, V. R., Barnes, J. I., Becker, M. S., McRobb, R., Tambling, C. J., ... & 

t’Sas-Rolfes, M. (2014). Underperformance of African Protected Area Networks and the Case for New 

Conservation Models: Insights from Zambia. PloS one, 9(5), e94109. 
16 80 Fed. Reg. 42524 (July 17, 2015).  See also 79 Fed. Reg. 44459 (July 31, 2014) (“Without 

management plans with specific goals and actions that are measurable and reports on the progress 

of meeting these goals, the Service cannot determine if…Zimbabwe is implementing, on a national 

http://www.researchgate.net/publication/259539652_Sustainability_of_elephant_hunting_across_international_borders_in_southern_Africa_A_case_study_of_the_greater_Mapungubwe_Transfrontier_Conservation_Area
http://www.researchgate.net/publication/259539652_Sustainability_of_elephant_hunting_across_international_borders_in_southern_Africa_A_case_study_of_the_greater_Mapungubwe_Transfrontier_Conservation_Area
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Similarly, the Service has found that elephant trophy hunting in Tanzania does not 

enhance the survival of the species because questionable management practices, a lack of 

effective law enforcement, and weak governance have resulted in uncontrolled poaching 

and catastrophic elephant population declines in Tanzania.17 The Service has previously 

rejected attempts to import trophies from Zambia due to similar concerns of 

mismanagement including inconsistencies in reported elephant population estimates, 

failure to comply with monitoring requirements, absence of government funding for 

elephant protection, and lack of effective anti-poaching measures.18 Further, it does not 

appear that the Service has made enhancement findings for elephant trophy imports from 

either Mozambique or Cameroon. 

 

Not only is there significant concern regarding the sustainability of African Elephant 

trophy hunting, but also the notion that trophy hunting supports local communities to the 

benefit of wildlife conservation is largely unsupported.  According to an IUCN analysis from 

2009,19 big-game hunting only provided one job for every 10,000 inhabitants in the area 

studied,20 and many of these jobs were temporary seasonal positions like opening the trails 

at the start of the hunting season. Trophy hunting fails to create a significant number of 

permanent jobs, but ecotourism offers a possible solution. Consider the Okavango in 

Botswana where, as of 2009, a safari ecotourism tourism park provided 39 times the 

number of jobs than would big-game hunting on an area of equal size. Another example is 

the Luangwa National Park in Zambia, which produced twice the number of jobs provided 

by Benin and Burkina Faso’s trophy hunting sector combined in 2007. The IUCN also found 

that Africa’s 11 main big-game hunting countries only contributed an average of 0.6% to the 

national GDP as of 2009. Of this marginal profit, studies suggest that as little as 3-5% of 

trophy hunting revenues are actually shared with local communities.21,22 

 

The proposed import of all African Elephant trophies must be strictly scrutinized to 

determine whether the hunt actually enhanced the survival of the species. We are pleased 

that the Service has proposed to amend the special rule to require import permits for all 

trophies (rightfully rebutting the presumption in 16 U.S.C. § 1538(c) to apply the ESA 

permitting provisions to CITES Appendix II elephants, as well as CITES Appendix I 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
scale, appropriate management measures for its elephant populations.”); 79 Fed. Reg. 26986 (May 

12, 2014); http://www.fws.gov/international/pdf/enhancement-finding-March-2015-elephant-

Zimbabwe.pdf; http://www.fws.gov/international/pdf/enhancement-finding-July-2014-elephant-

Zimbabwe.pdf.  
17 See http://www.fws.gov/international/pdf/enhancement-finding-2015-elephant-Tanzania.PDF; 

http://www.fws.gov/international/pdf/enhancement-finding-2014-elephant-Tanzania.PDF.  
18 See Marcum v. Salazar, 810 F.Supp.2d 56, 63 (D.D.C. 2011); Marcum v. Salazar, 694 F.3d 123 

(D.C.Cir. 2012). 
19 IUCN. (2009). Programme Afrique Centrale et Occidentale. Big Game Hunting in West Africa. 

What is its contribution to conservation? 
20 South Africa, Namibia, Tanzania, Botswana, Cameroon, Central African Republic, Burkina, and 

Benin. 
21 Economists at Large. (2013). The $200 million question: How much does trophy hunting really 

contribute to African communities? A report for the African Lion Coalition, prepared by Economists 

at Large, Melbourne, Australia. 
22 Sachedina, H.T. 2008. “Wildlife Is Our Oil : Conservation, Livelihoods and NGOs in the Tarangire 

Ecosystem, Tanzania.” University of Oxford. PhD. Thesis. 

http://www.fws.gov/international/pdf/enhancement-finding-March-2015-elephant-Zimbabwe.pdf
http://www.fws.gov/international/pdf/enhancement-finding-March-2015-elephant-Zimbabwe.pdf
http://www.fws.gov/international/pdf/enhancement-finding-July-2014-elephant-Zimbabwe.pdf
http://www.fws.gov/international/pdf/enhancement-finding-July-2014-elephant-Zimbabwe.pdf
http://www.fws.gov/international/pdf/enhancement-finding-2015-elephant-Tanzania.PDF
http://www.fws.gov/international/pdf/enhancement-finding-2014-elephant-Tanzania.PDF
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elephants).  The permitting process is essential to ensure that trophy imports are analyzed 

under the enhancement standard, and we strongly encourage the Service to publish notice 

and accept public comment on all applications for African Elephant trophy imports to 

ensure that the enhancement analysis is based on the best available science.  

 

We also applaud the Service for attempting to ensure that trophy hunting does not 

contribute to commercial trade in ivory derived from trophy tusks; however, we are deeply 

concerned that the Proposed Rule does not do enough to regulate the activity of Americans 

engaged in elephant trophy hunting, as the Proposed Rule establishes an arbitrary and 

capricious “quota” for trophy imports.  Specifically, the Proposed Rule (50 C.F.R. § 

17.40(e)(6)(E)) provides that “No more than two African Elephant sport-hunted trophies 

[can be] imported by any hunter in a calendar year.” 

 

The Service has a statutory burden to demonstrate that every provision of the special rule 

is “necessary and advisable to provide for the conservation” of African Elephants. 16 U.S.C. 

§ 1533(d). Further, the Service must “articulate a satisfactory explanation for its action 

including a ‘rational connection between the facts found and the choice made.’” Motor 

Vehicle Mfrs. Ass'n of U.S., Inc. v. State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co., 463 U.S. 29, 43 (1983). In 

the Proposed Rule, the Service has articulated that establishing a quota is necessary to 

limit the quantity of elephant tusks that one person imports, in order to restrict the ability 

to import “commercial quantities of ivory as sport-hunted trophies.” 80 Fed. Reg. at 45165.  

But the Service has articulated no explanation for why allowing two trophies per hunter 

per year—the equivalent of each hunter killing two elephants per year – would not create a 

risk of allowing commercial quantities of ivory to be imported (e.g., four tusks can generate 

substantial amounts of valuable ivory products on an annual basis).   

 

Further, given the negative impacts that trophy hunting has on elephant conservation, it is 

arbitrary and capricious for the Service to assert that allowing every American to kill two 

African Elephants each year is necessary and advisable for elephant conservation. Based on 

the Service’s current position, there are only a few countries from which U.S. hunters can 

source elephant trophies (e.g., South Africa and Namibia), but the Service does not appear 

to have considered how its proposed trophy quota would impact the populations within 

those countries (as opposed to impacts on the species across its range). Therefore, we 

strongly urge the Service to remove the quota language from the Proposed Rule, replacing 

that language with a new § 17.40(e)(6)(E) to read: “A determination is made that the 

import, when combined with any previous import by the same importer, is not likely to 

result in commercial quantities of ivory being imported.”  

 

The Service should evaluate each proposed trophy import on a case-by-case basis under the 

enhancement standard, which is unlikely to result in the allowance of more than one 

elephant trophy import per hunter per lifetime, if any. Threatened species permits, which 

the Service has proposed to apply to African Elephant trophy imports, can only be issued 

for conservation purposes. 16 U.S.C. § 1531(c)(1) (FWS “shall seek to conserve endangered 

and threatened species and shall utilize [its] authorities in furtherance of the purpose[]” of 

the ESA, i.e., conservation, 16 U.S.C. § 1531(b)). In deciding whether to issue a threatened 

species permit, the Service must consider “[t]he probable direct and indirect effect which 

issuing the permit would have on the wild populations of the wildlife sought to be covered 

by the permit;” “[w]hether the permit . . . would in any way, directly or indirectly, conflict 

with any known program intended to enhance the survival probabilities of the population 
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from which the wildlife sought to be covered by the permit was or would be removed;” 

“whether the purpose for which the permit is required would be likely to reduce the threat 

of extinction facing the species”; “[t]he opinions or views of scientists or other persons or 

organizations having expertise concerning the wildlife or other matters germane to the 

application;” and “[w]hether the expertise, facilities, or other resources available to the 

applicant appear adequate to successfully accomplish the objectives stated in the 

application.”  50 C.F.R. § 17.32(a)(2). 

 

Before issuing a threatened species permit for the import of an elephant trophy, the Service 

must evaluate whether the source country has established a scientifically based 

management program that is developed and implemented to promote the conservation of 

the species in each management area.  We recommend that the Service determine on a 

regular basis (e.g., annually or every 3 years) whether it could make an enhancement 

finding for each country where elephant hunting occurs. In order to facilitate that 

evaluation, the Service should adopt criteria that range state and management area plans 

must meet and formal guidance on how permit biologists should evaluate each application 

to import an elephant trophy. For example, the range state from which the trophy 

originated must: 

 

 Have an approved and current national elephant management plan, which develops 

and implements conservation activities for specific elephant conservation units and 

works in concert with regional elephant management plans. Such national 

management plans should be developed using the IUCN SSC guidelines for strategic 

conservation planning, based on scientific information, and implemented in a 

manner that benefits the species and provides economic incentives for local 

communities to protect and expand African Elephant habitat. 

 Have up-to-date estimates on elephant distribution range, abundance, and status. 

 Observe a precautionary approach to establishing hunting quotas given current 

elephant population trends. 

 Carry a credible capacity to monitor and manage elephant populations in order to 

maintain healthy numbers and genetic diversity. 

 Appoint an identified national elephant plan coordinator. 

 Have an understanding of the biological needs of the species, as informed by the best 

available science. 

 Have sound law enforcement capabilities to deter or punish illegal retaliatory 

killings. 

 Involve local communities in elephant protection and humane conflict mitigation 

strategies.  

 Implement a human-elephant conflict management plan (including rapid response, 

mitigation approaches, a training component, education). 

 Actively promote wildlife-integrated land-use to ensure land-use planning does not 

negatively impact elephant conservation. 

 Achieve conservation targets within identified time frames. 

 Document the achievement of stated goals and monitor and evaluate the 

implementation of the plan, and adapt it as necessary. 

 Be in compliance with all international, regional and national commitments, 

agreements and regulations relating to wildlife (and specifically elephant) 

conservation, including (but not limited to) CITES. 
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 Have enacted laws and provided ample resources for enforcement against illegal 

trade in elephants and their parts. 

 Cooperate with neighboring countries for transboundary elephant population 

conservation and monitoring. 

 Have a system for measuring good governance when it comes to wildlife 

conservation/protection policy making and its implementation (for example, 

transparency International’s corruption perception index). 

 Have credible policies for managing any hunting offtake, including: 

o A science-based system for establishing hunting quotas which is 

demonstrably sustainable at a population level; 

o Price-setting (taxes and minimum number of safari days) and a system of 

concession leasing that increase the value of elephants across Africa (no 

competition on price); 

o Hunting moratoria for any declining populations; 

o A verifiable and enforceable mechanism to ensure no subadults or females 

are taken; 

o An adaptive management  policy of monitoring the impacts of the removal of 

individuals on remaining populations , and adjusting quotas accordingly; and  

o A demonstrable commitment to ensure proceeds of trophy hunting are used 

to benefit wildlife (and specifically elephant) conservation and communities 

living with wildlife. 

We applaud the Service for being mindful of not opening a loophole for the ivory market 

through trophy trade and prohibiting the import of antique trophies. We also applaud the 

Service for prohibiting interstate and foreign commerce in imported trophies and 

prohibiting the export of raw ivory from trophies. We similarly urge the Service to prohibit 

the export of worked ivory derived from trophies (as discussed further below). 

 

(2) Regulation of Ivory Trade 

 

We applaud the Service for taking robust action to address the domestic trade in African 

Elephant ivory. But we strongly urge the Service to take additional steps to strictly prohibit 

the import, export, interstate sale, and interstate commercial transport in African Elephant 

ivory, allowing such activity only for scientific purposes or enhancement purposes or if the 

ESA exemptions for antique or Pre-Act ivory apply. The Proposed Rule makes clear that the 

AECA continues to limit the scope of ivory imports even if such action is not prohibited by 

the ESA, but additional ESA action is needed. 

 

Analysis of international and domestic trade in African Elephants and their parts clearly 

shows that the species is in danger of extinction due to overutilization for commercial and 

recreational purposes, including activity that is currently legal.  Original analysis from 

Petitioners’ uplisting petition shows that between 2003 and 2012, net imports from all 

sources and for all legal purposes represented approximately 49,501 African Elephants in 

international trade. Net United States imports from all sources and for all legal purposes 

represented approximately 8,119 African Elephants in international trade (16.4% of total 

trade). From 2010-2012 alone, Americans legally imported approximately 22,500 pounds of 

ivory specimens. 
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While international ivory trade that is currently legal can be monitored via the CITES 

trade database, illegal trade is more difficult to precisely quantify. But there is a clear link 

between legal trade and illegal trade (as detailed in Petitioners’ uplisting petition).  For 

example, the CITES decisions to approve sales of stockpiled ivory from Botswana, Namibia, 

Zimbabwe, and South Africa to Japan and China23 stimulated international demand for 

elephant parts and has created confusion amongst consumers about the legal status of the 

elephant products in trade.24 After the 2008 sale, there was an immediate and 

unprecedented spike in international trade in ivory, and net imports of African Elephant 

specimens have grown substantially since then.  

 

Federal law enforcement officials routinely seize shipments of ivory directly from Africa, 

proving that the United States is an end market for illegal ivory products.25 The United 

States plays a significant role in the overutilization of the species—large amounts of ivory 

are offered for sale on the domestic market that appear to have been carved after the 1989 

CITES Appendix I listing,  implying that they were illegally imported.26  

 

The African Elephant is in danger of extinction due to this overutilization for commercial 

and recreational purposes, and elephant poaching to supply this demand has reached an 

unsustainable level.27  Therefore, increased oversight of the international and domestic 

trade in ivory (and other elephant parts and products) is necessary to bring the African 

Elephant back from the brink of extinction.    

 

A. The Service Must Adopt Strict Regulations for the Domestic Ivory Market 

 

We applaud the Service for finally proposing to strictly regulate the United States domestic 

ivory market, which is clearly significant in size and global influence. In addition to the 

evidence noted above of copious legal ivory imports into the United States, a 2015 report 

authored by Daniel Stiles (one of the few experts proficient at visually dating ivory28) and 

commissioned by the Natural Resources Defense Council strongly suggests that the vast 

majority of ivory offered for sale in the San Francisco and Los Angeles markets may have 

been derived from recently-killed elephants (and thus may have been imported illegally).29  

 

                                                           
23 CITES, Illegal ivory trade driven by unregulated domestic markets, 4 Oct. 2002, available at 

http://www.cites.org/eng/news/pr/2002/021004_ivory.shtml. 
24 CITES, Ivory Auctions Raise 15 Million U.S.D. for Elephant Conservation, 

http://www.cites.org/eng/news/pr/2008/081107_ivory.shtml.  
25 See Beth Allgood, et al., U.S. Ivory Trade: Can a Crackdown on Trafficking Save the Last Titan?, 

20 Animal L. 27, 36 (2013).  
26 D. Stiles & E. Martin, The U.S.A’s Ivory Markets—How Much a Threat to Elephants?, 45 

Pachyderm 67 (July 2008–June 2009), available at 

www.pachydermjournal.org/index.php/pachy/article/view/13/52. 
27 CITES, Elephant Conservation, Illegal Killing, and Ivory Trade. (2014). 10. Available at 

http://www.cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/com/sc/65/E-SC65-42-01_2.pdf. 
28See, e.g., Daniel Stiles. 2014.The big ivory apple. Natural History. Available at 

http://www.naturalhistorymag.com/perspectives/292575/the-big-ivory-apple; Esmond Martin and 

Daniel Stiles. 2008. Ivory markets in the USA. Care for the Wild International and Save the 

Elephants.   
29 Daniel Stiles. (2015). Elephant Ivory Trafficking in California, USA, available at 

http://docs.nrdc.org/wildlife/files/wil_15010601a.pdf.  

http://www.cites.org/eng/news/pr/2002/021004_ivory.shtml
http://www.cites.org/eng/news/pr/2008/081107_ivory.shtml
http://www.pachydermjournal.org/index.php/pachy/article/view/13/52
http://www.cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/com/sc/65/E-SC65-42-01_2.pdf
http://www.naturalhistorymag.com/perspectives/292575/the-big-ivory-apple
http://docs.nrdc.org/wildlife/files/wil_15010601a.pdf
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Our organizations have reviewed the comments that Stiles submitted on this Proposed Rule 

and strongly disagree with his argument that the United States lacks a sizable ivory 

market. Such a conclusion is also contrary to Stiles’ previous work. Stiles is now taking the 

position that the United States ivory market is insignificant, that his past surveys are 

baseless, and that “no conclusions should be drawn about what percentage of ivory in the 

USA is legal or illegal based on visual examination.” While we understand that dating ivory 

items based solely on visual inspection is difficult, Stiles’ 2015 report clearly concludes that 

the majority of ivory he observed in California was likely illegally sourced: 

 

"[B]etween 77% and 90% of the ivory surveyed in Los Angeles was likely illegal under 

California law and 47-60% could have been illegal under federal law. However, it is 

possible that some could have been produced in the United States from old raw ivory 

already in the country before 1989 . . . 80% of the ivory seen in San Francisco was likely 

illegal under California law and 52% could have been illegal under federal law."30  

 

Even if this is only a rough estimate, the results are disturbing and indicate that 

California’s ivory market is clearly a contributor to the elephant poaching crisis. The 

conclusion that much of California’s ivory market is comprised of illegal ivory is supported 

by the evidence that many of the ivory items found in California were fake antiques whose 

true nature had been disguised by staining, cracking, and chipping them to look old.31 As 

Stiles stated of ivory in Los Angeles: “Many of the claimed ‘antiques’ were obvious fakes 

that had been stained and artificially aged, based on visual inspection.”32  He also found 

that illegal ivory was disguised by deliberately mixing it with resin, bone, and legal sources 

of ivory such as mammoth.33 For example, in two of the stores he visited he could not count 

the number of elephant ivory pieces because the store owners had mixed them in with 

mammoth, hippo, and bone pieces.34 Two other vendors stated that all of the several 

hundred items on display were either legal ivory imported prior to 1989, or non-elephant 

ivory, although that would mean that the pieces had all been in inventory for at least 25 

years without selling, which is highly unlikely.35  

 

Stiles also now suggests that consumer demand for ivory in the United States is decreasing. 

While it is true that the 2015 report found that California’s ivory market has decreased in 

size, this does not mean that demand has subsided. Indeed, in the 2015 report, Stiles found 

the opposite to be true, stating that “[c]onsumer demand for ivory in California remains 

high” and that “[a]lmost all vendors who were asked stated that demand has not 

                                                           
30 Stiles (2015) at 11, 13. 
31 Id. at 10. 
32 Id. at 11.  In one Los Angeles store “[The] vendor claimed that 41 of the 96 pieces of African ivory 

he offered for sale were made by a particular ethnic group in Africa. To verify this, the investigator 

contacted Professor Doran Ross, an African art expert from the University of California Los Angeles 

(UCLA) and Director Emeritus of UCLA’s Fowler Museum, who examined the pieces. He concluded 

that of the 96 African ivory pieces, ‘[a]ll but five or six . . . are ludicrous fakes.’ (D. Ross, personal 

communication, April 11, 2014). Professor Ross, who has extensive experience studying the art of 

this ethnic group and whose museum has the world’s largest collection of art from this ethnic group, 

stated that the pieces were ‘cartoons… [and] are profoundly insulting jokes on any sincere 

consideration of ‘traditional,’ ‘antique,’ or ‘ancient’ African art.’” Id.   
33 Id. at 6-7. 
34 Id. at 13. 
35 Id. at 12.   
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dropped.”36 Instead, Stiles attributed the decline in California’s ivory market to the very 

thing he advocates against in his comments: stricter laws and regulations. As he wrote in 

the 2015 report:  

 

“Based on the investigator’s conversations with ivory vendors, it appears that the 

decline in ivory is, at least in part, due to increased awareness amongst vendors that 

there are legal problems pertaining to the sale of ivory, and that these could become 

more severe.”37  

 

Stiles also now argues that many of the new-looking ivory items in the United States could 

actually be carved from the “tons of legal raw ivory in the U.S.” and thus may be legal to 

sell. However, this statement conflicts with his 2015 finding that “[b]ased on the style of the 

possibly illegal worked ivory . . . it originated, in order of proportion, from East Asia, Africa, 

and Europe."38 Finally, Stiles asserts that the United States lacks a sizable ivory market by 

claiming that little raw ivory enters the United States, relative to the country’s size and 

economy. However, information from the CITES database, as detailed above, clearly shows 

that thousands of tusks (representing hundreds of dead elephants) were imported in recent 

years, in addition to all of the worked ivory imported, which also has negative conservation 

impacts when sourced through poached elephants. Thus, we encourage the Service to 

disregard Stiles’ comments on this Proposed Rule due to lack of consistency. 

 

The current special rule does not regulate the domestic ivory market, and it is imperative 

that the Service apply the ESA prohibitions on interstate commerce to African Elephants in 

order to promote the conservation of the species, as required by law. While the Proposed 

Rule describes an impressive list of prosecutions against elephant ivory traffickers, 

primarily under the Lacey Act,39 the Service must do more than focus on large scale 

smuggling of ivory and must address the rampant interstate trade in ivory, which has a 

substantial negative cumulative impact on elephant conservation.  The United States must 

take a leadership role on curtailing the trade in elephant products not only to address the 

domestic demand for ivory but also to enhance the ongoing collaboration with other 

consumer nations (such as China) to signal that collective action is needed to conserve this 

iconic species. 

 

B. Comments on the Proposed De Minimis Exception for Interstate Commerce 

 

As demonstrated in Petitioners’ uplisting petition, the Service should strictly prohibit 

interstate commerce in African Elephant ivory, as it does currently with Asian elephant 

ivory.  If the Service proceeds with amending the special rule under the current Threatened 

listing (as opposed to uplisting the species to Endangered), we request that the broad de 

minimis exemption be removed or significantly tightened (i.e., limited to de minimis 

musical instruments only).   

 

While the Service posits that the de minimis exemption described in the Proposed Rule 

applies to a “very narrow class of items” that does not contribute to the poaching of 

                                                           
36 Id. at 15. 
37 Id. at 16. 
38 Id. at 15. 
39 80 Fed. Reg. at 45158-9. 
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elephants, we believe that this exception has negative ramifications beyond those foreseen 

by the Service, and should therefore be removed  for three main reasons.40  

 

First, by allowing unfettered interstate trade in de minimis ivory items, the Service fails to 

comply with the ESA’s requirement that special rules be “necessary and advisable to 

provide for the conservation of such species.” 16 U.S.C. 1533(d). The proposed de minimis 

exception is neither necessary nor advisable. For example, in contrast to other special rules 

that are designed to “incentivize proactive conservation efforts,”41 the Service’s proposal to 

allow unregulated interstate sale (without permits) in a significant number of small ivory 

pieces would not encourage conservation and instead is designed primarily to minimize 

political opposition to the regulation. Permitting an individual in the United States to buy 

an item with a de minimis amount of ivory will not make that individual more likely to 

contribute to elephant conservation in the long-term.  

 

Second, the proposed de minimis exception would create substantial enforcement 

difficulties and contribute to the threats facing the species’ continued existence.  The 

exception would allow a robust market in ivory to persist and create a cover for illegal trade 

in ivory sourced directly through poaching. Lack of public awareness regarding the 

elephant poaching crisis and the United States’ role in it has significantly contributed to 

illegal sales in this country. Under the current system, legal ivory goods are sold alongside 

illegal goods, causing consumers to (mistakenly) believe that all ivory trade is legal. By 

allowing significant ivory trade to continue, the de minimis provision in the Proposed Rule 

would perpetuate this consumer confusion and make it more likely that the status quo will 

continue.  

 

Third, the de minimis exception would create problematic precedent for other ivory-

consuming nations, providing a roadmap for carving out exceptions from current and/or 

future efforts to restrict the ivory trade, to the detriment of elephant conservation. The 

importance of domestic action as it relates to diplomatic efforts overseas cannot be 

overstated, and in order to ensure that the Proposed Rule is “advisable” to provide for 

elephant conservation the Service must take a strong stance to stop ivory sales. The weaker 

the United States rules, the less credibility the Administration will have to encourage 

strong rules elsewhere. In particular, we are concerned about the influence such an 

exception may have on China, which is home to the world’s largest ivory trade. On 

September 25, 2015, President Obama and China’s President Xi Jinping made a joint 

commitment to halt their domestic ivory markets,42 and China previously announced that it 

would phase out domestic manufacture and sales of ivory and ban commercial ivory 

imports.43 However, past regulatory action in that country has included an ill-conceived 

registration system, premised on the idea that a certain class of items was acceptable to 

sell. The United States should not send the message to China and other consumer nations 

that exempting certain items from a general ban is acceptable. 

                                                           
40 80 Fed. Reg. at 45163. 
41 http://www.fws.gov/mountain-prairie/factsheets/ESA%20SpecialRules%20Factsheet_020714.pdf.  
42 https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2015/09/25/fact-sheet-president-xi-jinpings-state-visit-

united-states.  
43 Karl Mathiesen. May 29, 2015. China agrees to phase out its ivory industry to combat elephant 

poaching. The Guardian. Available at http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2015/may/29/china-

agrees-to-phase-out-its-ivory-industry-to-combat-elephant-poaching. 

http://www.fws.gov/mountain-prairie/factsheets/ESA%20SpecialRules%20Factsheet_020714.pdf
https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2015/09/25/fact-sheet-president-xi-jinpings-state-visit-united-states
https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2015/09/25/fact-sheet-president-xi-jinpings-state-visit-united-states
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2015/may/29/china-agrees-to-phase-out-its-ivory-industry-to-combat-elephant-poaching
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2015/may/29/china-agrees-to-phase-out-its-ivory-industry-to-combat-elephant-poaching
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If the Service does decide to adopt a de minimis exception, we would strongly encourage it 

to be limited to musical instruments (which appears to be the primary intended purpose of 

the provision) and not to relax the criteria in any way in the Final Rule. In particular, it is 

extremely important that the de minimis exception continue to prohibit items made wholly 

or primarily of ivory (criterion IV), since much of the illegal market is comprised of such 

items – mainly trinkets, figurines, and netsuke – and this criterion is a commonsense way 

of ensuring that smaller ivory items are not given an easier path to market. It is also 

crucial that the de minimis exception continue to require that the ivory be a fixed 

component of the item (criterion III) in order to prevent sellers from skirting this restriction 

by pairing an ivory product with another, larger item of marginal value. The other criteria 

are all reasonable elements that, if enforced, would be an improvement on the regulatory 

status quo. 

 

Moreover, we recommend that the Service strengthen the de minimis exception in several 

ways to prevent abuse. First, the Service should further restrict the date of import 

requirement for de minimis items. The de minimis exception contained in the Proposed 

Rule allows commerce in items if the ivory was imported into the United States prior to 

January 18, 1990 (for items located within the United States) or removed from the wild 

prior to February 26, 1976 (if the item was imported into the United States). We believe 

that the Service should change the former to 1976 as well to help ensure that only de 

minimis items with old ivory are being sold under the de minimis exception. Second, the 

Service should publish a comprehensive list of the types of documentation that may be used 

to prove that an item qualifies under this exception. Third, given that the Proposed Rule 

states that the Service will accept “qualified appraisal[s]” as proof of provenance, the 

Service should review its policy for qualified appraisers to prevent fraud. As we learned 

while working on ivory legislation in New York State, which previously relied heavily on 

appraisals as proof of age, the appraisal system is fraught with abuse: although appraisers 

can examine the style, condition, price, and information from the seller, they often cannot 

determine the date of acquisition. As stated by Norman Sandfield, a member of the 

International Ivory Society and International Society of Appraisers: 

 

“[A]s a dealer in ivory products, I am not sure how I would respond to a customer who 

asked for a written statement from the seller that clearly states the ivory sold is not 

restricted. Anything I give the customer would have no legal standing (except to 

possibly embarrass me in the future), and I have no authority to issue any paperwork 

with legal standing on ivory issues. Most collectors and dealers of ivory with whom I 

have talked believe that they have acquired all of their ivory legally, but would be hard 

pressed to prove it with the necessary paperwork.”44  

 

One way in which to prevent abuse of the appraisal process would be to strengthen the 

Service’s policy and oversight regarding the qualifications of these appraisers.  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
44 Norman Sandfield, lIS Newsletter 2002-45. 



15 

 

C. The Final Rule Should Not Contain An Exception for Museums 

 

The ESA provides that the term “commercial activity” means “all activities of industry and 

trade, including, but not limited to, the buying or selling of commodities and activities 

conducted for the purpose of facilitating such buying and selling: Provided, however, That it 

does not include exhibition of commodities by museums or similar cultural or historical 

organizations.” 16 U.S.C. § 1532. This definition is directly relevant for the analysis of 

whether a particular specimen qualifies for the ESA Pre-Act exception for prohibited 

activities (16 U.S.C. § 1538(b)) and to the scope of the prohibition on interstate transport 

when there is no sale (16 U.S.C. § 1538(a)(1)(E)). 

 

In the Proposed Rule, the Service solicits comments on whether the Final Rule should 

contain a total exception to the prohibition on interstate commerce (including direct sale) in 

elephant ivory for museums.45 We strongly oppose such an exception for two reasons. 

 

First, a museum exception for the interstate trade of elephant ivory is unnecessary given 

the antiques exception contained in the ESA, and even more unnecessary if the Final Rule 

contains the de minimis exception included in the Proposed Rule. Indeed, these exceptions 

combined cover a broad swath of items: both antique items and newer items containing a 

small amount of ivory. It is difficult to fathom any ivory items that a museum would have a 

legitimate interest in selling that are not covered by these exceptions. Examples of items 

that could not be sold interstate include some jewelry pieces, ivory chess sets, and ivory 

figurines that were sourced from recently-killed elephants. These items are not of historical 

or educational value, which is the primary purpose of legitimate museums. 

 

Second, entities purporting to be museums (a term which is not defined in the ESA) could 

abuse a museum exception to perpetuate the trade in elephant ivory in a manner that 

undermines elephant conservation. For instance, in 2007, Sacramento State University’s 

then-president wrote to the Tanzanian government to secure special access for two avid 

trophy hunters from California – Paul and Renee Snider – to kill more than 80 species of 

animals for a new “natural history museum”, to be paid for with a reported $2.4 million 

donation from the couple.46 If the Sniders’ personal collection of trophies were considered a 

museum, they would be allowed to sell ivory sourced from unsustainably hunted elephants, 

to the detriment of elephant conservation. 

 

D. The Service Should Not Broaden Exemptions for The Export of Ivory 

 

In the Proposed Rule, the Service solicits information regarding whether to broaden the 

exemptions it has developed for the noncommercial import and export of worked ivory.47 We 

believe the Service should not broaden the proposed exemptions. 

 

With regards to exports, the Proposed Rule would limit ivory exports by (1) restricting 

commercial exports of worked ivory to antiques only, and (2) restricting noncommercial 

exports of worked ivory to that which qualifies as antique, Pre-Act, law enforcement and 

                                                           
45 80 Fed. Reg. at 45163. 
46 Jennifer Fearing, Cecil the Lion’s Awful Death Should End Trophy Hunting, Sacramento Bee, 

Aug. 3, 2015, available at http://www.sacbee.com/opinion/op-ed/soapbox/article29887975.html.  
47 80 Fed. Reg. at 45170.  

http://www.sacbee.com/opinion/op-ed/soapbox/article29887975.html
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bona fide scientific specimens, and ivory legally acquired and removed from the wild prior 

to February 26, 1976 that is either part of a household move or inheritance, musical 

instrument, or traveling exhibition.48  

 

These changes would limit the ability of brokers to purchase large quantities of worked 

ivory in the United States at stores and auctions for export, thereby stimulating 

international demand for ivory that is often met through poaching. According to data 

collected by the International Fund for Animal Welfare, from 2009 to 2012, 6,753 

supposedly legal ivory objects were exported or seized on attempted export from the United 

States, approximately 250 of which were seized before they were actually exported.49 Many 

of these exports were likely by foreign buyers who traveled to the United States to buy ivory 

due to the fact that it is much less expensive here than in China, which has the world’s 

largest ivory market.50 In a 2015 report commissioned by the Natural Resources Defense 

Council on California’s ivory market, the investigator was told by an established ivory 

collector informant that he had attended several auctions conducted by a California gallery 

that included ivory lots.51 Many foreigners attended, some with interpreters, and the ivory 

lots always sold out, with many being purchased by telephone bidders.52 Similarly, a 2014 

report by the International Fund for Animal Welfare found that a significant proportion of 

ivory buyers at U.S. auctions are males of Asian descent.53 The report stated that “[i]n at 

least two of the auction galleries visited, the owners were Chinese, and several auction 

websites posted their catalogs and other promotional materials in Chinese.”54 Even 

reputable auction houses have been responsible for exporting illegal ivory for buyers under 

the pretense of legality. Indeed, according to Service data on ivory seizures, Sotheby’s 

attempted to export a number of the ivory exports seized between 2009 and 2012.55 And in 

2013, ivory vendors in New York City stated that between 2009 and 2011 Chinese buyers 

visited their stores and bought almost everything on display.56  

 

The modifications to export rules contained in the Proposed Rule are also important in the 

context of Chinese policy. Indeed, as the top ivory-consuming nation, China must ban 

export of ivory to both curb its domestic market and to prevent other countries from 

assuming its role in ivory demand. The United States must show leadership in this area to 

continue encouraging other countries like China to enact stringent regulations on the ivory 

market.  

 

 

 

 

                                                           
48 80 Fed. Reg. at 45174. 
49 International Fund for Animal Welfare. (2014) Bidding Against Survival: The Elephant Poaching 

Crisis and the Role of Auctions in the U.S. Ivory Market at 8. Available at 

http://www.ifaw.org/sites/default/files/IFAW-Ivory-Auctions-bidding-against-survival-aug-

2014_0.pdf. 
50 Stiles (2015) at 15.  
51 Id. 
52 Id. at 15.  
53 IFAW (2014) at 22. 
54 Id.  
55 IFAW (2014) at 14.  
56 Stiles (2014) at 15. 

http://www.ifaw.org/sites/default/files/IFAW-Ivory-Auctions-bidding-against-survival-aug-2014_0.pdf
http://www.ifaw.org/sites/default/files/IFAW-Ivory-Auctions-bidding-against-survival-aug-2014_0.pdf
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(3) Regulation of Other Elephant Parts 

 

The United States continues to be a major importer of elephant parts and products in 

addition to trophies and ivory. As detailed in Petitioners’ uplisting petition, between 2003 

and 2012, this included small leather products (57,844 specimens), ivory carvings (56,204 

specimens), and skins (33,184 specimens). United States imports of these parts over the 

period studied far exceed those of other countries (approximate 44% of global total).  

Further, the number of African Elephant skins imported to the United States is 

dramatically increasing (from an average of 797 per year to an average of 2,123 per year in 

recent years). This is likely in part due to burgeoning demand for shoes made from elephant 

leather. The Service asserts that regulating such activity is not necessary because “there is 

no information to indicate that…commercial use of elephant parts and products other than 

ivory has had any effect on the rates or patterns of illegal killing of elephants and the 

illegal trade in ivory.”57 However, even if ivory is the primary motivation for elephant 

poaching, regulating the international and domestic trade in other elephant parts will 

ensure that the new restrictions on the ivory market do not have the impact of incentivizing 

killing elephants for other valuable parts. Further, the Service ignores the broader negative 

impact that commercialization of wildlife parts has on public perception of the need to 

conserve imperiled species. Therefore, we strongly urge the Service to regulate interstate 

and foreign commerce in all African Elephant parts and products in order to provide for the 

conservation of the species. 

 

(4) Regulation of Live Elephants 

 

We applaud the Service for proposing to amend the special rule to apply the take 

prohibition to live African Elephants in captivity in the United States. 

 

As the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Marine Fisheries Service have 

repeatedly acknowledged, when a species, subspecies, or distinct population segment is 

listed, such listing clearly applies to any individual of the listed entity, whether living in 

captivity58 or in the wild. See 16 U.S.C. § 1533(b) (making clear that the take prohibition 

applies to captive animals regardless of the date of listing); 16 U.S.C. § 1538(a)(1) 

(prohibiting the take of “any” endangered species); H.R. Rep. No. 93-412 (1973) (“[t]he term 

‘fish or wildlife’ means all wild animals, whether or not raised in captivity”); 42 Fed. Reg. 

28052 (June 1, 1977) (“captive individuals provide gene pools that deserve continued 

preservation, and such individuals make it possible to re-establish or rejuvenate wild 

populations,” and “[f]or these reasons, the Service will continue to enforce the stringent 

prohibitions of the Act as they relate to captive individuals of a species that is endangered 

in the wild…”); 44 Fed. Reg. 30044 (May 23, 1979) (“The Service has consistently 

maintained that the Act applies to both wild and captive populations of a species…”); 63 

Fed. Reg. 48634, 48636 (September 11, 1998) (explaining that “take” was defined by 

                                                           
57 80 Fed. Reg. at 45161. 
58 FWS regulations define “captivity” to mean that “living wildlife is held in a controlled environment 

that is intensively manipulated by man for the purpose of producing wildlife of the selected species, 

and that has boundaries designed to prevent animal, eggs or gametes of the selected species from 

entering or leaving the controlled environment. General characteristics of captivity may include but 

are not limited to artificial housing, waste removal, health care, protection from predators, and 

artificially supplied food.” 50 C.F.R. § 17.3. 
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Congress to apply to endangered or threatened wildlife “whether wild or captive” and 

conceding that “It is true that the Act applies to all specimens that comprise a ‘species’” and 

“does not distinguish between wild and captive specimens thereof”); 77 Fed. Reg. 431, 434 

(Jan. 5, 2012) (the ESA “specifically covers any species that is listed as endangered or 

threatened, whether it is native to the United States or non-native and whether it is in 

captivity or in the wild.”); 78 Fed. Reg. 33790 (June 5, 2013); 78 Fed. Reg. 35201, 35204 

(June 12, 2013) (“the Act does not allow for captive-held animals to be assigned separate 

legal status from their wild counterparts on the basis of their captive state, including 

through designation as a separate distinct population segment (DPS). It is also not possible 

to separate out captive- held specimens for different legal status under the Act by other 

approaches…”); 79 Fed. Reg. 4313, 4317 (Jan. 27, 2014) (“The ESA does not support the 

exclusion of captive members from a listing based solely on their status as captive.”); 80 

Fed. Reg. 34500 (June 16, 2015). 

 

Thus, it would be arbitrary and capricious for the Service to not extend ESA protections to 

captive elephants, particularly given that the Service has long recognized that certain uses 

of captive animals undermine the conservation of endangered species in the wild. See 57 

Fed. Reg. 548, 550 (January 7, 1992) (There is a danger of “captive-bred animals…[being] 

used for purposes that do not contribute to conservation, such as for pets…or for 

entertainment”); 44 Fed. Reg. 30044, 30045 (May 23, 1979) (“uses of captive wildlife can be 

detrimental to wild populations”); 77 Fed. Reg. 431, 434 (Jan. 5, 2012) (“While the Service 

does believe that captive breeding can provide a significant benefit to endangered species, 

such benefits can only be realized when the breeding program is scientifically based and 

conducted in a manner that contributes to the continued survival of the species… However, 

breeding just to breed, without adequate attention to genetic composition and demographics 

of the breeding population, may not provide a clear conservation benefit to an endangered 

species.”).     

 

Further, studies show that the use of endangered species in entertainment media 

undermines conservation efforts by decreasing public awareness about the plight of 

endangered species, decreasing donations to conservation programs, and facilitating 

poaching and trafficking of wild animals.59 Additionally, studies highlight the need for 

education programs to be carefully crafted to ensure that wildlife exhibition actually has a 

positive impact on viewers.60 Thus, it is imperative that captive elephants be strictly 

protected from take (including the use of bullhooks to force performances, such as occurs at 

the Natural Bridge Zoo and other substandard exhibition facilities) and that ESA permits 

                                                           
59 See, e.g., Steve R. Ross et al., Inappropriate Use and Portrayal of Chimpanzees, Science vol. 319, 

pg. 1487 (2008); Stephen R. Ross et al., Specific Image Characteristics Influence Attitudes about 

Chimpanzee Conservation and Use as Pets, PLoS One 6(7) (July 13, 2011); Kara Schroepfer et al., 

Use of “Entertainment” Chimpanzees in Commercials Distorts Public Perception Regarding Their 

Conservation Status, PLoS One 6(10) (Oct. 12. 2011). 
60 See, e.g., Kristen E. Lukas & Stephen R. Ross, Naturalistic Exhibits May Be More Effective Than 

Traditional Exhibits at Improving Zoo-Visitor Attitudes Toward African Apes, Anthrozoos Vol. 27:3, 

435-455 (Sept. 2014); Eric Jensen, Evaluating Children’s Conservation Biology Learning at the Zoo, 

Conservation Biology Vol. 28:4, 1004-1011 (Aug. 2014); Philip J. Nyhus et al., Thirteen Thousand 

and Counting: How the Growing Captive Tiger Populations Threaten Wild Tigers, in Tigers of the 

World, 2d ed., pp. 232, 237 (2010); BK Anne-Isola Nekaris et al, Tickled to Death: Analysing Public 

Perception of ‘Cute’ Videos of Threatened Species (Slow Lorises – Nycticebus spp.) on Web 2.0 Sites, 

PLoS ONE Vol. 8(7) (July 24, 2013). 
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are required for all actions that harm or harass captive elephants. Such permits should be 

subject to public notice and comment to ensure that otherwise prohibited activities 

involving captive elephants actually enhance the survival of the species. 

 

Similarly, it is imperative that interstate and foreign commerce in live elephants is 

regulated. Thus, we strongly urge the Service to apply those prohibitions to live elephants 

and to narrowly construe the Pre-Act exception for captive elephants to ensure that 

elephants used for commercial enterprises are not exempt from permitting requirements. 

See, e.g., PETA v. FWS, Case No. 14-55471, (9th Cir. 2014). Recently, there has been global 

outrage against the export of wild elephants captured from Zimbabwe and sold to China for 

exhibition61 and three U.S. zoos are now seeking to import 18 elephants from Swaziland. 

The Service must ensure that any proposed imports of live elephants into the U.S. are 

strictly scrutinized through the ESA permitting process under the enhancement standard. 

 

(5) Preemption 

 

We agree with the Service’s interpretation that the ESA does not address intrastate sale of 

ivory and that state laws prohibiting the sale of endangered species parts or products are 

not preempted by federal law. As the Service noted in its proposed rule, two states, New 

York and New Jersey have already passed laws to address their local markets in ivory; a 

similar bill in California is awaiting the Governor’s signature and several states are 

considering similar legislation. Such laws are critical components of a robust enforcement 

framework to address the demand for trinkets that are contributing to the decimation of 

wild populations of African Elephants.  

 

Conclusion 

 

We applaud the Service for taking action to amend the existing special rule, which has 

failed to provide for the conservation of African Elephants, as required by law. While 

Petitioners believe that this species meets the statutory definition of an Endangered species 

and therefore must be protected under the ESA’s strict prohibitions on import, export, 

interstate commerce, and take, if the Service moves forward with finalizing the amended 

special rule we strongly urge the Service to tighten its proposal as indicated herein. 

 

 

Respectfully, 

 

 
Anna Frostic 

Attorney for The Humane Society of the United States 

and The Fund for Animals 

                                                           
61 Bloomberg, Zimbabwe Flies 20 Elephants to China Amid Conservation Efforts (July 6, 2015), 

http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2015-07-06/zimbabwe-flies-20-elephants-to-china-amid-

conservation-efforts. 

http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2015-07-06/zimbabwe-flies-20-elephants-to-china-amid-conservation-efforts
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2015-07-06/zimbabwe-flies-20-elephants-to-china-amid-conservation-efforts
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May 16, 2016 

 

 

Ms. Jessica Evans 

Public Comments Processing  

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, MS:BPHC 

5275 Leesburg Pike  

Falls Church, VA 22041-3803 

 

RE: Comments on 90-Day Finding on Petition to Reclassify the African Elephant 

(Loxodonta africana) as Endangered (FWS-HQ-ES-2016-0010) 

 

Dear Ms. Evans, 

 

On behalf of Humane Society International, International Fund for Animal Welfare, The 

Humane Society of the United States, and The Fund for Animals and all of our members, 

we hereby submit the following comments in response to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service’s initiation of a status review of African elephants (Loxodonta africana) under the 

Endangered Species Act (ESA). 81 Fed. Reg. 14058, 14062 (March 16, 2016). Our 

organizations deeply appreciate the Obama Administration’s commitment to elephant 

conservation and applaud the Service for its work to strengthen the existing threatened 

species regulations for African elephants; however, the best available science – submitted in 

our Petition and updated herein – makes clear that the species meets the statutory 

definition of endangered and must be uplisted. It is imperative that the Service proceeds 

expeditiously to conclude its status review and take action to promote the conservation of 

African elephants. 16 U.S.C. § 1533(b)(3)(B)(ii) (requiring the Service to make a finding 

within 12 months after receiving the petition whether the petitioned action is warranted, 

and if so to “promptly publish…a proposed regulation to implement such action…”). 

 

Legal Background 

 

Since 1978, the African elephant (Loxodonta africana) has been listed as threatened under 

the ESA and regulated under a special rule. 50 C.F.R. §§ 17.11, 17.40(e). In 1988, Congress 

enacted the African elephant Conservation Act (AECA), which authorized the 

establishment of moratoria on imports of African elephant ivory. 16 U.S.C. §§ 4222 et seq. 

In 1992, the Service amended the African elephant special rule to reflect the ivory 

moratoria adopted under the AECA. 57 Fed. Reg. 35473 (Aug. 10, 1992). However, that rule 
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currently allows for unrestricted interstate trade in ivory and other elephant parts, does 

not require permits for all trophy imports, and does not prohibit the take or trade in live 

elephants, and thus fails to promote the conservation of the species. 50 C.F.R. § 17.40(e). 

On July 1, 2013, President Obama issued an Executive Order establishing a Presidential 

Task Force on Wildlife Trafficking to address the escalating international poaching crisis 

and the illegal trade in wildlife and their derivative parts and products. In February 2014, 

the President adopted the National Strategy for Combatting Wildlife Trafficking, 

announcing the Administration’s guiding principles for strengthening enforcement of 

wildlife laws, reducing U.S. demand for illegally traded wildlife, and expanding 

international cooperation and commitment to address this issue. See 

http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/docs/nationalstrategywildlifetrafficking.pdf.  

 

Immediately thereafter, the Service issued Director’s Order No. 210 to strengthen 

enforcement of existing laws and also announced a plan to amend the African elephant 

special rule to tighten restrictions on import, export, and interstate commerce in ivory and 

hunting trophies. See http://www.fws.gov/international/travel-and-trade/ivory-ban-

questions-and-answers.html.  

 

One year later (on February 11, 2015, after no regulatory action from the Service), The 

International Fund for Animal Welfare, Humane Society International, The Humane 

Society of the United States, and The Fund for Animals (hereinafter “Petitioners”) 

petitioned the Service to reclassify the African elephant (Loxodonta africana) from 

threatened to endangered under the ESA. On June 11, 2015, the Center for Biological 

Diversity submitted a petition to list African elephants as two endangered species (Forest 

Elephants, Loxodonta cyclotis, and Savannah Elephants, Loxodonta africana). 16 U.S.C. § 

1533(b)(3). On July 29, 2015, the Service issued a proposed rule to amend the special rule 

for African elephants under the existing threatened listing (however, this rule has not yet 

been finalized and would not offer the same level of protection as an endangered listing). 80 

Fed. Reg. 45154 (July 29, 2015). On March 16, 2016, the Service issued a positive 90-day 

finding on both uplisting petitions, opening up a status review on Loxodonta africana. 81 

Fed. Reg. 14058, 14062 (March 16, 2016). 

 

The ESA requires listing determinations to be made “solely on the basis of the best 

scientific and commercial data available...” 16 U.S.C. § 1533(b)(1)(A). See also TVA v. Hill, 

437 U.S. 153, 184 (1978) (the goal of the ESA is to “reverse the trend toward extinction, 

whatever the cost”); New Mexico Cattle Growers v. U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, 248 F.3d 

1277, 1284-85 (10th Cir. 2001) (quoting H.R. Rep. No. 97-567, pt. 1 at 29 (1982), “‘The 

addition of the word ‘solely’ is intended to remove from the process of listing or delisting of 

species any factor not related to the biological status of the species.’”); H.R. Conf. Rep. No. 

835, 97th Cong. 2d Sess. 19-20 (1982) (the limitations on the factors the Service may 

consider in making listing decisions were intended to “ensure that decisions . . . pertaining 

to listing . . . are based solely upon biological criteria and to prevent nonbiological 

considerations from affecting such decisions.”).  

 

As evidenced in our Petition and supplemented by these comments, the best available 

science indicates that listing African elephants as endangered is warranted. 

 

 

http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/docs/nationalstrategywildlifetrafficking.pdf
http://www.fws.gov/international/travel-and-trade/ivory-ban-questions-and-answers.html
http://www.fws.gov/international/travel-and-trade/ivory-ban-questions-and-answers.html
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New Scientific Evidence Supports Uplisting 

 

As detailed at length in our Petition, the African elephant has suffered a population-wide 

decline of at least 60% since the Service listed the African elephant as threatened in 1978 

due to habitat loss, poaching, commercial exploitation, trophy hunting, human-elephant 

conflict, regional conflict and instability, and climate change, which put the species in 

danger of extinction. The latest population numbers from the IUCN Elephant Database 

now show that the total number of Definite and Probable elephants has dropped to 473,468, 

equating to a 63.57% decline since 1978 and evidencing a continued decline in elephant 

abundance.1 A Great Elephant Census is currently underway – conceptualized by 

Elephants Without Borders and in partnership with the Wildlife Conservation Society, The 

Nature Conservancy and other conservation organizations, researchers are conducting an 

aerial survey of 20 elephant range countries and plan to release the results of the survey in 

the summer of 2016.2 Some initial results from that survey are deeply concerning – for 

example, in Tanzania, once a haven for the world’s largest land animal, the elephant 

population in Tanzania has decreased 50-60% just since 2009.3 Thus, the best available 

science continues to demonstrate the African elephant’s dire plight.  

 

A. Habitat Loss and Modification 

 

The African elephant lost over 54% of its range between 1979-2007 (as documented in the 

Petition), and new scientific studies released in the last year confirm that habitat loss and 

modification continues to endanger the continued existence of the species. For example: 

 

 Kioko, J., V. Herbert, D. Mwetta, Y. Kilango, M. Murphy-Williams, and C. Kiffner. 

(2015). Environmental correlates of African elephant (Loxodonta Africana) 

distribution in Manyara Area, Tanzania. Annual Research and Review in biology, 5, 

147-154. 

o Noting that in the Tarangire Manyara ecosystem of Tanzania agriculture 

increased five-fold from 1984-2000 and confirming that elephants in that 

ecosystem are increasingly becoming constricted to protected areas and losing 

habitat to expanding farmland and urban areas, emphasizing the importance 

of protecting elephant corridors to reduce habitat fragmentation. 

 

                                                           
1 IUCN, Elephant Database: Continental Totals (2013), at 

http://www.elephantdatabase.org/preview_report/2013_africa_final/2013/Africa. See also CITES, 

African Elephants Still in Decline Due to High Levels of Poaching (March 3, 2016), at 

https://cites.org/eng/news/pr/african_elephants_still_in_decline_due_to_high_levels_of_poaching_030

32016. 
2 The Great Elephant Census – A Paul G. Allen Project, at http://www.greatelephantcensus.com/the-

census/.  
3 See Paul Steyn, Largest Wildlife Census in History Makes Waves in Conservation, National 

Geographic (Jan. 4, 2016), http://news.nationalgeographic.com/2016/01/160104-great-elephant-

census-vulcan-paul-allen-elephants-conservation/ (aerial census estimates 53% decline in Tanzania, 

from an estimated 109,000 in 2009 to 51,000 in 2015); Maraya Cornell, Why Are Most of Tanzania’s 

Elephants Disappearing?, National Geographic (June 12, 2015), at 

http://news.nationalgeographic.com/2015/06/150612-tanzania-environmental-investigation-agency-

mary-rice-elephants-poaching-cites-corruption/ (reporting that Tanzania’s own estimate is that its 

elephant population plummeted by more than 60% from 2009-2014).  

http://www.elephantdatabase.org/preview_report/2013_africa_final/2013/Africa
https://cites.org/eng/news/pr/african_elephants_still_in_decline_due_to_high_levels_of_poaching_03032016
https://cites.org/eng/news/pr/african_elephants_still_in_decline_due_to_high_levels_of_poaching_03032016
http://www.greatelephantcensus.com/the-census/
http://www.greatelephantcensus.com/the-census/
http://news.nationalgeographic.com/2016/01/160104-great-elephant-census-vulcan-paul-allen-elephants-conservation/
http://news.nationalgeographic.com/2016/01/160104-great-elephant-census-vulcan-paul-allen-elephants-conservation/
http://news.nationalgeographic.com/2015/06/150612-tanzania-environmental-investigation-agency-mary-rice-elephants-poaching-cites-corruption/
http://news.nationalgeographic.com/2015/06/150612-tanzania-environmental-investigation-agency-mary-rice-elephants-poaching-cites-corruption/
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 Okello, M. M., L. Kenana, D. Muteti, F. Warinwa, J. W. Kiringe, N. W. Sitati, H. 

Maliti, E. Kanga, H. Kija, S. Bakari, P. Muruthi, S. Ndambuki, N. Gichohi, D. 

Kimutai, and M. Mwita. (2015). The status of key large mammals in the Kenya – 

Tanzania borderland: a comparative analysis and conservation implications. 

International Journal of Biodiversity Conservation, 7, 267-276. 

o Discussing the impacts of severe drought on elephants and other mammals in 

northern Tanzania, noting that African elephants continue to be a species of 

conservation concern, with low values of population growth and highlighting 

the need to make dispersal from protected areas safer through improving 

community support for elephant conservation.  

 

 De Boer, W. F., J. W. A. Van Oort, M. Grover, and M. J. S. Peel. (2015). Elephant-

mediated habitat modifications and changes in herbivore species assemblages in 

Sabi Sand, South Africa. European Journal of Wildlife Resources, 61, 491-503. 

o Demonstrating the keystone nature of elephants and shows that reductions 

in elephant densities from poaching may trigger cascading impacts on the 

wider herbivore community structure, emphasizing the importance of 

preserving sufficient elephant habitat. 

 

 McKnight, B. L. (2015). Relationship between group dynamics and spatial 

distribution of African elephants in a semi-arid environment. African Journal of 

Ecology. doi: 10.1111/aje.12223.  

o Discussing elephant distribution in Tsavo East National Park, Kenya, noting 

that poaching is a factor in elephant distribution, in addition to ecological and 

other anthropogenic factors. 

 

 Mose, V. N., and D. Western. (2015). Spatial cluster analysis for large herbivore 

distributions: Amboseli ecosystem, Kenya. Ecological Informatics, 30, 203-206.  

o Confirming that “increased human activity across the ecosystem and around 

the national park, coupled with heavy poaching for ivory in the 1970s, 

compressed elephant populations into the safety of the national park”, 

thereby reducing the range of the species. 

 

B. Overutilization for Commercial, Recreational, or Scientific purposes 

 

Our Petition presented original analysis of the best available data on the trade in African 

elephant parts between 2003 through 2012, inclusive. This section includes an updated 

analysis of data for the years 2013 and 2014,4 obtained from the United Nations 

Environment Programme-World Conservation Monitoring Centre (UNEP-WCMC) 

Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora 

(CITES) Trade Database on May 6th, 2016. This updated data confirms the enormous role 

that the United States plays in the unsustainable global trade of African elephant parts – 

the U.S. accounts for 22% of all global net imports, importing an estimated 3,356 elephants 

of the total 15,189 African elephants imported globally in 2013 and 2014. This U.S. total 

includes an estimated 3,027 elephants killed for trophy imports by Americans and the 

commercial import of 302 elephant skins. The total amount of elephant ivory that is 

                                                           
4 Note that the year 2015 is not covered by these comments because the UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade 

Database is not yet updated with the latest figures for that year. 
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illegally imported into this country or traded internationally is not accounted for in this 

data; however, investigations reveal that ivory from recently-poached elephants continues 

to be sold in the U.S. at an alarming rate. Further, new science presented in this section 

confirms that poaching for the ivory trade and hunting for trophies both are completely 

unsustainable. Thus, the best available scientific and commercial data continues to 

demonstrate that African elephants are in danger of extinction from overutilization for 

commercial and recreational purposes. 

 

1) Net Imports5 from All Sources and for All Purposes (2013-2014) 

 

a. Estimated elephants in trade (all sources and all purposes) 

 

Global imports: Between 2013 and 2014, inclusive, the total number of African elephants 

reflected by the reported international trade (global net imports from all sources and for all 

purposes) is 15,189. The calculations are detailed below. 

 

In terms of measurable units, net elephant product imports during 2013 and 2014 included 

34,167 kilograms (kg) (34.1 metric tons) of ivory.6 Using an average tusk weight of 6.66 kg 

per tusk,7 this represents an estimated 5,130 African elephants (calculation: 34,167 kg ÷ 

6.66 kg = 5,130).  

 

When this number of elephants is combined with imports without a measurable unit, 

including the global net 2013-2014 imports of tusks (3,843 tusks ÷ 2 = 1,921 elephants), 

trophies (1,945), bodies (16), live elephants (17), and skins (6,160), the total estimated 

number of African elephants imported in that time span is 15,189.8 (Calculation: 5,130 + 

1,921 + 1,945 + 16 + 17 + 6,160 = 15,189 estimated elephants).  

 

Moreover, in terms of all African elephant specimens imported between 2013 and 2014 

(without a measurable unit), 94,154 specimens were documented as net imports. It is 

impossible to determine how many elephants may be represented by this figure, and 

therefore this number is not used in calculating the total (meaning that these estimates are 

necessarily conservative).  

                                                           
5 In the UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database, the user is prompted to select one of the following 

report types: gross exports, gross imports, net exports or net imports. A net trade output first 

calculates a country’s gross (re-)exports and gross imports, and then gives the positive difference 

between the two values. This type of output aims to give an estimate of the actual number of items 

being traded. CITES Trade Database Guide. 
6 This figure was derived by adding up the weight figures (in grams and kg) for four types of 

specimens including ivory carvings, ivory pieces, ivory scraps, and tusks, as reported in the UNEP-

WCMC CITES Trade Database when searching for “net imports” of all sources and all purposes. 

Other measurable units such as pairs, sets, or centimeters cannot be added to estimate numbers of 

elephants.  
7 Wasser S., et al., Combating Trans-National Organized Crime Using DNA Assignment of Poaching 

Hotspots (2009), available at http://isfg2013.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/06/Thu-P3-1505-S-Wasser-

M1.pdf (A study sponsored by U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, University of Washington Center for 

Conservation Biology, International Fund for Animal Welfare, and the U.S. National Institute for 

Justice.) 
8 Note that there is a one-to-one ratio between trophy imports, body imports, live imports, and skin 

imports and the number of elephants.  

http://isfg2013.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/06/Thu-P3-1505-S-Wasser-M1.pdf
http://isfg2013.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/06/Thu-P3-1505-S-Wasser-M1.pdf
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Table 1: Global Net Imports and Estimated Numbers of Elephants, All Sources 

and All Purposes (2013-2014) 

All 

Specimens 

Ivory kg Tusk 

specimens 

Trophies Bodies Live Skins Total 

Elephants 

94,154 (all 

terms, no 

unit) (*not 

added to 

total of 

elephants) 

34,167 kg 

÷ 6.66 kg 

(avg. 

weight 

per tusk) 

= 5,130 

elephants 

3,843 (no 

unit) ÷ 2 

(number of 

tusks per 

elephant) 

= 1,921 

elephants 

1,945 

trophies = 

1,945 

elephants 

16 

bodies = 

16 

elephant

s 

17 live = 

17 

elephant

s 

6,160 

skins = 

6,160 

elephants 

15,189 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database, search completed on May 6th, 2016 using the 

following terms: Loxodonta africana, year range 2013-2014, all sources, all purposes.  

 

 

U.S. imports: The original analysis presented here estimates that between 2013 and 2014, 

inclusive, the total number of African elephants imported to the United States (net imports 

from all sources and for all purposes) is 3,356 or approximately 22% of all global net 

imports (15,189 African elephants) between 2013 and 2014. The calculations are detailed 

below. 

 

In terms of measurable units, net elephant product imports between 2013 and 2014 

included 8,031 kilograms (kg) (8.03 metric tons) of ivory. Using an average tusk weight of 

6.66 kg per tusk, this represents an estimated 1,206 African elephants (calculation: 8,031 

kg ÷ 6.66 kg = 1,206).  

 

When this number of elephants is combined with imports without a measurable unit, 

including the global net 2013-2014 imports of tusks (1,176 tusks ÷ 2 = 589 elephants), 

trophies (907), bodies (0), live elephants (4), and skins (650), the total estimated number of 

African elephants imported to U.S. in that time span is 3,348. (Calculation: 1,206 + 589 + 

907 + 0 + 4 + 650 = 3,356 estimated elephants).  

 

Moreover, in terms of all African elephant specimens imported to the U.S. between 2013 

and 2014 (without a measurable unit), 34,157 specimens were documented as net imports. 

It is impossible to determine how many elephants may be represented by this figure, and 

therefore this number is not used in calculating the total. 

 

Table 1: United States Net Imports and Estimated Numbers of Elephants, All 

Sources and All Purposes (2013-2014) 

All 

Specimens 

Ivory kg Tusk 

specimens 

Trophies Bodies Live Skins Total 

Elephants 

34,157 (all 

terms, no 

unit) (*not 

added to 

total 

elephants) 

8,031 kg 

÷ 6.66 kg 

(avg. 

weight 

per tusk) 

= 1,206 

elephants 

1,176 (no 

unit) ÷ 2 

(number of 

tusks per 

elephant) 

= 589 

elephants 

907 

trophies = 

907 

elephants 

0 bodies 

= 0 

elephant

s 

4 live = 4 

elephant

s 

650 skins 

= 650 

elephants 

3,356 
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Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database, search completed on May 6th, 2016 using the 

following terms: Loxodonta africana, year range 2013-2014, all sources, all purposes. Search filtered 

for U.S. 

 

2) Net Imports from Wild Sources and for All Purposes  

 

a. Estimated elephants in trade (wild-sourced and for all 

purposes) 

 

Global wild-sourced imports: The original analysis presented here estimates that between 

2013 and 2014 (inclusive) the total number of wild-sourced African elephants reflected by 

the reported international trade (global net imports from all sources and for all purposes) is 

13,748 or approximately 90% of all global net imports (15,189 African elephants) between 

2013 and 2014. The calculations are detailed below. 

 

In terms of measurable units, net wild-sourced elephant product imports between 2013 and 

2014 included 29,708 kilograms (kg) (29.7 metric tons) of ivory. Using an average tusk 

weight of 6.66 kg per tusk, this represents an estimated 4,461 African elephants 

(calculation: 29,708 kg ÷ 6.66 kg = 4,461).  

 

When this number of elephants is combined with imports without a measurable unit, 

including the global net 2013-2014 imports of tusks (2,633 tusks ÷ 2 = 1,317 elephants), 

trophies (1,906), bodies (16), live elephants (7), and skins (6,041), the total estimated 

number of wild-sourced African elephants in international trade in that time span is 

13,748. (Calculation: 4,461 + 1,317 + 1,906 + 16 + 7 + 6,041 = 13,748 estimated elephants).  

 

Moreover, in terms of all wild-sourced African elephant specimens in trade between 2013 

and 2014 (without a measurable unit), 69,703 specimens were documented as net imports. 

It is impossible to determine how many elephants may be represented by this figure, and 

therefore this number is not used in calculating the total.  

 

Table 3: Global Net Wild-Sourced Imports and Estimated Numbers of Elephants, 

All Sources and All Purposes (2013-2014) 

All 

Specimens 

Ivory kg Tusk 

specimens 

Trophies Bodies Live Skins Total 

Elephants 

69,703 (all 

terms, no 

unit) (*not 

added to 

total of 

elephants) 

29,708 kg 

÷ 6.66 kg 

(avg. 

weight 

per tusk) 

= 4,461 

elephants 

2,633 (no 

unit) ÷ 2 

(number of 

tusks per 

elephant) 

= 1,317 

elephants 

1,906 

trophies = 

1,906 

elephants 

 16 

bodies = 

16 

elephant

s 

 7 live = 

7 

elephant

s 

6,041 

skins = 

6,041 

elephants 

13,748 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database, search completed on May 6th, 2016 using the 

following terms: Loxodonta africana, year range 2013-2014, wild-sourced, all purposes.  

 

U.S. wild-sourced imports: The original analysis presented here estimates that between 

2013 and 2014 (inclusive) the total number of wild-sourced African elephants imported to 

the United States (net imports from all sources and for all purposes) is 3,336 or 
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approximately 24% of global net imports of wild-sourced elephant parts (13,748 African 

elephants) between 2013 and 2014. The calculations are detailed below. 

 

In terms of measurable units, net wild-sourced elephant product imports between 2013 and 

2014 included 8,018 kilograms (kg) (8.01 metric tons) of ivory. Using an average tusk 

weight of 6.66 kg per tusk, this represents an estimated 1,204 African elephants 

(calculation: 8,018 kg ÷ 6.66 kg = 1,204).  

 

When this number of elephants is combined with imports without a measurable unit, 

including the global net 2013-2014 imports of tusks (1,151 tusks ÷ 2 = 576 elephants), 

trophies (902), bodies (0), live elephants (4), and skins (650), the total estimated number of 

African elephants imported to U.S. in that time span is 3,336. (Calculation: 1,204 + 576 + 

902 + 0 + 4 + 650 = 3,336 estimated elephants).  

 

Moreover, in terms of all African elephant specimens imported to the U.S. between 2013 

and 2014 (without a measurable unit), 28,312 specimens were documented as net imports. 

It is impossible to determine how many elephants may be represented by this figure, and 

therefore this number is not used in calculating the total. 

 

Table 4: United States Net Imports and Estimated Numbers of Elephants, Wild-

Sourced and All Purposes (2013-2014) 

All 

Specimens 

Ivory kg Tusk 

specimens 

Trophies Bodies Live Skins Total 

Elephants 

28,312 (all 

terms, no 

unit) (*not 

added to 

total 

elephants) 

8,018 kg 

÷ 6.66 kg 

(avg. 

weight 

per tusk) 

= 1,204 

elephants 

1,151 (no 

unit) ÷ 2 

(number of 

tusks per 

elephant) 

= 576 

elephants 

902 

trophies = 

902 

elephants 

0 bodies 

= 0 

elephant

s 

4 live = 4 

elephant

s 

650 skins 

= 650 

elephants 

3,336 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database, search completed on May 6th, 2016 using the 

following terms: Loxodonta africana, year range 2013-2014, wild-sourced sources, all purposes. 

Search filtered for U.S. 

 

3) Top Three Purposes of International Trade in African Elephants 

 

In our initial February 2015 African elephant uplisting petition, the top three purposes of 

international trade identified were: commercial, hunting trophy, and personal. For the 

updated figures presented in these comments for the years 2013 and 2014, we provide new 

information only on these top three purposes.  Provided that the most critical information is 

on wild-sourced specimens, the updates on these three purposes reflect only wild-sourced 

trade. Together these three purposes account for an estimated 13,723 (5,249 commercial + 

6,295 hunting trophy + 2,179 personal) African elephants in global trade between 2013 and 

2014, or 90% of the total estimated African elephants in trade between 2013 and 2014 

inclusive (15,189). 

 

 

 

 



9 

 

a. Commercial Purpose 

 

i. Estimated elephants in trade (commercial purpose) 

 

Global commercial imports: The original analysis presented here estimates that between 

2013 and 2014 (inclusive) the total number of wild-sourced African elephants reflected by 

the reported commercial international trade (global net wild-sourced imports for 

commercial purposes) is 5,249. The calculations are detailed below. 

 

In terms of measurable units, net commercial imports of wild-sourced elephant product 

during the 2013-2014 year span included no ivory (by weight) but did include 9 tusks or 

approximately 5 elephants (9 ÷ 2 = 4.5). In addition, other products representing a whole 

elephant were also imported for commercial purposes, including trophies (45), live 

elephants (1), and skins (5,198). Therefore the total estimated number of wild-sourced 

African elephants imported for commercial purposes in that time span was 5,249. 

(Calculation: 5+ 45 + 1 + 5,198 = 5,249 estimated elephants).  

 

Moreover, in terms of all wild-sourced African elephant specimens imported for commercial 

purposes between 2013 and 2014 (without a measurable unit), 43,397 specimens were 

documented as net imports. It is impossible to determine how many elephants may be 

represented by this figure, and therefore this number is not used in calculating the total.  

 

Table 5: Global Net Commercial Imports and Estimated Numbers of Elephants, 

Wild-Sourced (2013-2014) 

All 

Specimens 

Ivory kg Tusk 

specimens 

Trophies Bodies Live Skins Total 

Elephants 

43,397 (all 

terms, no 

unit) (*not 

added to 

total of 

elephants) 

0 kg ÷ 

6.66 kg 

(avg. 

weight 

per tusk) 

=  0 

elephants 

9 (no unit) ÷ 2 

(number of 

tusks per 

elephant) 

= 5 elephants 

45 

trophies =  

45 

elephants 

0  bodies 

=  0 

elephant

s 

  1 live =  

1 

elephant 

5,198 

skins =  

5,198 

elephants 

5,249 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database, search completed on May 6th, 2016 using the 

following terms: Loxodonta africana, T-Commercial purpose, year range 2013-2014, wild-sourced.  

 

U.S. commercial imports: The original analysis presented here estimates that between 2013 

and 2014, inclusive, the total number of wild-sourced African elephants reflected by the 

reported U.S. commercial net imports is 303 or 5.8% of the global net imports. The 

calculations are detailed below. 

 

In terms of measurable units, net U.S. commercial imports of wild-sourced elephant 

products during the 2013-2014 year span included no ivory (by weight) but did include 2 

tusks or 1 elephant (2 ÷ 2 = 1). In addition, 302 skins were also imported to the U.S. for 

commercial purposes. Therefore the total estimated number of wild-sourced African 

elephants imported to the U.S. for commercial purposes is 303. (Calculation: 1 + 302 = 303 

estimated elephants).  
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Moreover, in terms of all wild-sourced African elephant specimens imported to the U.S. for 

commercial purposes between 2013 and 2014 (without a measurable unit), 17,022 

specimens were documented as net imports. It is impossible to determine how many 

elephants may be represented by this figure, and therefore this number is not used in 

calculating the total.  

 

Table 6: United States Net Commercial Imports and Estimated Numbers of 

Elephants, Wild-Sourced (2013-2014) 
 

All 

Specimens 

Ivory kg Tusk 

specimens 

Trophies Bodies Live Skins Total 

Elephants 

17,022 (all 

terms, no 

unit) (*not 

added to 

total of 

elephants) 

0 kg ÷ 

6.66 kg 

(avg. 

weight 

per tusk) 

= 0 

elephants 

2 (no unit) ÷ 2 

(number of 

tusks per 

elephant) 

= 1 elephants 

0 trophies 

=  0 

elephants 

 0 bodies 

=  0 

elephant

s 

  0 live = 

0 

elephant

s 

302 skins 

=  302 

elephants 

303 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database, search completed on May 6th, 2016 using the 

following terms: Loxodonta africana, T-Commercial purpose, year range 2013-2014, wild-sourced. 

Search filtered for U.S. 

  

                            ii. Global and U.S. imports of African elephant skins 

 

As articulated in our 2015 African elephant uplisting petition, one major category of global 

imports are African elephant skins, skin pieces, unidentified products made of skin leather 

(small and large), and other leather products such as shoes. This section offers updated 

figures on global and U.S. imports of elephant skin products between 2013 and 2014, 

inclusive.  

 

According to the CITES Trade Database, global net wild-sourced imports included 6,160 

skins between 2013 and 2014. CITES defines each “skin” as a “substantially whole skin” 

and this equates to 6,041 elephants supplying this number of skins. This impact on 

elephants part of the skin trade does not include the additional elephants killed to supply 

other skin-type imports over these two years: skins by kilogram (40,000kg), skins by meters 

squared (76m2), skin pieces (12,808), large leather products (536), small leather products 

(13,769), small leather products by kilograms (65kg), small leather products by meters 

squared (4,576m2), and small leather products by grams (3 grams).  

 

Of this trade, the U.S. net imports included 650 skins (302 of which were imported for 

commercial purposes). If each skin imported is a whole skin, this equates to 650 elephants 

supplying this number of skins. Again, this impact on elephants part of the skin trade does 

not include the additional elephants killed to supply the other skin-type of imports to the 

U.S. over the two year period: skin pieces (9,616), large leather products (411), small 

leather products (6,963), and small leather products by meters squared (309m2). See 

Appendix for more detail.  
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b. Hunting Trophy Purpose 

 

i. Estimated elephants in trade (hunting trophy purpose) 

 

Global hunting trophy imports: The original analysis presented here estimates that 

between 2013 and 2014 (inclusive) the total number of African elephants reflected by the 

reported global wild-sourced net imports for hunting trophy purpose is 6,295. The 

calculations are detailed below. 

 

In terms of measurable units, global wild-sourced net elephant product imports during the 

2013-2014 year span included 16,369 kilograms (kg) (16.4 metric tons) of ivory. Using an 

average tusk weight of 6.66 kg per tusk, this represents an estimated 2,457 African 

elephants (calculation: 16,369 kg ÷ 6.66 kg = 2,457).  

 

When this number of elephants is combined with global wild-sourced imports without a 

measurable unit, including the global net 2013-2014 imports of tusks (2,563) (2,563 tusks ÷ 

2 = 1,282 elephants), trophies (1,664), bodies (7), live elephants (0), and skins (885), the 

total estimated number of African elephants represented by global net imports for hunting 

trophy purpose is 6,295. (Calculation: 2,457 + 1,282 + 1,664 + 7 + 885 = 6,295 estimated 

elephants).  

 

Moreover, in terms of all African elephant specimens imported globally for trophy hunting 

purposes between 2013 and 2014 (without a measurable unit), 13,461 specimens were 

documented as net imports. It is impossible to determine how many elephants may be 

represented by this figure, and therefore this number is not used in calculating the total.  

 

Table 7: Global Net Hunting Trophy Imports and Estimated Numbers of 

Elephants, Wild-Sourced (2013-2014) 

All 

Specimens 

Ivory kg Tusk 

specimens 

Trophies Bodies Live Skins Total 

Elephants 

13,461 (all 

terms, no 

unit) (*not 

added to 

total of 

elephants) 

16,369 kg 

÷ 6.66 kg 

(avg. 

weight 

per tusk) 

=  2,457 

elephants 

2,563 (no 

unit) ÷ 2 

(number of 

tusks per 

elephant) 

= 1,282 

elephants 

1,664 

trophies =  

1,664 

elephants 

 7 bodies 

=  7 

elephant

s 

0  live =  

0 

elephant

s 

885 skins 

=  885 

elephants 

 

6,295 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database, search completed on May 6th, 2016 using the 

following terms: Loxodonta africana, H-Hunting trophy purpose, year range 2013-2014, wild-sourced.  

 

U.S. hunting trophy imports: The original analysis presented here estimates that between 

2013 and 2014 (inclusive) the total number of African elephants reflected by the reported 

wild-sourced U.S. net imports for hunting trophy purpose is 3,027 or approximately 48% of 

global net imports for trophy hunting purpose (6,295). The calculations are detailed below. 

 

In terms of measurable units, wild-sourced U.S. net imports of elephant products for trophy 

hunting purpose between 2013 and 2014 included 7,973 kilograms (kg) (7.9 metric tons) of 

ivory. Using an average tusk weight of 6.66 kg per tusk, this represents an estimated 1,197 

African elephants (calculation: 7,973 kg ÷ 6.66 kg = 1,197).  



12 

 

 

When this number of elephants is combined with wild-sourced U.S. trophy hunting purpose 

imports without a measurable unit, including the net 2013-2014 imports of tusks (1,139) 

(1,139 tusks ÷ 2 = 570 elephants), trophies (813), bodies (0), live elephants (0), and skins 

(447) , the total estimated number of African elephants represented by U.S. net imports for 

hunting trophy purpose is 3,027. (Calculation: 1,197 + 570 + 813+ 447 = 3,027 estimated 

elephants).  

 

Moreover, in terms of all wild-sourced African elephant specimens imported to the U.S. for 

trophy hunting purposes between 2013 and 2014 (without a measurable unit), 6,578 

specimens were documented as net imports. It is impossible to determine how many 

elephants may be represented by this figure, and therefore this number is not used in 

calculating the total. 

 

Table 8: United States Net Hunting Trophy Imports and Estimated Numbers of 

Elephants, Wild-Sourced (2013-2014) 
 

All 

Specimens 

Ivory kg Tusk 

specimens 

Trophies Bodies Live Skins Total 

Elephants 

6,578 (all 

terms, no 

unit) (*not 

added to 

total of 

elephants) 

7,973 kg 

÷ 6.66 kg 

(avg. 

weight 

per tusk) 

=  1,197 

elephants 

1,139 (no 

unit) ÷ 2 

(number of 

tusks per 

elephant) 

= 570 

elephants 

813 

trophies = 

813 

elephants 

  0 

bodies =  

0 

elephant

s 

0  live =  

0 

elephant

s 

447 skins 

=  447 

elephants 

3,027 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database, search completed on May 6th, 2016 using the 

following terms: Loxodonta africana, H-Hunting trophy purpose, year range 2013-2014, wild-sourced. 

Search filtered for U.S. 

 

c.  Personal Purpose 

 

i. Estimated elephants in trade (personal purpose) 

 

Global personal imports: The original analysis presented here estimates that between 2013 

and 2014 (inclusive) the total number of African elephants reflected by the reported global 

wild-sourced net imports for personal purpose is 2,179. The calculations are detailed below. 

 

In terms of measurable units, global wild-sourced net elephant product imports for personal 

purpose during the 2013-2014 year span included 11,474 kilograms (kg) (11.4 metric tons) 

of ivory. Using an average tusk weight of 6.66 kg per tusk, this represents an estimated 

1,723 African elephants (calculation: 11,474 kg ÷ 6.66 kg = 1,723).  

 

When this number of elephants is combined with global wild-sourced imports for personal 

purpose without a measurable unit, including the global net 2013-2014 imports of tusks 

(94) (94 tusks ÷ 2 = 47 elephants), trophies (276), bodies (8), live elephants (0), and skins 

(125) , the total estimated number of African elephants represented by global net imports 

for hunting trophy purpose is 2,179. (Calculation: 1,723 + 47 + 276 + 8 + 125 = 2,179 

estimated elephants).  
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Moreover, in terms of all African elephant specimens imported globally for personal 

purposes between 2013 and 2014 (without a measurable unit), 7,594 specimens were 

documented as net imports. It is impossible to determine how many elephants may be 

represented by this figure, and therefore this number is not used in calculating the total.  

 

Table 9: Global Net Personal Purpose Imports and Estimated Numbers of 

Elephants, Wild-Sourced (2013-2014) 

All 

Specimens 

Ivory kg Tusk 

specimens 

Trophies Bodies Live Skins Total 

Elephants 

7,594 (all 

terms, no 

unit) (*not 

added to 

total of 

elephants) 

11,474 kg 

÷ 6.66 kg 

(avg. 

weight 

per tusk) 

=  1,723 

elephants 

94 (no unit) ÷ 

2 (number of 

tusks per 

elephant) 

= 47 

elephants 

276 

trophies = 

276  

elephants 

  8 

bodies =  

8 

elephant

s 

 0 live = 

0 

elephant

s 

125 skins 

=  125 

elephants 

2,179 

 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database, search completed on May 6th, 2016 using the 

following terms: Loxodonta africana, P-Personal purpose, year range 2013-2014, wild-sourced.  

 

U.S. personal imports: The original analysis presented here estimates that between 2013 

and 2014 (inclusive) the total number of African elephants reflected by the reported U.S. 

wild-sourced net imports for personal purpose is 147 or approximately 6.7% of all net 

African elephant wild-sourced imports for personal purpose (2,179). The calculations are 

detailed below. 

 

In terms of measurable units, U.S. wild-sourced net elephant product imports for personal 

purpose during the 2013-2014 year span included 30 kilograms (kg) of ivory. Using an 

average tusk weight of 6.66 kg per tusk, this represents an estimated 5African elephants 

(calculation: 30 kg ÷ 6.66 kg = 5).  

 

When this number of elephants is combined with global wild-sourced imports for personal 

purpose without a measurable unit, including the global net 2013-2014 imports of tusks 

(12) (12 tusks ÷ 2 = 6 elephants), trophies (96), bodies (0), live elephants (0), and skins (40) , 

the total estimated number of African elephants represented by global net imports for 

hunting trophy purpose is 147. (Calculation: 5 + 6 + 96 + 40 = 147 estimated elephants).  

 

Moreover, in terms of all African elephant specimens imported to the U.S. for personal 

purposes between 2013 and 2014 (without a measurable unit), 2,711 specimens were 

documented as net imports. It is impossible to determine how many elephants may be 

represented by this figure, and therefore this number is not used in calculating the total.  

 

Table 10: United States Net Personal Purpose Imports and Estimated Numbers of 

Elephants, Wild-Sourced (2013-2014) 
 

All 

Specimens 

Ivory kg Tusk 

specimens 

Trophies Bodies Live Skins Total 

Elephants 

2,711 (all 

terms, no 

unit) (*not 

added to 

30 kg ÷ 

6.66 kg 

(avg. 

weight 

12 (no unit) ÷ 

2 (number of 

tusks per 

elephant) 

96 

trophies =  

96 

elephants 

 0 bodies 

=  0 

elephant

s 

  0 live = 

0  

elephant

s 

40 skins = 

40 

elephants 

147 



14 

 

total of 

elephants) 

per tusk) 

= 5 

elephants 

= 6 elephants 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database, search completed on May 6th, 2016 using the 

following terms: Loxodonta africana, P-Personal purpose, year range 2013-2014, wild-sourced. Search 

filtered for U.S. 

 

 

4) Global Exporters of African Elephant Specimens (2013-2014) 

 

As identified in our 2015 uplisting petition for the African elephant, there are thirty-

seven African elephant range States.9 They are as follows: Angola, Benin, Botswana, 

Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Central African Republic, Chad, Republic of Congo, 

Democratic, Republic of the Congo, Côte d'Ivoire, Equatorial Guinea, Eritrea, Ethiopia, 

Gabon, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea Bissau, Kenya, Liberia, Malawi, Mali, Mozambique, 

Namibia, Niger, le Nigeria, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Somalia, South Africa, 

Sudan, Swaziland, United Republic of Tanzania, Togo, Uganda, Zambia, and Zimbabwe. 

 

Evaluating the scale of global exports of wild-sourced African elephant specimens 

between 2013 and 2014 (inclusive) reveals that the top three exporters of wild-sourced 

African elephant specimens for all purposes were Zimbabwe, South Africa, and 

Botswana. Zimbabwe exported an estimated 8,122 wild-sourced African elephants 

between 2013 and 2014 for all purposes. South Africa exported an estimated 3,485 wild-

sourced African elephants between 2013 and 2014 for all purposes. Botswana exported 

an estimated 1,160 wild-sourced African elephants between 2013 and 2014 for all 

purposes. Other top exporters and breakdown by type of specimen exported can be found 

in Table 11 below.10 

 

Table 11: Global Net Exports of African Elephant Bodies, Skins, Trophies, Tusk 

Pairs, and Live Animals; All Sources and Purposes (2013-2014) 
 

 

Bodies Trophies Skins Live 

Tusk 

Pairs 

Elephants 

Represented by 

Ivory KGs 

TOTAL 

ESTIMATED 

ELEPHANTS 

Zimbabwe 4 542 3048 

 

361 4167 8122 

South Africa 9 483 2815 

 

178 

 

3485 

Botswana  535 107 

 

518 

 

1160 

Singapore  

    

277 277 

Namibia 

 

111 2 6 111 

 

230 

Mozambique  76 8 

 

100 9 193 

Tanzania 3 86 13 

 

32 

 

134 

Cameroon  38 

  

6 

 

44 

                                                           
9 CITES, African Elephant Action Plan, CITES COP15 INF. 68 (2010) available at 

http://cmsdata.iucn.org/downloads/e15i_68.pdf.  
10 Note that total net exports reported in the UNEP-WCMC CITES Database may add up to a 

different total than total net imports due to reporting differences between various countries, 

potential errors in reporting, and poor reporting by countries to the UNEP-WCMC.  

http://cmsdata.iucn.org/downloads/e15i_68.pdf
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Bodies Trophies Skins Live 

Tusk 

Pairs 

Elephants 

Represented by 

Ivory KGs 

TOTAL 

ESTIMATED 

ELEPHANTS 

Zambia 

 

18 14 

 

10 

 

42 

Italy 

  

20 

 

0 

 

20 

Sweden 

 

17 

  

0 

 

17 

Denmark 

  

11 

 

0 

 

11 

Kenya 

     

7 7 

Colombia 

    

2 

 

2 

France 

  

1 

 

0 

 

1 

New Zealand  

   

1 

 

1 

Switzerland  

  

1 0 

 

1 

United Arab  

Emirates 

 

 

 

 

  

1 

 

1 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database, search completed on May 6th, 2016 using the 

following terms: net exports, Loxodonta africana, year range 2013-2014, wild-sourced. Search filtered 

for bodies, trophies, skins, live animals, tusks (no unit value), as well as ivory 

carvings/pieces/scraps/tusks (by grams and kilograms). 

 

5) Legal Ivory Trade Provides Cover for Illegal Trade 

As described above, in terms of measurable units, in 2013 and 2014 alone, over 34 metric 

tons of ivory were legally traded internationally, representing an estimated 5,130 African 

elephants. While the U.S. has long prohibited the commercial import of ivory, the lack of 

regulation of interstate commerce in ivory and the rampant domestic trade in ivory provide 

cover for a burgeoning black market in ivory from recently poached elephants. Indeed, the 

Service has recently acknowledged that “Legal sales of ivory, including within domestic 

markets, are likely to increase the risk to elephant populations and local communities, as 

domestic ivory markets, whether in range, transit, or consumer countries, create a 

significant opportunity for the laundering of illegal ivory under the guise of legality.”11 

Together with the data presented in our 2015 petition, several new studies and 

investigations of the ivory trade in the U.S. show that the U.S. trade in ivory from recently-

poached elephants remains strong and show that existing restrictions are inadequate to 

ensure that trade is limited to ivory from elephants killed before a date certain. Thus, the 

U.S. plays a direct role in the overutilization of this species for commercial and recreational 

purposes, endangering the continued existence of this majestic species. 

 

A 2014 survey of California’s ivory markets commissioned by the Natural Resources 

Defense Council found more than “1,250 ivory items offered for sale by 107 vendors […] In 

Los Angeles, between 77% and 90% of the ivory seen was likely illegal under California law 

(i.e., post-1977) and between 47% and 60% could have been illegal under federal law. In San 

Francisco, approximately 80% of the ivory was likely illegal under California law and 52% 

could have been illegal under federal law. There is a much higher incidence of what appears 

to be ivory of recent manufacture in California, roughly doubling from approximately 25% 

                                                           
11 U.S. Submission to CITES, Actions to Combat Wildlife Trafficking (2016), at 

https://www.fws.gov/international/cites/cop17/ussubmissions/combating_wildlife_trafficking.pdf.  

https://www.fws.gov/international/cites/cop17/ussubmissions/combating_wildlife_trafficking.pdf
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in 2006 to about half in 2014. In addition, many of the ivory items seen for sale in 

California advertised as antiques (i.e., more than 100 years old) appear to be more likely 

from recently killed elephants.”12 

 

A 2015 investigation of ivory and related wildlife sales on the popular classified advertising 

platform Craigslist.org found 615 items (540 of which were ivory or suspected to be ivory) 

with a combined list price of nearly $1.5 million, on just 28 of the platform’s 420 individual 

city sites. In this study (from IFAW and the Wildlife Conservation Society) investigators 

found that only 21 of the 615 items were offered with any documentation on age or 

provenance.13  

 

A 2016 “snapshot” survey of the online trade in Hawaii documented a thriving market “for 

elephant ivory and related wildlife products, including walrus tusks, whale teeth and bone, 

mammoth ivory, and hippopotamus teeth. [Investigators] found a total of 4,661 products in 

stock or for sale, with an overall value of more than $1.22 million, over a six-day period. 

The vast majority of this inventory (85.5%) was elephant ivory. Few of these retailers 

provided any evidence that their wares had been legally imported into the state.”14 

 

A 2016 undercover investigation by The Humane Society of the United States in Hawaii 

revealed numerous retailers offering advice or assistance with circumventing international 

border controls, enabling purchasers to smuggle ivory overseas.15 

 

In addition to these investigations and surveys, there have been several high-profile 

enforcement actions for ivory smuggling into or out of the U.S. since we filed the Petition. 

For example: 

 In March 2015 a Canadian antiques dealer was sentenced to 30 months in jail for 

smuggling elephant ivory, rhino horn, and coral into the U.S.16 

 In May 2015 Federal prosecutors charged a Massachusetts woman with crimes 

related to conspiring to smuggle $700,000 worth of wildlife products –including ivory 

–to China.17 

                                                           
12 Stiles, Dan. Elephant Ivory Trafficking in California, USA. Natural Resources Defense Council, 

2014. Available at: https://www.nrdc.org/sites/default/files/wil_15010601a.pdf  
13 LaFontaine, Peter. Elephant Vs. Mouse: An Investigation of the Ivory Trade on Craigslist. 

International Fund for Animal Welfare/Wildlife Conservation Society, 2015. 

http://www.ifaw.org/sites/default/files/IFAW-craigslist-ivory-report-2015.pdf.  
14 LaFontaine, et al. An Investigation of Hawaii’s Online Ivory Trade. International Fund for Animal 

Welfare/Wildlife Conservation Society/Natural Resources Defense Council/Humane Society 

International, 2016. http://www.ifaw.org/sites/default/files/IFAW-2016-Hawaii-Market-Report.pdf.  
15 Humane Society of the United States. “Undercover Investigation Reveals Hawaii a Haven for 

Illegal Ivory.” 3 March 2016. Web.  

http://www.humanesociety.org/news/press_releases/2016/03/hawaii-ivory-undercover-investigation-

030316.html.  
16 US Department of Justice. Press release: “Canadian Antiques Dealer Sentenced In Manhattan 

Federal Court To 30 Months In Prison For Smuggling Rhinoceros Horns, Elephant Ivory, And 

Coral.” 25 March 2015. Web. https://www.justice.gov/usao-sdny/pr/canadian-antiques-dealer-

sentenced-manhattan-federal-court-30-months-prison-smuggling-0.  
17 Convey, Eric. “Concord Business Owner Charged with Smuggling Ivory, Rhinoceros Horns from 

U.S. to China.” Boston Business Journal. 5 May 2015. Web. 

http://www.bizjournals.com/boston/news/2015/05/05/concord-business-owner-charged-with-

https://www.nrdc.org/sites/default/files/wil_15010601a.pdf
http://www.ifaw.org/sites/default/files/IFAW-craigslist-ivory-report-2015.pdf
http://www.ifaw.org/sites/default/files/IFAW-2016-Hawaii-Market-Report.pdf
http://www.humanesociety.org/news/press_releases/2016/03/hawaii-ivory-undercover-investigation-030316.html
http://www.humanesociety.org/news/press_releases/2016/03/hawaii-ivory-undercover-investigation-030316.html
https://www.justice.gov/usao-sdny/pr/canadian-antiques-dealer-sentenced-manhattan-federal-court-30-months-prison-smuggling-0
https://www.justice.gov/usao-sdny/pr/canadian-antiques-dealer-sentenced-manhattan-federal-court-30-months-prison-smuggling-0
http://www.bizjournals.com/boston/news/2015/05/05/concord-business-owner-charged-with-smuggling.html
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 In March 2016 a senior official at the prestigious I.M. Chait Auctioneers pled guilty 

to two wildlife trafficking-related charges. Joseph Chait falsified documents for $1 

million worth of shipments of ivory and similar products to China, Hong Kong, and 

elsewhere.18 

 In February 2016 a New York antiques dealer pled guilty to smuggling $141,000 

worth of elephant tusks into the U.S. from Canada. He is also being charged with 

additional counts of smuggling items including ivory tusks and related wildlife 

products worth $350,000.19 

 In March 2016, a Minnesota college professor operating through an online business 

called Crouching Dragon Antiques was fined $500,000 for smuggling elephant ivory 

from the United States to China. The illegal items he smuggled into and out of the 

United States were worth as much as $1.5 million dollars.20  

 

Experts agree that the legal trade of ivory makes it nearly impossible to stop illegal ivory 

trade (especially due to corruption in the range state governments overseeing exports to 

legal markets and because the financial incentives for poaching generally outweigh 

financial or punitive disincentives), and recommend prohibiting all ivory trade.21  

6) Poaching Continues to Decimate the Species 

According to the Secretariat for the CITES in 2014, “poaching numbers in Africa remain 

at levels that are unsustainable, with mortality exceeding the natural birth rate, 

resulting in an ongoing decline in African Elephant numbers.”22 Sadly, this trend has 

continued.  

 

Wasser et al used genetic analysis of seized ivory to identify major hotspots for ivory 

poaching. The authors found that more than 85% of the forest elephant ivory seized 

between 2006 and 2014 originated from elephants in the central African Tridom 

protected ecosystem that spans northeastern Gabon, northwestern Republic of Congo 

and southeastern Cameroon, and the adjacent reserve in southwestern Central African 

Republic. More than 85% of the savanna elephant ivory seized between 2006 and 2014 

was traced to East Africa, mainly from the Selous Game Reserve in southeastern 

Tanzania and the Niassa Reserve in adjacent northern Mozambique (although in 2011 

the poaching appeared to shift north toward the Ruaha National Park and Rungwa 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
smuggling.html. 
18 M.A.D. Staff. “Chait Pleads Guilty in Federal Court.” Maine Antiques Digest. 3 May 2016. Web. 

http://www.maineantiquedigest.com/stories/chait-pleads-guilty-in-federal-court/5671.  
19 Bale, Rachel. “U.S. Antiques Dealer Pleads Guilty to Smuggling Ivory.” National Geographic. 18 

February 2016. Web. http://news.nationalgeographic.com/2016/02/160218-US-ivory-wildlife-

trafficking-smuggling/.  
20 Reuters, Ex-Minnesota College Profession Fined $500,000 for Smuggling Ivory (May 9, 2016), at 

http://www.reuters.com/article/us-minnesota-ivory-idUSKCN0Y02N5.  
21 See  Bennett, E. L. (2015). Legal ivory trade in a corrupt world and its impact on African elephant 

populations. Conservation Biology, 29, 54-60; Smith, R. J., D. Biggs, F. A. V. St. John, M. Sas-Rolfes, 

and R. Barrington. (2015). Elephant conservation and corruption beyond the ivory trade. 

Conservation Biology, 29, 953-956. 
22 CITES, Elephant Conservation, Illegal Killing, and Ivory Trade. (2014). 10. Available at 

http://www.cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/com/sc/65/E-SC65-42-01_2.pdf.   

http://www.bizjournals.com/boston/news/2015/05/05/concord-business-owner-charged-with-smuggling.html
http://www.maineantiquedigest.com/stories/chait-pleads-guilty-in-federal-court/5671
http://news.nationalgeographic.com/2016/02/160218-US-ivory-wildlife-trafficking-smuggling/
http://news.nationalgeographic.com/2016/02/160218-US-ivory-wildlife-trafficking-smuggling/
http://www.reuters.com/article/us-minnesota-ivory-idUSKCN0Y02N5
http://www.cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/com/sc/65/E-SC65-42-01_2.pdf


18 

 

Game Reserve in Tanzania and into Kenya).23 

 

Breuer et al found that poaching has “devastated forest elephant populations” in 

equatorial Africa – for example, in Garamba National Park, in just over two months in 

2014 poachers killed 68 elephants using helicopters, grenades, and chainsaws.24 In 

October 2015 alone, poachers killed at least 62 elephants by cyanide poisoning in 

Hwange National Park in Zimbabwe.25 In Zambia, Nyirenda et al evaluated the trends 

and patterns in elephant poaching and concluded that “[t]he resurgence in African 

elephant (Loxodonta africana) poaching for ivory and bushmeat threatens the 

persistence of elephant populations, continent wide.”26 In Mozambique, Booth et al 

estimated that poachers killed about 900 elephants from 2007-2010 and 1,000 elephants 

in 2011 just in one protected area (Niassa Reserve), which is far more than the numbers 

reported in the CITES MIKE database.27 

 

Therefore, the evidence that has emerged since we filed the Petition confirms that African 

elephants are in danger of extinction due to poaching (primarily for the international ivory 

trade) and that the existence of a legal market for ivory in the U.S. fuels additional 

poaching and trafficking of ivory. 

 

7) Trophy Hunting is Unsustainable and Endangers African Elephants 

 

Despite these enormous threats to the species’ survival, African elephants continue to be 

recreationally hunted for trophies, primarily by wealthy Americans seeking to hang tusks 

on their walls and win prizes from Safari Club International.28 The U.S. is by far the 

leading importer of African elephant parts as hunting trophies. According to the original 

analysis of trade data presented in our Petition, from 2003-2012, trophies of at least 7,500 

African elephants were imported into the U.S.29 Based on the data from 2013-2014, as the 

                                                           
23 Wasser, S. K., L. Brown, C. Mailand, S. Mondol, W. Clark, C. Laurie, and B. S. Weir. (2015). 

Genetic assignment of large seizures of elephant ivory reveals Africa’s major poaching hotspots. 

Science, 349, 84-87. 
24 Breuer, T., F. Maisels, and V. Fishlock. (2016). The consequences of poaching and anthropogenic 

change for forest elephants. Conservation Biology DOI: 10.1111/cobi.12679. Article first published 

online: 7 APR 2016; Hance, J. (2015). Poaching onslaught in Garamba National Park: wildlife 

conservation. Environmental Management, Mar/Apr, 24-25. Retrieved from 

http://reference.sabinet.co.za/sa_epublication_article/nm_enviro_mar_apr_2015_a13 
25 The Guardian, Another 22 Elephants Poisoned with Cyanide in Zimbabwe Reserve (Oct. 26, 2015), 

at http://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/oct/26/22-more-elephants-poisoned-cyanide-zimbabwe-

reserve. 
26 Nyirenda, V. R., P. A. Lindsey, E. Phiri, I. Stevenson, C. Chomba, N. Namukonde, W. J. Myburgh, 

and B. K. Reilly. (2015). Trends in Illegal Killing of African Elephants (Loxodonta africana) in the 

Luangwa and Zambezi Ecosystems of Zambia. Environment and Natural Resources Research.  
27 Booth, V. R., and K. M. Dunham. (2016). Elephant poaching in Niassa Reserve, Mozambique: 

population impact revealed by combined survey trends for live elephants and carcasses. Oryx 50, 94-

103. 
28 See HSI, Trophy Madness: Elite Hunters, Animal Trophies and Safari Club International’s 

Hunting Awards (Sept. 2015), available at http://blog.humanesociety.org/wp-

content/uploads/2015/09/TROPHY-MADNESS_FINAL.pdf.   
29 Notably, this estimate did not include elephant skins imported as hunting trophies, and thus is a 

http://reference.sabinet.co.za/sa_epublication_article/nm_enviro_mar_apr_2015_a13
http://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/oct/26/22-more-elephants-poisoned-cyanide-zimbabwe-reserve
http://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/oct/26/22-more-elephants-poisoned-cyanide-zimbabwe-reserve
http://blog.humanesociety.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/09/TROPHY-MADNESS_FINAL.pdf
http://blog.humanesociety.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/09/TROPHY-MADNESS_FINAL.pdf
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poaching crisis continued unabated, American hunters killed record-high numbers of 

elephants for trophy imports (importing trophies from an estimated 3,027 African 

elephants, amounting to 48% of global net imports for trophy hunting purpose).30   

 

Trophy hunters routinely target the biggest and strongest males, but removing these 

animals from the breeding pool unnaturally selects for smaller and weaker animals.31 By 

removing large bull elephants from the population, trophy hunting can decrease genetic 

variation, shift the population structure, decrease population density, and cause unnatural 

evolutionary impacts (such as increasing the occurrence of mature elephants with no 

tusks).32 Further, a new study demonstrates that when trophy hunting is sanctioned, 

poaching activity increases, likely due to the perception that species authorized for hunting 

are of diminished value and the perception that legal killing increases the acceptability of 

poaching.33 

 

This undermines elephant conservation, as explained in a recent scientific study, because 

range states may be setting unsustainably high hunting quotas: in the Greater 

Mapungubwe Transfrontier Conservation Area (managed by South Africa, Zimbabwe, and 

Botswana) scientists found that, in contrast to current hunting allowances, “only a small 

number of bulls (<10/year) could be hunted sustainably. At current rates of hunting, under 

average ecological conditions, trophy bulls will disappear from the population in less than 

10 years.”34  

 

Another study reviewed the functioning of Zambia’s protected areas and game management 

areas (GMAs), where trophy hunting occurs.35 The authors found numerous problems that 

pertain to management of trophy hunting in GMAs including: uncontrolled human 

immigration and open access to wildlife; the Zambia Wildlife Authority (ZAWA) retains 

most of income derived from trophy hunting, little of this income goes to people living in 

GMAs with affluent community members benefiting most, and there are frequent financial 

irregularities associated with the distribution of this income; scouts employed in anti-

poaching in GMAs are poorly and irregularly paid, insufficiently trained and equipped, and 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
conservative estimate. 
30 This estimate does include 447 elephant skins imported as hunting trophies from 2013-2014. Thus, 

the average number of elephant trophies (not including skins) imported per year from 2003-2012 was 

750, but in 2013-2014, the average number of elephant trophies (not including skins) imported per 

year was 1,290 (calculation: 3,027 – 447 = 2580 ÷ 2 = 1290). 
31 Fred Allendorf & Jeffrey Hard, Human-Induced Evolution Caused by Unnatural Selection through 

Harvest of Wild Animals, 106 Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 9987-94 (2009). 
32 Hugo Jachmann et al., Tusklessness in African Elephants: A Future Trend, 33 African Journal of 

Ecology, 230-35 (1995); William-Georges Crosmary et al., Does trophy hunting matter to long-term 

population trends in African herbivores of different dietary guilds?, 18 Animal Conservation, 117-30 

(2015). 
33 Chapron G, Treves A. 2016. Blood does not buy goodwill: allowing culling increases poaching of a 

large carnivore.Proc. R. Soc. B 283: 20152939. http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2015.2939 
34 S. Selier et al. (2014), Sustainability of elephant hunting across international borders in southern 

Africa: A case study of the greater Mapungubwe Transfrontier Conservation Area. The Journal of 

Wildlife Management, 78: 122–132. 
35 Lindsey, P. A., Nyirenda, V. R., Barnes, J. I., Becker, M. S., McRobb, R., Tambling, C. J., ... & 

t’Sas-Rolfes, M. (2014). Underperformance of African Protected Area Networks and the Case for New 

Conservation Models: Insights from Zambia. PloS one, 9(5), e94109. 
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inadequate in number; ZAWA is poorly funded, has an inadequate number of staff to 

protect elephants against poaching, has increased hunting quotas to unsustainable levels in 

GMAs in order to raise money (the authors state that ZAWA ‘are sometimes forced to make 

decisions to achieve financial survival at the expense of the wildlife they are mandated to 

conserve’), establishes trophy quotas arbitrarily, and does not monitor wildlife populations 

or trophies; and hunting concession agreements are not effectively enforced and 

unscrupulous concession operators are not adequately punished. The authors blame these 

many failures for the low numbers and diversity of wildlife, including elephants.  

 

The Service itself has already found that elephant trophy hunting in Zimbabwe does not 

benefit the conservation of elephants there: 

 

“based on the information currently available to the Service on government 

efforts to manage elephant populations, efforts to address human-elephant 

conflicts and poaching, and the state of the hunting program within the 

country, and without current data on population numbers and trends being 

incorporated into a national management strategy or plan, the Service is 

unable to make a finding that sport-hunting in Zimbabwe is enhancing the 

survival of the species…”36 

 

Similarly, the Service has found that elephant trophy hunting in Tanzania is not 

sustainable because questionable management practices, a lack of effective law 

enforcement, and weak governance have resulted in uncontrolled poaching and catastrophic 

elephant population declines in Tanzania.37 The Service has previously rejected attempts to 

import trophies from Zambia due to similar concerns of mismanagement including 

inconsistencies in reported elephant population estimates, failure to comply with 

monitoring requirements, absence of government funding for elephant protection, and lack 

of effective anti-poaching measures.38 Further, it does not appear that the Service has made 

enhancement findings for elephant trophy imports from either Mozambique or Cameroon. 

 

Not only is there significant concern regarding the sustainability of African elephant trophy 

hunting, but also the notion that trophy hunting supports local communities to the benefit 

of wildlife conservation is largely unsupported.  According to an IUCN analysis from 2009,39 

big-game hunting only provided one job for every 10,000 inhabitants in the area studied,40 

and many of these jobs were temporary seasonal positions like opening the trails at the 

                                                           
36 80 Fed. Reg. 42524 (July 17, 2015).  See also 79 Fed. Reg. 44459 (July 31, 2014) (“Without 

management plans with specific goals and actions that are measurable and reports on the progress 

of meeting these goals, the Service cannot determine if…Zimbabwe is implementing, on a national 

scale, appropriate management measures for its elephant populations.”); 79 Fed. Reg. 26986 (May 

12, 2014); http://www.fws.gov/international/pdf/enhancement-finding-March-2015-elephant-

Zimbabwe.pdf; http://www.fws.gov/international/pdf/enhancement-finding-July-2014-elephant-

Zimbabwe.pdf.  
37 See Safari Club Int’l v. Jewell, 76 F.Supp.3d 198  (D.D.C. 2014).   
38 See Marcum v. Salazar, 810 F.Supp.2d 56, 63 (D.D.C. 2011); Marcum v. Salazar, 694 F.3d 123 

(D.C.Cir. 2012). 
39 IUCN. (2009). Programme Afrique Centrale et Occidentale. Big Game Hunting in West Africa. 

What is its contribution to conservation? 
40 South Africa, Namibia, Tanzania, Botswana, Cameroon, Central African Republic, Burkina, and 

Benin. 

http://www.fws.gov/international/pdf/enhancement-finding-March-2015-elephant-Zimbabwe.pdf
http://www.fws.gov/international/pdf/enhancement-finding-March-2015-elephant-Zimbabwe.pdf
http://www.fws.gov/international/pdf/enhancement-finding-July-2014-elephant-Zimbabwe.pdf
http://www.fws.gov/international/pdf/enhancement-finding-July-2014-elephant-Zimbabwe.pdf
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start of the hunting season. Trophy hunting fails to create a significant number of 

permanent jobs, but ecotourism offers a possible solution. Consider the Okavango in 

Botswana where, as of 2009, a safari ecotourism tourism park provided 39 times the 

number of jobs than would big-game hunting on an area of equal size. Another example is 

the Luangwa National Park in Zambia, which produced twice the number of jobs provided 

by Benin and Burkina Faso’s trophy hunting sector combined in 2007. The IUCN also found 

that Africa’s 11 main big-game hunting countries only contributed an average of 0.6% to the 

national GDP as of 2009. Of this marginal profit, studies suggest that as little as 3-5% of 

trophy hunting revenues are actually shared with local communities.41,42 

 

Therefore, any proposed import of African elephant trophies must be strictly scrutinized to 

determine whether the hunt actually enhanced the survival of the species, as would be 

required under an endangered listing. The ESA permitting process is essential to ensure 

that trophy imports are analyzed under the enhancement standard, and an endangered 

listing would require the Service to publish notice and accept public comment on all 

applications for African elephant trophy imports to ensure that the enhancement analysis 

is based on the best available science.  

 

In conducting such an enhancement analysis, the Service must evaluate whether the source 

country has established a scientifically based management program that is developed and 

implemented to promote the conservation of the species in each management area. In order 

to facilitate that evaluation, the Service should adopt criteria that range state and 

management area plans must meet and formal guidance on how permit biologists should 

evaluate each application to import an elephant trophy. For example, the range state from 

which the trophy originated must: 

 

 Have an approved and current national elephant management plan, which develops 

and implements conservation activities for specific elephant conservation units and 

works in concert with regional elephant management plans. Such national 

management plans should be developed using the IUCN SSC guidelines for strategic 

conservation planning, based on scientific information, and implemented in a 

manner that benefits the species and provides economic incentives for local 

communities to protect and expand African elephant habitat. 

 Have up-to-date estimates on elephant distribution range, abundance, and status. 

 Observe a precautionary approach to establishing hunting quotas given current 

elephant population trends. 

 Carry a credible capacity to monitor and manage elephant populations in order to 

maintain healthy numbers and genetic diversity. 

 Appoint an identified national elephant plan coordinator. 

 Have an understanding of the biological needs of the species, as informed by the best 

available science. 

 Have sound law enforcement capabilities to deter or punish illegal retaliatory 

killings. 

                                                           
41 Economists at Large. (2013). The $200 million question: How much does trophy hunting really 

contribute to African communities? A report for the African Lion Coalition, prepared by Economists 

at Large, Melbourne, Australia. 
42 Sachedina, H.T. 2008. “Wildlife Is Our Oil : Conservation, Livelihoods and NGOs in the Tarangire 

Ecosystem, Tanzania.” University of Oxford. PhD. Thesis. 
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 Involve local communities in elephant protection and humane conflict mitigation 

strategies.  

 Implement a human-elephant conflict management plan (including rapid response, 

mitigation approaches, a training component, education). 

 Actively promote wildlife-integrated land-use to ensure land-use planning does not 

negatively impact elephant conservation. 

 Achieve conservation targets within identified time frames. 

 Document the achievement of stated goals and monitor and evaluate the 

implementation of the plan, and adapt it as necessary. 

 Be in compliance with all international, regional and national commitments, 

agreements and regulations relating to wildlife (and specifically elephant) 

conservation, including (but not limited to) CITES. 

 Have enacted laws and provided ample resources for enforcement against illegal 

trade in elephants and their parts. 

 Cooperate with neighboring countries for transboundary elephant population 

conservation and monitoring. 

 Have a system for measuring good governance when it comes to wildlife 

conservation/protection policy making and its implementation (for example, 

transparency International’s corruption perception index). 

 Have credible policies for managing any hunting offtake, including: 

o A science-based system for establishing hunting quotas which is 

demonstrably sustainable at a population level; 

o Price-setting (taxes and minimum number of safari days) and a system of 

concession leasing that increase the value of elephants across Africa (no 

competition on price); 

o Hunting moratoria for any declining populations; 

o A verifiable and enforceable mechanism to ensure no subadults or females 

are taken; 

o An adaptive management  policy of monitoring the impacts of the removal of 

individuals on remaining populations , and adjusting quotas accordingly; and  

o A demonstrable commitment to ensure proceeds of trophy hunting are used 

to benefit wildlife (and specifically elephant) conservation and communities 

living with wildlife. 

The African elephant is in danger of extinction due to frivolous and poorly managed trophy 

hunting, and the Service must uplist the species and evaluate any requests for trophy 

imports under the enhancement standard. 

 

C. Inadequacy of Existing Regulatory Mechanisms  

As detailed in the Petition, existing regulatory mechanisms are wholly inadequate to 

protect the African elephant from extinction. Although the Service proposed to amend the 

special rule for Loxodonta africana several months after we filed the Petition (80 Fed. Reg. 

45154 (July 29, 2015) (“Proposed Rule”)), that regulation is not yet finalized and would 

continue to allow significant trade. 

Pursuant to the ESA (16 U.S.C. § 1538(a)) and implementing regulations (50 C.F.R. §§ 

17.21, 17.22), once the Service lists a species as endangered, individuals of the species are 

protected from import, export, take, interstate sale, and interstate commercial transport, 
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except “for scientific purposes or to enhance the propagation or survival of the affected 

species.” 16 U.S.C. § 1539(a)(1)(A); 50 C.F.R. § 17.21(g)(1)(ii).  

 

For threatened species, the Service “shall issue such regulations as he deems necessary and 

advisable to provide for the conservation of such species.” 16 U.S.C. § 1533(d). The Service 

generally applies the same protections to threatened species as endangered species (50 

C.F.R. § 17.31), but certain species, like the African elephant, are regulated under a special 

rule. Special rules must be designed and implemented to actually promote the conservation 

of the species. See Sierra Club v. Clark, 755 F.2d 608 (8th Cir. 1985). See also 16 U.S.C. § 

1531(b) (the primary purpose of the ESA is to “provide a program for the conservation of 

such endangered species”); 16 U.S.C. § 1532(3) (the term “conservation” means “to use…all 

methods and procedures which are necessary to bring any endangered species or 

threatened species to the point at which the measures provided pursuant to this chapter 

are no longer necessary”).  

 

The current special rule (50 C.F.R. § 17.40(e)), fails to provide for the conservation of 

African elephants, as required by law, and therefore is inadequate. Indeed, the current 

regulation fails to address the significant impact that Americans have on the imperilment 

of the species through a robust domestic market in elephant parts supplied by poaching, 

unsustainable trophy hunting, and other activities. Unfortunately, as discussed below, the 

Proposed Rule also suffers from flaws that render it inadequate to protect the species from 

extinction. 

 

1) The Service’s Existing and Proposed Regulations Do Not Strictly Regulate the 

Domestic Ivory Market 

 

The U.S. domestic ivory market is clearly significant in size and global influence, as 

detailed above and in the Petition. The current special rule does not regulate the domestic 

ivory market, and it is imperative that the Service apply the ESA prohibitions on interstate 

commerce to all African elephant specimens in order to promote the conservation of the 

species, as required by law. While the Proposed Rule describes an impressive list of 

prosecutions against elephant ivory traffickers, primarily under the Lacey Act,43 the Service 

must do more than focus on large scale smuggling of ivory and must address the rampant 

interstate trade in ivory, which has a substantial negative cumulative impact on elephant 

conservation. The U.S. must take a leadership role on curtailing the trade in elephant 

products not only to address the domestic demand for ivory but also to enhance the ongoing 

collaboration with other consumer nations (such as China) to signal that collective action is 

needed to conserve this iconic species. 

 

a. The Proposed De Minimis Exception for Interstate Commerce is Insufficient 

 

The Service must strictly prohibit interstate commerce in African elephant ivory, as it does 

currently with Asian elephant ivory, instead of broadly allowing interstate trade in “de 

mininims” ivory as the Proposed Rule would.44  

 

                                                           
43 80 Fed. Reg. at 45158-9. 
44 80 Fed. Reg. at 45163. 
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By allowing unfettered interstate trade in de minimis ivory items, the Service would fail to 

comply with the ESA’s requirement that special rules be “necessary and advisable to 

provide for the conservation of such species.” 16 U.S.C. 1533(d). The proposed de minimis 

exception is neither necessary nor advisable. For example, in contrast to other special rules 

that are designed to “incentivize proactive conservation efforts,”45 the Service’s proposal to 

allow unregulated interstate sale (without permits) in a significant number of small ivory 

pieces would not encourage conservation and instead is designed primarily to minimize 

political opposition to the regulation. Permitting an individual in the U.S. to buy an item 

with a de minimis amount of ivory will not make that individual more likely to contribute 

to elephant conservation in the long-term.  

 

Further, the proposed de minimis exception would create substantial enforcement 

difficulties and contribute to the threats facing the species’ continued existence. The 

exception would allow a robust market in ivory to persist and create a cover for illegal trade 

in ivory sourced directly through poaching (as well as send a message to other ivory-

consuming nations that continued trade should be allowed). Lack of public awareness 

regarding the elephant poaching crisis and the U.S.’s role in it has significantly contributed 

to illegal sales in this country. Under the current system, legal ivory goods are sold 

alongside illegal goods, causing consumers to (mistakenly) believe that all ivory trade is 

legal. By allowing significant ivory trade to continue, the de minimis provision would 

perpetuate this consumer confusion and make it more likely that the status quo will 

continue.  

 

Moreover, the de minimis exception contained in the Proposed Rule allows commerce in 

items if the ivory was imported into the U.S. prior to January 18, 1990 (for items located 

within the U.S.) or removed from the wild prior to February 26, 1976 (if the item was 

imported into the U.S.). But this would be difficult to enforce, as the Service has not 

proposed adequate measures to eliminate fraud in the types of documentation that may be 

used to prove that an item qualifies under this exception. For example, the Proposed Rule 

states that the Service will accept “qualified appraisal[s]” as proof of provenance. As we 

learned while working on ivory legislation in New York State, which previously relied 

heavily on appraisals as proof of age, the appraisal system is fraught with abuse: although 

appraisers can examine the style, condition, price, and information from the seller, they 

often cannot determine the date of acquisition. As stated by Norman Sandfield, a member 

of the International Ivory Society and International Society of Appraisers: 

 

“[A]s a dealer in ivory products, I am not sure how I would respond to a customer who 

asked for a written statement from the seller that clearly states the ivory sold is not 

restricted. Anything I give the customer would have no legal standing (except to 

possibly embarrass me in the future), and I have no authority to issue any paperwork 

with legal standing on ivory issues. Most collectors and dealers of ivory with whom I 

have talked believe that they have acquired all of their ivory legally, but would be hard 

pressed to prove it with the necessary paperwork.”46  

 

 

                                                           
45 FWS, Endangered Species Act Special Rules (2014), at http://www.fws.gov/mountain-

prairie/factsheets/ESA%20SpecialRules%20Factsheet_020714.pdf.  
46 Norman Sandfield, lIS Newsletter 2002-45. 

http://www.fws.gov/mountain-prairie/factsheets/ESA%20SpecialRules%20Factsheet_020714.pdf
http://www.fws.gov/mountain-prairie/factsheets/ESA%20SpecialRules%20Factsheet_020714.pdf
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b. The Special Rule Might Be Expanded to Include An Exception for Museums 

 

The ESA provides that the term “commercial activity” means “all activities of industry and 

trade, including, but not limited to, the buying or selling of commodities and activities 

conducted for the purpose of facilitating such buying and selling: Provided, however, That it 

does not include exhibition of commodities by museums or similar cultural or historical 

organizations.” 16 U.S.C. § 1532. This definition is directly relevant for the analysis of 

whether a particular specimen qualifies for the ESA Pre-Act exception for prohibited 

activities (16 U.S.C. § 1538(b)) and to the scope of the prohibition on interstate transport 

when there is no sale (16 U.S.C. § 1538(a)(1)(E)). 

 

In its Proposed Rule, the Service indicated that it was considering adopting a total 

exception to the prohibition on interstate commerce (including direct sale) in elephant ivory 

for museums.47 Such an exemption would undermine elephant conservation and further 

emphasizes the need for a strict prohibition on interstate commerce through an endangered 

uplisting. 

 

First, a museum exception for the interstate trade of elephant ivory is unnecessary given 

the antiques exception contained in the ESA. Examples of items that could not be sold 

interstate include jewelry pieces, ivory chess sets, and ivory figurines that were sourced 

from recently-killed elephants. These items are not of historical or educational value, which 

is the primary purpose of legitimate museums. 

 

Second, entities purporting to be museums (a term which is not defined in the ESA) could 

abuse a museum exception to perpetuate the trade in elephant ivory in a manner that 

undermines elephant conservation. For instance, in 2007, Sacramento State University’s 

then-president wrote to the Tanzanian government to secure special access for two avid 

trophy hunters from California – Paul and Renee Snider – to kill more than 80 species of 

animals for a new “natural history museum,” to be paid for with a reported $2.4 million 

donation from the couple.48 If the Sniders’ personal collection of trophies were considered a 

museum, they would be allowed to sell ivory sourced from unsustainably hunted elephants, 

to the detriment of elephant conservation. 

 

c. The Service Is Considering Broadening the Exemptions for the Export of Ivory 

 

In its Proposed Rule, the Service also indicated that it might broaden the exemptions for 

the noncommercial import and export of worked ivory.49 The Proposed Rule would limit 

ivory exports by (1) restricting commercial exports of worked ivory to antiques only, and (2) 

restricting noncommercial exports of worked ivory to that which qualifies as antique, Pre-

Act, law enforcement and bona fide scientific specimens, and ivory legally acquired and 

removed from the wild prior to February 26, 1976 that is either part of a household move or 

                                                           
47 80 Fed. Reg. at 45163. 
48 Jennifer Fearing, Cecil the Lion’s Awful Death Should End Trophy Hunting, Sacramento Bee, 

Aug. 3, 2015, available at http://www.sacbee.com/opinion/op-ed/soapbox/article29887975.html. See 

also HSI, Trophy Madness: Elite Hunters, Animal Trophies and Safari Club International’s Hunting 

Awards (Sept. 2015), available at http://blog.humanesociety.org/wp-

content/uploads/2015/09/TROPHY-MADNESS_FINAL.pdf 
49 80 Fed. Reg. at 45170.  

http://www.sacbee.com/opinion/op-ed/soapbox/article29887975.html
http://blog.humanesociety.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/09/TROPHY-MADNESS_FINAL.pdf
http://blog.humanesociety.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/09/TROPHY-MADNESS_FINAL.pdf
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inheritance, musical instrument, or traveling exhibition.50 But the Service has suggested 

that these provisions might be weakened, further supporting the need for an endangered 

uplisting that would strictly regulate exports of African elephant parts. 

 

When brokers are authorized to purchase large quantities of worked ivory in the U.S. at 

stores and auctions for export, it stimulates international demand for ivory that is often 

met through poaching. According to data collected by the International Fund for Animal 

Welfare, from 2009 to 2012, 6,753 supposedly legal ivory objects were exported or seized on 

attempted export from the U.S., approximately 250 of which were seized before they were 

actually exported.51 Many of these exports were likely by foreign buyers who traveled to the 

U.S. to buy ivory due to the fact that it is much less expensive here than in China, which 

has the world’s largest ivory market.52 In a 2015 report commissioned by the Natural 

Resources Defense Council on California’s ivory market, the investigator was told by an 

established ivory collector informant that he had attended several auctions conducted by a 

California gallery that included ivory lots.53 Many foreigners attended, some with 

interpreters, and the ivory lots always sold out, with many being purchased by telephone 

bidders.54 Similarly, a 2014 report by the International Fund for Animal Welfare found that 

a significant proportion of ivory buyers at U.S. auctions are males of Asian descent.55 The 

report stated that “[i]n at least two of the auction galleries visited, the owners were 

Chinese, and several auction websites posted their catalogs and other promotional 

materials in Chinese.”56 Even reputable auction houses have been responsible for exporting 

illegal ivory for buyers under the pretense of legality. Indeed, according to Service data on 

ivory seizures, Sotheby’s attempted to export a number of the ivory exports seized between 

2009 and 2012.57 And in 2013, ivory vendors in New York City stated that between 2009 

and 2011 Chinese buyers visited their stores and bought almost everything on display.58  

 

2) Existing and Proposed Trophy Import Regulations are Inadequate  

 

We applaud the Service’s attempt in the Proposed Rule to ensure that trophy hunting does 

not contribute to commercial trade in ivory derived from trophy tusks; however, the 

Proposed Rule does not do enough to regulate the activity of Americans engaged in elephant 

trophy hunting, as the Proposed Rule establishes an arbitrary and capricious “quota” for 

trophy imports. Specifically, the Proposed Rule (50 C.F.R. § 17.40(e)(6)(E)) provides that 

“No more than two African elephant sport-hunted trophies [can be] imported by any hunter 

in a calendar year.” 

 

                                                           
50 80 Fed. Reg. at 45174. 
51 International Fund for Animal Welfare. (2014) Bidding Against Survival: The Elephant Poaching 

Crisis and the Role of Auctions in the U.S. Ivory Market at 8. Available at 

http://www.ifaw.org/sites/default/files/IFAW-Ivory-Auctions-bidding-against-survival-aug-

2014_0.pdf. 
52 Stiles (2015) at 15.  
53 Id. 
54 Id. at 15.  
55 IFAW (2014) at 22. 
56 Id.  
57 IFAW (2014) at 14.  
58 Stiles (2014) at 15. 

http://www.ifaw.org/sites/default/files/IFAW-Ivory-Auctions-bidding-against-survival-aug-2014_0.pdf
http://www.ifaw.org/sites/default/files/IFAW-Ivory-Auctions-bidding-against-survival-aug-2014_0.pdf


27 

 

The Service has a statutory burden to demonstrate that every provision of the special rule 

is “necessary and advisable to provide for the conservation” of African elephants. 16 U.S.C. 

§ 1533(d). Further, the Service must “articulate a satisfactory explanation for its action 

including a ‘rational connection between the facts found and the choice made.’” Motor 

Vehicle Mfrs. Ass'n of U.S., Inc. v. State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co., 463 U.S. 29, 43 (1983). In 

the Proposed Rule, the Service has articulated that establishing a quota is necessary to 

limit the quantity of elephant tusks that one person imports, in order to restrict the ability 

to import “commercial quantities of ivory as sport-hunted trophies.” 80 Fed. Reg. at 45165.  

But the Service has articulated no explanation for why allowing two trophies per hunter 

per year—the equivalent of each hunter killing two elephants per year or ten elephants in 

five years – would not create a risk of allowing commercial quantities of ivory to be 

imported (e.g., four tusks can generate substantial amounts of valuable ivory products on 

an annual basis; and twenty tusks in a short five year period are also extremely valuable).   

 

Further, given the negative impacts that trophy hunting has on elephant conservation, it is 

arbitrary and capricious for the Service to assert that allowing every American to kill two 

African elephants each year is necessary and advisable for elephant conservation. Based on 

the Service’s current position, there are only a few countries from which U.S. hunters can 

source elephant trophies (e.g., South Africa and Namibia), but the Service does not appear 

to have considered how its proposed trophy quota would impact the populations within 

those countries (as opposed to impacts on the species across its range). The Service should 

uplist the African elephant to endangered and evaluate each proposed trophy import on a 

case-by-case basis under the enhancement standard, which is unlikely to result in the 

allowance of more than one elephant trophy import per hunter per lifetime, if any. 16 

U.S.C. § 1531(c)(1) (FWS “shall seek to conserve endangered and threatened species and 

shall utilize [its] authorities in furtherance of the purpose[]” of the ESA, i.e., conservation, 

16 U.S.C. § 1531(b)).  

 

3) Regulation of Other Elephant Parts Is Inadequate Under Existing and Proposed 

Regulations 

 

The U.S. continues to be a major importer of elephant parts and products in addition to 

trophies and ivory. As detailed in Petitioners’ uplisting petition, between 2003 and 2012, 

this included small leather products (57,844 specimens), ivory carvings (56,204 specimens), 

and skins (33,184 specimens). And the updated trade data from 2013 and 2014 indicates 

that the U.S. continues to import hundreds of elephant skins for commercial purposes. This 

is likely in part due to burgeoning demand for shoes made from elephant leather. The 

Proposed Rule asserts that regulating such activity is not necessary because “there is no 

information to indicate that…commercial use of elephant parts and products other than 

ivory has had any effect on the rates or patterns of illegal killing of elephants and the 

illegal trade in ivory.”59 However, even if ivory is the primary motivation for elephant 

poaching, strictly regulating the international and domestic trade in other elephant parts 

under an endangered listing will ensure that the new restrictions on the ivory market do 

not have the impact of incentivizing killing elephants for other valuable parts. Further, the 

Service must address the broader negative impact that commercialization of wildlife parts 

has on public perception of the need to conserve imperiled species.  

 

                                                           
59 80 Fed. Reg. at 45161. 
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4) Regulation of Live Elephants Is Inadequate Under Existing and Proposed 

Regulations 

 

We applaud the Service for proposing to amend its regulations to apply the take prohibition 

to live African elephants in captivity in the U.S. 

 

As the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Marine Fisheries Service have 

repeatedly acknowledged, when a species, subspecies, or distinct population segment is 

listed, such listing clearly applies to any individual of the listed entity, whether living in 

captivity60 or in the wild. See 16 U.S.C. § 1533(b) (making clear that the take prohibition 

applies to captive animals regardless of the date of listing); 16 U.S.C. § 1538(a)(1) 

(prohibiting the take of “any” endangered species); H.R. Rep. No. 93-412 (1973) (“[t]he term 

‘fish or wildlife’ means all wild animals, whether or not raised in captivity”); 42 Fed. Reg. 

28052 (June 1, 1977) (“captive individuals provide gene pools that deserve continued 

preservation, and such individuals make it possible to re-establish or rejuvenate wild 

populations,” and “[f]or these reasons, the Service will continue to enforce the stringent 

prohibitions of the Act as they relate to captive individuals of a species that is endangered 

in the wild…”); 44 Fed. Reg. 30044 (May 23, 1979) (“The Service has consistently 

maintained that the Act applies to both wild and captive populations of a species…”); 63 

Fed. Reg. 48634, 48636 (September 11, 1998) (explaining that “take” was defined by 

Congress to apply to endangered or threatened wildlife “whether wild or captive” and 

conceding that “It is true that the Act applies to all specimens that comprise a ‘species’” and 

“does not distinguish between wild and captive specimens thereof”); 77 Fed. Reg. 431, 434 

(Jan. 5, 2012) (the ESA “specifically covers any species that is listed as endangered or 

threatened, whether it is native to the United States or non-native and whether it is in 

captivity or in the wild.”); 78 Fed. Reg. 33790 (June 5, 2013); 78 Fed. Reg. 35201, 35204 

(June 12, 2013) (“the Act does not allow for captive-held animals to be assigned separate 

legal status from their wild counterparts on the basis of their captive state, including 

through designation as a separate distinct population segment (DPS). It is also not possible 

to separate out captive- held specimens for different legal status under the Act by other 

approaches…”); 79 Fed. Reg. 4313, 4317 (Jan. 27, 2014) (“The ESA does not support the 

exclusion of captive members from a listing based solely on their status as captive.”); 80 

Fed. Reg. 34500 (June 16, 2015). 

 

Thus, it would be arbitrary and capricious for the Service to not extend ESA protections to 

captive elephants, particularly given that the Service has long recognized that certain uses 

of captive animals undermine the conservation of endangered species in the wild. See 57 

Fed. Reg. 548, 550 (January 7, 1992) (There is a danger of “captive-bred animals…[being] 

used for purposes that do not contribute to conservation, such as for pets…or for 

entertainment”); 44 Fed. Reg. 30044, 30045 (May 23, 1979) (“uses of captive wildlife can be 

detrimental to wild populations”); 77 Fed. Reg. 431, 434 (Jan. 5, 2012) (“While the Service 

does believe that captive breeding can provide a significant benefit to endangered species, 

                                                           
60 FWS regulations define “captivity” to mean that “living wildlife is held in a controlled environment 

that is intensively manipulated by man for the purpose of producing wildlife of the selected species, 

and that has boundaries designed to prevent animal, eggs or gametes of the selected species from 

entering or leaving the controlled environment. General characteristics of captivity may include but 

are not limited to artificial housing, waste removal, health care, protection from predators, and 

artificially supplied food.” 50 C.F.R. § 17.3. 
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such benefits can only be realized when the breeding program is scientifically based and 

conducted in a manner that contributes to the continued survival of the species… However, 

breeding just to breed, without adequate attention to genetic composition and demographics 

of the breeding population, may not provide a clear conservation benefit to an endangered 

species.”).     

 

Further, studies show that the use of endangered species in entertainment media 

undermines conservation efforts by decreasing public awareness about the plight of 

endangered species, decreasing donations to conservation programs, and facilitating 

poaching and trafficking of wild animals.61 Additionally, studies highlight the need for 

education programs to be carefully crafted to ensure that wildlife exhibition actually has a 

positive impact on viewers.62 Thus, it is imperative that captive elephants be strictly 

protected from take (including the use of bullhooks to force performances, such as occurs at 

the Natural Bridge Zoo and other substandard exhibition facilities) and that endangered 

species permits are required for all actions that harm or harass captive elephants. Such 

permits must be subject to public notice and comment to ensure that otherwise prohibited 

activities involving captive elephants actually enhance the survival of the species. 

 

Similarly, it is imperative that interstate and foreign commerce in live elephants is 

regulated and that the Service narrowly construe the Pre-Act exception for captive 

elephants to ensure that elephants used for commercial enterprises are not exempt from 

permitting requirements. See, e.g., PETA v. FWS, Case No. 14-55471, (9th Cir. 2014). But 

the Service’s proposed special rule fails to address that trade. Recently, there has been 

global outrage against the export of wild elephants captured from Zimbabwe and sold to 

China for exhibition63 and the Service recently approved a CITES import permit for three 

U.S. zoos to import 18 elephants from Swaziland (and no ESA import permit was required 

under existing law). The Service must ensure that any proposed imports of live elephants 

into the U.S. are strictly (and publicly) scrutinized through the ESA permitting process 

under the enhancement standard. 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
61 See, e.g., Steve R. Ross et al., Inappropriate Use and Portrayal of Chimpanzees, Science vol. 319, 

pg. 1487 (2008); Stephen R. Ross et al., Specific Image Characteristics Influence Attitudes about 

Chimpanzee Conservation and Use as Pets, PLoS One 6(7) (July 13, 2011); Kara Schroepfer et al., 

Use of “Entertainment” Chimpanzees in Commercials Distorts Public Perception Regarding Their 

Conservation Status, PLoS One 6(10) (Oct. 12. 2011). 
62 See, e.g., Kristen E. Lukas & Stephen R. Ross, Naturalistic Exhibits May Be More Effective Than 

Traditional Exhibits at Improving Zoo-Visitor Attitudes Toward African Apes, Anthrozoos Vol. 27:3, 

435-455 (Sept. 2014); Eric Jensen, Evaluating Children’s Conservation Biology Learning at the Zoo, 

Conservation Biology Vol. 28:4, 1004-1011 (Aug. 2014); Philip J. Nyhus et al., Thirteen Thousand 

and Counting: How the Growing Captive Tiger Populations Threaten Wild Tigers, in Tigers of the 

World, 2d ed., pp. 232, 237 (2010); BK Anne-Isola Nekaris et al, Tickled to Death: Analysing Public 

Perception of ‘Cute’ Videos of Threatened Species (Slow Lorises – Nycticebus spp.) on Web 2.0 Sites, 

PLoS ONE Vol. 8(7) (July 24, 2013). 
63 Bloomberg, Zimbabwe Flies 20 Elephants to China Amid Conservation Efforts (July 6, 2015), 

http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2015-07-06/zimbabwe-flies-20-elephants-to-china-amid-

conservation-efforts. 

http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2015-07-06/zimbabwe-flies-20-elephants-to-china-amid-conservation-efforts
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2015-07-06/zimbabwe-flies-20-elephants-to-china-amid-conservation-efforts


30 

 

Conclusion 

 

We applaud the Service for commencing a status review for the African elephant. The best 

available science shows that this species meets the statutory definition of an endangered 

species based on the threats of habitat loss, overutilization for commercial and recreational 

purposes, and the inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms and, therefore, must be 

protected under the ESA’s most strict prohibitions on import, export, interstate commerce, 

and take. 

 

 

Respectfully, 

 

 
Anna Frostic 

Attorney for The Humane Society of the United States 

and The Fund for Animals 

 
Jeff Flocken 

International Fund for Animal Welfare 

 

 

 
 

Teresa Telecky 

Humane Society International 

 

 



 

 

BEFORE THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

 

 
 

THE HUMANE SOCIETY OF THE UNITED STATES, 

HUMANE SOCIETY INTERNATIONAL, 

CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY, 

INTERNATIONAL FUND FOR ANIMAL WELFARE, AND 

THE FUND FOR ANIMALS 

– PETITIONERS – 

 

 

PETITION TO LIST ALL PANTHERA PARDUS AS ENDANGERED AND TO IMMEDIATELY  

RESTRICT LEOPARD TROPHY IMPORTS 

 

July 25, 2016 

  

 

 

Drafted by: 

Anna Frostic (D.C. Bar No. 977732)   Teresa Telecky, Ph.D. & Adam Peyman 
Senior Attorney, Wildlife Litigation   Wildlife Department 
The Humane Society of the United States  Humane Society International 

 

 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Notice of Petition ............................................................................................................................. 1 
Executive Summary ......................................................................................................................... 4 
 
I.     Introduction .............................................................................................................................. 9 
II.    Status and Distribution of the Leopard ................................................................................... 10 
III.   Natural History and Biology of the Leopard.......................................................................... 15 

A.  Species Description ..................................................................................................... 15 
B.  Reproduction and Mortality ........................................................................................ 15 
C.  Hunting and Feeding ................................................................................................... 16 

IV.   Panthera pardus is Endangered Across its Range Pursuant to the ESA Listing Criteria ...... 16 
A. Present or Threatened Destruction, Modification, or Curtailment of Habitat .............. 17 
B. Overutilization for Commercial, Recreational, or Scientific Purposes ........................ 17 

1. Trade for Commercial Purposes ...................................................................... 19 
2. Trade for Recreational Purposes ...................................................................... 21 
3. Trade for Scientific Purposes ........................................................................... 26 
4. Trade for Other Purposes ................................................................................. 26 
5. International Trade from Sub-Saharan Africa Leopard Range States ............. 27 
6. Countries of Import of African Leopards and Their Parts ............................... 33 

C. Disease or Predation ..................................................................................................... 38 
D. Inadequacy of Existing Regulatory Mechanisms ......................................................... 39 

1. U.S. Endangered Species Act and CITES........................................................ 39 
2. African Leopard Range Country Mechanisms................................................. 79 

E. Other Natural or Manmade Factors Affecting the Species’ Existence ......................... 83 
1. Prey Depletion ................................................................................................. 83 
2. Human-Leopard Conflict ................................................................................. 84 

V.    FWS Must Immediately Restrict Leopard Trophy Imports ................................................... 85 
A. FWS Must Suspend Leopard Trophy Imports Pending Scientific Review .................. 85 
B. FWS Should Repeal the ESA Special Rule for Leopards ............................................ 87 

VI.   Conclusion ............................................................................................................................. 89 
VII.  References Cited .................................................................................................................... 90 
VIII. Annexes (Enclosed) 

A. Declaration from Dr. Jane Goodall 
B. Declaration from Dereck Joubert  
C. CITES Establishment of Leopard Export Quotas 1987-2013 
D. Information from the CITES Trade Database 

 

 



1 
 

 

NOTICE OF PETITION 

Honorable Sally Jewell, Secretary  
U.S. Department of the Interior 
1849 C Street NW 
Washington, DC 20240 
 
Daniel M. Ashe, Director 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
1849 C Street NW 
Washington, DC 20240 
 
Brian Arroyo, Assistant Director 
International Affairs 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
1849 C Street NW 
Washington, DC 20240 
 
Gary Frazer, Assistant Director 
Ecological Services 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
1849 C Street NW 
Washington, DC 20240 
 
Dear Secretary Jewell, Director Ashe, Assistant Director Arroyo, and Assistant Director Frazer: 
 
Pursuant to Section 4(b) of the Endangered Species Act (“ESA”), 16 U.S.C. § 1533(b), Section 553(e) of 
the Administrative Procedure Act (“APA”), 5 U.S.C. § 553(e), and 50 C.F.R. § 424.14, Petitioners (The 
Humane Society of the United States, Humane Society International, Center for Biological Diversity, 
International Fund for Animal Welfare, and The Fund for Animals), hereby petition the Secretary of the 
Interior and the Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service (“FWS” or “the Service”) to list all leopards 
(Panthera pardus) as Endangered. 

Additionally, pursuant to the First Amendment of the United States Constitution1 and the APA (5 U.S.C. 
§ 553(e)), Petitioners hereby petition the Service to take immediate action to restrict imports of African 
leopards, by (1) suspending the issuance of CITES import permits for Panthera pardus trophies until the 
FWS non-detriment advice memorandum is reevaluated for each range country where trophy hunting 
occurs; and (2) rescinding the special rule pertaining to leopards from “southern Africa” (50 C.F.R. § 
17.40(f)) to require ESA permits for all otherwise prohibited activities, consistent with 50 C.F.R. § 
17.31(a). 

                                                           
1 “Congress shall make no law ... abridging ... the right of the people ...  to petition Government for a redress of 
grievances.”  U.S. CONST., amend. I.  The Supreme Court has recognized that the right to petition is logically 
implicit in, and fundamental to, the very idea of a republican form of government.  United States v. Cruikshank, 92 
U.S.  542, 552 (1875); United Mine Workers of America, Dist. 12 v. Illinois State Bar Ass’n, 389 U.S. 217, 222 
(1967); Thomas v. Collins, 323 U.S. 516, 530 (1945).   
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This petition presents substantial scientific and commercial information that leopards in Africa “south of 
and including…Gabon, Congo, Zaire, Uganda, Kenya” should be included in an Endangered listing for all 
Panthera pardus. 50 C.F.R. § 17.11 (listing leopards as Endangered in Asia and North and West Africa, 
but listing as Threatened leopards in Central, East, and Southern Africa).2 See also 50 C.F.R. § 
424.14(b)(1) (“substantial information” is “that amount of information that would lead a reasonable 
person to believe that the measure proposed in the Petition may be warranted”); 16 U.S.C. §1533(b)(3)(A) 
(The Secretary must make an initial finding on the petition “[t]o the maximum extent practicable, within 
90 days after receiving the Petition”); HSUS v. Pritzker, 2014 WL 6946022 (D.D.C. 2014) (holding that 
conclusive evidence is not required to make a positive 90-day finding). Petitioners are confident that a 
status review of the species, as required by 16 U.S.C. § 1533(b)-(c), will support a finding that listing all 
Panthera pardus as Endangered is in fact warranted.  

Further, as demonstrated herein, the Service must take immediate action to restrict the import of leopard 
hunting trophies to ensure that its regulations and practice comply with the ESA’s statutory mandate to 
provide for the conservation of Endangered and Threatened species. See 16 U.S.C. § 1531(b), (c) 
(providing that federal agencies “shall utilize their authorities in furtherance of” the conservation purpose 
of the ESA); Sierra Club v. Clark, 755 F.2d 608 (8th Cir. 1985) (special rules must be designed and 
implemented to actually promote the conservation of the Threatened species). 

This Petition is supported by expert declarations from renowned wildlife experts Dr. Jane Goodall and 
Dereck Joubert, and enclosed is a disc of the scientific references cited. 

Respectfully submitted by: 

 

___________________________________________ 

Anna Frostic  
Attorney for The Humane Society of the United States  
and The Fund for Animals 
1255 23rd Street, NW, Suite 450  
Washington, DC 20037 
(202) 676-2333 
afrostic@humanesociety.org 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
2 This listing does not account for the fact that Zaire became the Democratic Republic of the Congo in 1997. 
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_____________________________ 
Teresa Telecky, Ph.D. 
Humane Society International 
1255 23rd Street, NW, Suite 450  
Washington, DC 20037  
(301) 258-1430 
ttelecky@hsi.org  
 

 

_________________________________ 
Sarah Uhlemann 
Center for Biological Diversity  
378 N Main Avenue 
Tucson, AZ 85701 
(206) 327-2344 
suhlemann@biologicaldiversity.org  
 

 
__________________________ 
Jeff Flocken 
International Fund for Animal Welfare 
290 Summer Street 
Yarmouth Port, MA 02675 
(202) 536-1904 
jflocken@ifaw.org 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This Petition – submitted by The Humane Society of the United States, Humane Society International, 
Center for Biological Diversity, International Fund for Animal Welfare, and The Fund for Animals and 
supported by expert declarations from Dr. Jane Goodall and Dereck Joubert – demonstrates that the 
leopard (Panthera pardus) meets the statutory criteria for an Endangered listing under the ESA across its 
geographic range and requests reclassification for leopard populations listed as Threatened in 1982.  
 
The ESA considers a species (including subspecies or distinct population segment) to be “Endangered” 
when it “is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range.” 16 U.S.C. § 
1532(6). The ESA requires the Service to list a species as either “Endangered” or “Threatened” based on 
the following five factors: (1) the present or threatened destruction, modification, or curtailment of its 
habitat or range; (2) overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes; (3) 
disease or predation; (4) the inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms; and (5) “other natural or 
manmade factors affecting its continued existence.” Id. § 1533(a)(1)(A-E). The ESA requires the 
Secretary to determine within 90 days of receiving the Petition whether the Petition “presents substantial 
scientific or commercial information indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted.” Id. § 
1533(b)(3)(A). Such determination must be made solely on the basis of the “best scientific and 
commercial data available.” Id. § 1533(b)(1)(A).  
 
When a foreign species is listed as Endangered, protection under the ESA occurs by, inter alia, 
prohibiting imports unless they enhance the propagation or survival of the species or are for scientific 
purposes. Id. § 1533(b)(1)(A). Furthermore, Section 8 of the ESA provides for “International 
Cooperation” in the conservation of foreign, listed species, and listing a foreign species heightens global 
awareness about the importance of conserving the species. 
 
This Petition seeks to increase protection for leopards in southern Africa, while maintaining the 
Endangered listing for leopards in all other areas of the species’ range. Thus, this Petition describes the 
natural history and biology of the African leopard (Panthera pardus pardus) and the current status and 
distribution of this subspecies; it clearly shows that its range is in alarming and precipitous decline, 
including in southern Africa where leopards are currently listed as Threatened. The Petition reviews the 
threats to the continued existence of the African leopard, including loss of habitat and prey, excessive and 
unsustainable offtake for recreational purposes, high levels of poaching for commercial purposes, 
indiscriminant killing such as through snaring, and retaliatory killing by poison or firearms due to a 
perceived or actual treat to livestock and people. The Petition also demonstrates how Americans engaging 
in unsustainable trophy hunting and international trade of African leopards and their parts for hunting 
purposes are significantly and negatively impacting the conservation status of the African leopard. It then 
explains how existing laws and regulations are inadequate to address the numerous and interacting threats 
to the African leopard today.  
 
The Petition requests that as FWS considers an uplisting of Threatened leopards to Endangered, the 
agency immediately take action to strictly scrutinize the import of leopard trophies by (1) suspending the 
issuance of CITES import permits for Panthera pardus trophies until the FWS non-detriment advice 
memorandum is reevaluated for each range country where trophy hunting occurs; and (2) rescinding the 
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special rule pertaining to leopards from southern Africa (50 C.F.R. § 17.40(f)) to require ESA permits for 
all otherwise prohibited activities, consistent with 50 C.F.R. § 17.31(a). 
 
Status and Distribution 
 
The IUCN Red List status of the leopard demonstrates the precipitous deterioration of the status of the 
leopard over the past 15 years: in 2002, the species was considered Least Concern; in 2008, Near 
Threatened; and in 2016, Vulnerable (Stein et al. 2016). The most recent IUCN Red List assessment lists 
persecution, habitat fragmentation, an increase in illegal wildlife trade, excessive take for ceremonial use 
of skins, prey base declines, and poorly managed trophy hunting as major threats to the survival of the 
species (Stein et al. 2016). Regarding African leopard populations specifically, the subpopulation of 
North Africa (which is currently listed as Endangered under the ESA) potentially qualifies as Critically 
Endangered due to very small and declining number of mature individuals; since the previous IUCN 
assessment in 2008, leopards likely have become extinct in Morocco and Algeria (Stein et al. 2016). In 
sub-Saharan Africa, the leopard population has declined by >30% in the past three generations, 
potentially qualifying the sub-Saharan population of the subspecies as Vulnerable (Stein et al. 2016); this 
decline was caused by a 21% loss of leopard habitat in sub-Saharan Africa over the past 25 years, and 
59% decline in prey loss in protected areas. At the regional level within sub-Saharan Africa, Stein et al. 
(2016) infer a >50% loss of leopard populations in East and West Africa, due to leopard prey reduction by 
52% and 85% in those regions, respectively. In southern Africa, populations in Angola, Zambia, 
Mozambique, Zimbabwe and South Africa appear to be decreasing (Stein et al. 2016). In addition to 
habitat loss and loss of prey base, Stein et al. (2016) recognize two other major threats to leopards in sub-
Saharan Africa: conflict with farmers over actual or potential killing of domesticated livestock or farmed 
wild animals (game farming or game ranching); and poorly managed trophy hunting, especially when it is 
concentrated geographically and when it targets individuals in their prime, who are territorial and 
reproductively active.  
 
Regarding the total population size for the African leopard subspecies across its range, according to the 
2008 IUCN assessment (Henschel et al.), “there are no reliable continent-wide estimates of population 
size in Africa, and the most commonly cited estimate of over 700,000 leopards in Africa (Martin and de 
Meulenaer 1988) is flawed” (emphasis added). The most recent publication on leopard status and 
distribution (Jacobson et al. 2016) stated, “Earlier Africa-wide assessments of population size (Myers, 
1976; Eaton, 1977; Martin & De Meulenaer, 1988; Shoemaker, 1993) employed questionable population 
models based on scant field data and were widely criticized as being unrealistic (Hamilton, 1981; 
Jackson, 1989; Norton,1990; Bailey, 1993)” (p. 2). The current ESA Threatened listing – which dates to 
1982 – is based on outdated information and must be reviewed in light of the substantial evidence 
indicating a significant decline in populations over the last three decades.  
 
Present and Threatened Destruction, Modification, Curtailment of Habitat or Range 

African populations of the leopard have experienced significant and ongoing loss of habitat. The most 
recently published scientific assessment of the status and distribution of the species (Jacobson et al. 
2016a) found that P. pardus pardus, the African leopard, has lost 48-67% of its historical range. In North 
Africa, P. pardus pardus has lost 93.9-99% of its historic range; in West Africa, the range loss is 86-95%; 



6 
 

in Central Africa, the range loss is 45-66%; in East Africa, the range loss is 40-60%; and in Southern 
Africa, the range loss is 28-51% (Jacobson et al. 2016a).  Jacobson et al. (2016a) state, “even for this 
relatively widespread subspecies, there is still substantial cause for concern across large portions of its 
range.” The subspecies existed historically in 47 range States, but exists in only 38 today, and thus has 
been extirpated from nine countries: Mauritania, Togo, and Tunisia; Gambia, Lesotho, and Morocco 
(possibly extinct); and Algeria, Burundi, and Mali (possibly present) (Jacobson et al. 2016a).  
 
The most recent IUCN assessment of the leopard (Stein et al. 2016) agrees largely with the findings of 
Jacobson et al. (2016a) with regard to range loss over the past three leopard generations (22.3 years); they 
estimated a 61% range loss for the species across its range (from 21,953,435 km2 in the 2008 IUCN 
assessment to 8,515,935 km2 in the 2016 assessment); a 21% range loss in sub-Saharan Africa; a 97% 
range loss in North Africa; a “dramatically reduced” range in West Africa; “substantial range declines” in 
West, Central, and East Africa; and a 21% range loss in southern Africa. Stein et al. (2016) attributes the 
range declines in West, Central, and East Africa to habitat loss and fragmentation which threaten the 
survival of leopards because they “require large, contiguous habitats with low human impacts to 
reproduce successfully” (Stein et al. 2016). Other factors contributing to range loss in Africa are prey 
reductions due to the illegal and unsustainable bushmeat trade, illegal harvest of skins, and human-
leopard conflict and retaliation for livestock depredation.  
 

Overutilization for Commercial, Recreational, or Scientific Purposes 

The original analysis presented in this petition shows that between 2005 and 2014 (the most recent years 
for which complete data are available), 35,421 leopard specimens (leopards, dead or alive, and their parts 
and derivatives, the equivalent of at least 12,791 leopards), were traded internationally. Of these 12,791 
leopards traded internationally, 10,191 of these specimens were hunting trophies. 

The U.S. is the top importer of leopard specimens sourced from the wild (accounting for 45% of the total 
trade), and the vast majority of leopard specimens imported to the U.S. are hunting trophies.  From 2005-
2014, Americans imported African leopards and their products equivalent to 5,575 individuals, including 
bodies (14), live specimens (26), skins (741), and trophies (4,794). This amount is equivalent to 
approximately 44% of the global imports in leopards during this period.  

Most leopards imported into the U.S. were exported from Zimbabwe (1,745 total: 1,489 trophies and 256 
skins, 31% of total imports) and the United Republic of Tanzania (1,270 total: 1,118 trophies and 152 
skins, 23% of total imports), with South Africa (900 total: 729 trophies, 163 skins and 8 bodies, 16% of 
total imports), Namibia (654 total: 646 trophies, 5 skins, 3 bodies, 12% of total imports), Zambia (468 
total: 466 trophies and two skins, 8% of total imports), Mozambique (238 total: 133 trophies and 105 
skins, 4% of total imports), and Botswana (196 total: 191 trophies and 5 skins, 4% of total imports) also 
playing major roles in exports.  

Since the 1982 Threatened listing was put in place relaxing requirements for leopard trophy imports from 
southern Africa, there has been a dramatic increase in the number of leopard trophies imported, with 
numbers steadily rising throughout the 1990’s and peaking in 2009, when 657 trophies were imported. 
The number of leopard trophy imports has remained over 300 per year since 1999, despite prior 
commitments from FWS to only allow “very few” leopard trophies into the country. 
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Poorly managed trophy hunting is considered a major threat to the survival of leopards in sub-Saharan 
Africa, especially when it is geographically concentrated and targets individuals in their prime, who are 
territorial and reproductively active (Stein et al. 2016). Recent studies have demonstrated that trophy 
hunting caused leopard population declines in South Africa (Balme et al. 2009, Pitman et al. 2015), 
Mozambique (Jorge 2012), Tanzania (Packer et al. 2009), and Zambia (Packer et al. 2010). Concern about 
unsustainable leopard trophy hunting has resulted in South Africa banning the export of leopard trophies 
in 2016; Botswana banning all trophy hunting, including of leopard, beginning in 2014; and Zambia 
banning leopard hunting in 2013 (Stein et al. 2016). 

Leopards also continue to be poached for commercial trade, and a trend can be seen in China exporting 
for commercial purposes an average of 413 leopard “derivatives” to the U.S. each year during 2006-2010, 
which abruptly ceased in 2011, and then the trend reappeared under a different but similar wildlife term: 
“medicine”; an average of 110 “medicine” products derived from leopards being exported for commercial 
purposes from China (2012-2013) and then Hong Kong (2014). 

There is a large-scale illegal trade in leopard skins for “cultural regalia” in southern Africa, with an 
estimated 4,500-7,000 leopards killed annually to fulfill demand for skins by followers of one church 
alone (the Nazareth Baptist (Shembe) Church) (Stein et al. 2016, citing to Balme unpublished data).  

Inadequacy of Existing Regulatory Mechanisms 

Pursuant to Fish and Wildlife Service regulations, Panthera pardus is currently listed as Endangered 
across its range, with the exception of 18 countries in southern Africa where the species is listed as 
Threatened. 50 C.F.R. § 17.11. This differential geographic listing does not comport with FWS policy or 
statutory mandate, and the best available science – presented in this Petition – demonstrates that leopards 
in southern Africa, like leopards in Asia and northern Africa, are “in danger of extinction” in this 
significant portion of the species’ range. 16 U.S.C. § 1532(6).  

All leopards were originally listed as Endangered, initially to restrict the leopard fur trade (with over 
17,000 leopard hides imported into the United States from 1968-1969). 45 Fed. Reg. 19007 (March 24, 
1980). But in 1980, at the urging of trophy hunters, FWS proposed to reduce protections for leopards in 
most of Africa (even though the agency did not explain whether or why it thought that leopards in 
southern Africa were both “distinct” and “significant” such that the region constitutes a listable distinct 
population segment). See 61 Fed. Reg. 4722 (Feb. 7, 1996); 16 U.S.C. § 1532(16). And today, FWS still 
has not conducted an analysis of whether leopards in southern Africa can lawfully be listed as a distinct 
population segment. Similarly, since 1982 when it finalized the Threatened listing for African leopards, 
FWS has not conducted the mandatory five-year review for such listing, resulting in an antiquated listing 
that is not based on the best available science. 
 
In addition to the lack of scientific support for the original listing, the implementation of this listing is 
woefully inadequate to promote leopard conservation, endangering the survival of leopards in southern 
Africa. Currently, leopard trophies can be imported into the U.S. without an ESA permit, provided that 
the requirements of the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES) are met. 
 
Currently, CITES has established export quotas for twelve African countries for leopard skins traded for 
personal and hunting trophy purposes, totalling 2,648 leopards per year. These quotas have dramatically 
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increased over time, with the number of leopards rising five-fold – from 460 in 1983 to 2,648 in 2016 – 
and the number of countries with export quotas rose from seven in 1983 to twelve in 2016.  
 
These quotas have no scientific basis and are not routinely reviewed to ensure that are not detrimental to 
the survival of the species. Indeed, the basis for the original and subsequent CITES export quotas for 
leopards is a model by Martin and de Meulenar (1988) that has been dismissed by modern leopard 
scientists as over-simplified as it was based on a correlation between rainfall and leopard numbers in 
savannah habitats of East Africa and used to predict leopard numbers across their entire sub-Saharan 
Africa range (Braczkowski et al. 2015b). 
 
Other Natural or Manmade Factors Affecting the Survival of the African Leopard in the Wild 

African leopards are also in danger of extinction due to other manmade factors.  Leopard population 
densities are directly related to biomass of medium and large-sized wild herbivores, the main leopard prey 
(Stein et al. 2016). However, populations of such herbivores have been severely depleted by the 
unsustainable bushmeat trade which is considered to be a major threat to the survival of the African 
leopard (Stein et al. 2016). According to Stein et al. (2016), Craigie et al. (2010) found an estimated 59% 
average decline in leopard prey populations in 78 protected areas in West, East, and Southern Africa 
between 1970 and 2005 due to commercialized bushmeat trade. Bushmeat hunting in the Congo Basin for 
local and commercial use has reduced the wild prey base, resulting in lower leopard densities and even 
the disappearance of leopards from some places (Henschel 2008, 2009). Leopard range is largely reduced 
in human-populated areas in the Democratic Republic of the Congo due illegal hunting and bushmeat 
trade (Stein et al. 2016). Bushmeat poaching in Mozambique and Zambia has severely reduced leopard 
prey inside and outside of protected areas (Stein et al. 2016).  
 
Conflict with farmers who own domestic or wild game (game ranching) is a major threat to the survival of 
the African leopard (Ray et al. 2005, Henschel 2008, Stein et al. 2016). About 60-70% of Africa’s human 
population relies on agriculture and livestock for their livelihoods, and the human population of Africa is 
expected to more than double by 2050 (Stein et al. 2016); thus, the future will likely see increasing 
numbers of people using increasing amounts of land in conflict with decreasing numbers of leopards. 
Currently, many sub-Saharan African countries allow farmers to kill predators considered to be a threat to 
life or property without first obtaining a permit; it is likely that a large number of leopards are killed but 
not reported; and the total number of leopards killed due to conflict is unknown (Stein et al. 2016). And 
indiscriminate killing, such as the poisoning of carcasses aimed at attracting and killing carnivores of any 
and all types, and the use of snares to kill other species, is also a threat to the survival of leopards 
(Henschel 2008, Jorge 2012). 
 
Conclusion 

This Petition demonstrates that leopards in southern Africa are in danger of extinction and must be listed 
as Endangered along with leopards across the remainder of the species’ range. Given the precarious plight 
of the African leopard, and due to the legal deficiencies in existing law, the Petition also asks FWS to take 
immediate action to restrict the import of African leopard hunting trophies to the U.S. 
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I. Introduction 

Pursuant to Fish and Wildlife Service (“FWS” or “the Service”) regulations, Panthera pardus is currently 
listed as Endangered across its range, with the exception of 18 countries in southern Africa where the 
species is listed as Threatened. 50 C.F.R. § 17.11. This differential geographic listing does not comport 
with FWS policy or the Endangered Species Act’s (ESA) statutory mandate, and the best available 
science – presented in this Petition – demonstrates that leopards in southern Africa are “in danger of 
extinction” in this significant portion of the species’ range. 16 U.S.C. § 1532(6).  

Leopards in Asia and northern Africa are in danger of extinction and clearly meet the statutory definition 
of Endangered, as acknowledged by FWS; however, the Service’s decades old regulation listing leopards 
in southern Africa as a Threatened species is not supported by science – indeed, such listing and the 
management decisions flowing therefrom are based almost entirely on unpublished reports from biased 
sources that have been discredited by the scientific community (as detailed in Section IV(D), infra). See 
50 C.F.R. § 17.11. 
 
This Petition describes the natural history and biology of the African leopard (Panthera pardus pardus) 
and the current status and distribution of this subspecies (with a particular focus on the sub-Saharan 
African countries where leopards are currently listed as Threatened).3 The evidence clearly shows that 
leopards in this part of the species’ range are in alarming and precipitous decline. The Petition evaluates 
the threats to the continued existence of the African leopard, including loss of habitat and prey, excessive 
and unsustainable offtake for recreational purposes, high levels of poaching and illegal trade for 
commercial and ceremonial purposes, indiscriminant killing such as through snaring, and retaliatory 
killing by poison or firearms due to a perceived or actual treat to livestock and people. The Petition also 
demonstrates how Americans engaging in unsustainable trophy hunting and international trade of African 
leopards and their parts for hunting trophies are significantly and negatively impacting the conservation 
status of the African leopard. It then explains how existing laws and regulations are inadequate to address 
the numerous and interacting threats to the African leopard today, all of which requires FWS to expand 
the Endangered listing of Panthera pardus to include all animals throughout the entirety of the species’ 
range. 

The Petition also requests that as the Service evaluates an uplisting of Threatened leopards, the Service 
immediately take action to restrict the import of leopard specimens by (1) suspending the issuance of 
CITES import permits for Panthera pardus trophies until the FWS non-detriment advice memorandum is 
reevaluated for each range country where trophy hunting occurs; and (2) rescinding the special rule 
pertaining to leopards from southern Africa (50 C.F.R. § 17.40(f)) to require ESA permits for all 
otherwise prohibited activities, consistent with 50 C.F.R. § 17.31(a). 
 
 
 

                                                           
3 Notably, because the boundary line that FWS drew “south of and including…Gabon, Congo, Zaire, Uganda, 
Kenya” does not have any biological basis, much of the published literature refers to the African leopard subspecies 
as a whole or to specific countries within the subspecies’ continental range. To the extent possible, this Petition 
focuses on the science pertaining to leopards in the range countries where the Threatened listing applies (which 
encompass the vast majority of the species’ range on the African continent). 
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II. Status and Distribution  

The leopard is the most wide-ranging species of wild cats. The species’ historic range extended from the 
Cape of Good Hope in South Africa through the Middle East and Southeast Asia to the Amur Peninsula 
in Russia (Nowell and Jackson 1996). According to the International Union for Conservation of Nature 
(IUCN), there are nine extant leopard subspecies, though the species’ taxonomy is currently under review 
by the IUCN SSC Cat Specialist Group: Panthera pardus pardus (Africa), Panthera pardus nimr 
(Arabia), Panthera pardus saxicolor (Central Asia), Panthera pardus melas (Java), Panthera pardus 
kotiya (Sri Lanka), Panthera pardus fusca (Indian sub-continent), Panthera pardus delacourii (southeast 
Asia into southern China), Panthera pardus japonensis (northern China), and Panthera pardus orientalis 
(Russian Far East, Korean peninsula and north-eastern China). 
 
A new IUCN status review of Panthera pardus was just released (Stein et al. 2016) and classifies the 
species as Vulnerable (demonstrating that the species is more imperilled than it was in 2008, when the last 
IUCN assessment classified the species as Near Threatened, Henschel et al. 2008). The 2016 status 
review also continues to recognize that three Asian subspecies of leopards are Critically Endangered (P. 
p. orientalis, P. p. nimr, and P. p. melas), and two subspecies are Endangered (P. p. kotiya and P. p. 
saxicolor).  
 
The IUCN Red List status of the leopard demonstrates the precipitous deterioration of the status of the 
leopard over the past 15 years: in 2002, the species was considered Least Concern; in 2008, Near 
Threatened; and in 2016, Vulnerable (Stein et al. 2016). The most recent IUCN Red List assessment lists 
persecution, habitat fragmentation, an increase in illegal wildlife trade, excessive take for ceremonial use 
of skins, prey base declines, and poorly managed trophy hunting as major threats to the survival of the 
species (Stein et al. 2016).  
 
Regarding African leopard populations specifically, the subpopulation of North Africa potentially 
qualifies as Critically Endangered due to very small and declining number of mature individuals; since 
the previous IUCN assessment in 2008, leopards likely have become extinct in Morocco and Algeria 
(Stein et al. 2016). In sub-Saharan Africa, the leopard population has declined by >30% in the past three 
generations, potentially qualifying the sub-Saharan population of the subspecies as Vulnerable (Stein et 
al. 2016); this decline was caused by a 21% loss of leopard habitat in sub-Saharan Africa over the past 25 
years, and 59% decline in prey loss in protected areas. At the regional level within sub-Saharan Africa, 
Stein et al. (2016) infer a >50% loss of leopard populations in East and West Africa, due to leopard prey 
reduction by 52% and 85% in those regions, respectively. In southern Africa, populations in Angola, 
Zambia, Mozambique, Zimbabwe, and South Africa appear to be decreasing (Stein et al. 2016). In 
addition to habitat loss and loss of prey base, Stein et al. (2016) recognize two other major threats to 
leopards in sub-Saharan Africa: conflict with farmers over real or potential killing of domesticated 
livestock or farmed wild animals (game farming or game ranching); and poorly managed trophy hunting 
especially when it is concentrated geographically and when it targets individuals in their prime, who are 
territorial and reproductively active. 
 
Regarding the total population size for the African leopard subspecies, according to the 2008 IUCN 
assessment (Henschel et al. 2008), “there are no reliable continent-wide estimates of population size in 
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Africa, and the most commonly cited estimate of over 700,000 leopards in Africa (Martin and de 
Meulenaer 1988) is flawed” (emphasis added). Similarly, the 2016 IUCN assessment states that “reliable 
data on Leopard population trends are missing from large portions of their range” but that “Leopards are 
declining throughout most of their range” and “populations have become reduced and isolated, and they 
are now extirpated from large portions of their historic range.” (Stein et al. 2016). 
 
The most recent scientific publication on leopard status and distribution (Jacobson et al. 2016a) stated, 
“Earlier Africa-wide assessments of population size (Myers, 1976; Eaton, 1977; Martin & De Meulenaer, 
1988; Shoemaker, 1993) employed questionable population models based on scant field data and were 
widely criticized as being unrealistic (Hamilton, 1981; Jackson, 1989; Norton,1990; Bailey, 1993)” (p. 2). 
Jacobson et al. (2016a) did not provide an African leopard population size estimate saying, “Lack of 
empirical field data on distribution status and population size has prevented a range-wide population 
estimate” (p. 2).  
 
However, recent estimates and trends are available (Table 1) for some of the 18 range countries where 
leopards are currently listed as Threatened, an area that encompasses the vast majority of the species’ 
current range on the African continent (Figure 1).    
 
Table 1. Recent estimates of leopard population sizes and trends in countries where the population 
is listed as ESA Threatened.   
 
Country Recent Estimated Leopard Population Size, Status and/or Trend 
Angola Stein et al. (2016) state that Angola has declining but healthy leopard populations 

outside of areas with increased human development and intensive conflict with 
humans. However, Jacobson et al. (2016b) state that there are no recent publications 
regarding the presence of leopards in Angola and, while there are likely many 
leopards, there are no scientific data. 

Botswana  Botswana’s 2003 Predator Strategy estimated between 4,404 and 6,830 leopards 
existed in the country (Jacobson et al. 2016b) where there is a continuous leopard 
population in the North and West” (Stein et al. 2016). 

Burundi Jacobson et al. (2016b) consider the leopard to be “possibly present” in Burundi but 
much of the country is converted to agriculture with high human population densities 
and low wild prey densities. 

Republic of 
the Congo 

Leopards are present in many protected areas but they are threatened by the illegal 
leopard skin trade which is supplied by specialized leopard hunters, particularly in 
northeast Congo (Jacobson et al. 2016b). 

Democratic 
Republic of 
the Congo 

The leopard is “likely still widespread” in the Democratic Republic of the Congo but 
there is little recent information on leopards and densities are unknown (Jacobson et 
al. 2016b). A large and growing human population has diminished leopard prey 
populations through excessive and unsustainable bushmeat harvesting practices 
(Jacobson et al. 2016b). Stein et al. (2016) state that leopard range has already been 
reduced due to bushmeat hunting.  

Gabon  Henschel (2010) estimated Gabon’s leopard population to be 5,910 animals. 
Leopards are “found throughout the country with small absent pockets in the 
southeast and southwest” (Stein et al. 2016). Jacobson et al. (2016b) said that the 
country likely still supports significant leopard populations, with populations in 
virtually all protected areas; however, intensive bushmeat hunting has caused 
leopards to disappear from some areas (Jacobson et al. 2016b).  
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Country Recent Estimated Leopard Population Size, Status and/or Trend 
Kenya Jacobson et al. (2016b) consider the leopard to be widely distributed in Kenya, but 

threats include poisoning by local herders near Amboseli, human-wildlife conflict 
near Hell’s Gate and Ruma, and some isolated cases of “trophy poaching.” Stein et 
al. (2016) considers the distribution of leopards in East Africa, including Kenya, to 
have been reduced; however, leopards are found throughout the west, central and 
southern portions of Kenya (Stein et al. 2016). 

Lesotho Jacobson et al. (2016b) and Stein et al. (2016) consider the leopard in Lesotho to be 
“possibly extinct.” 

Malawi Jacobson et al. (2016b) consider the leopard in Malawi to be present in some areas; 
however, no recent scientific publications on the size and trend of the population are 
available. 

Mozambique Stein et al. (2016) state that Mozambique has a declining but healthy leopard 
populations outside of areas with increased human development and intensive 
human-leopard conflict. Jacobson et al. (2016b) note that the Mozambican Civil War 
(1977 to 1992) depleted wildlife around the country; however, while leopards are 
found in many places, their populations are poorly monitored and largely unknown. 
Jorge (2012) studied the leopard population of Niassa National Reserve and found 
leopard densities there were comparable with those in Central and Southern Africa; 
however, trophy hunting offtake combined with illegal offtake was unsustainable. 

Namibia  Stein et al. (2016) stated that leopards inhabit most of the country with the exception 
of the highly populated northern region, the arid southeast farmlands and the desert 
coast. According to Jacobson et al. (2016b), the Ministry of Environment and 
Tourism updated their Large Carnivore Atlas in 2010 with the results indicating that 
leopards are the most widely distributed large carnivore in Namibia, although absent 
from 30% of their historic range in the country, with a population size of 14,154 
(range of 13,356 - 22,706) (according to Stein et al. 2011), which is an increase of 
110% from 2004 when the previous Atlas was conducted. Leopard-human conflict 
and poorly managed trophy hunting are threats to the species in Namibia (Jacobson 
et al. 2016b). 

Rwanda Jacobson et al. (2016b) state that there are no recent publications regarding the status 
or presence of leopards in Rwanda and that a lot of the country has been converted to 
agriculture and has high human population densities. 

South Africa  Leopards are found on borders with Namibia, Botswana, Zimbabwe and 
Mozambique, with dense populations in the Limpopo region, and they are also found 
in the Cape provinces (Stein et al. 2016). The population is decreasing from previous 
estimates especially in areas with human development and intensive human-leopard 
conflict (Stein et al. 2016). Swanepoel et al. (2014) estimated that there were 4,476 
leopards in South Africa. According to Jacobson et al. (2016b), there is no national 
monitoring program for leopards and current trade and trophy hunting quotas may 
lead to population decline and possible extinction in certain areas. Indeed, recently 
Pitman et al. (2015) studied leopard offtake in Limpopo Province and found it to 
exceed that which is considered sustainable. South Africa banned export of leopards 
for 2016 as they did not have enough information to make a finding of non-detriment 
required under CITES for leopard exports.  

Swaziland There are no recent publications on the size or trend of the leopard population in 
Swaziland (Jacobson et al. 2016b). 

Tanzania   Leopards remain widely distributed in Tanzania although only a few studies have 
established scientifically-based leopard densities or population trends (Jacobson et 
al. 2016b). The leopard population is declining and has been reduced in Tanzania 



13 
 

Country Recent Estimated Leopard Population Size, Status and/or Trend 
(Jacobson et al. 2016b, Stein et al. 2016) driven, in part, by excessive offtake for 
trophy hunting (Packer et al. 2009, Jacobson et al. 2016b). 

Uganda Although apparently present in many areas (Jacobson et al. 2016b, Stein et al. 2016), 
the Uganda Wildlife Authority reported in 2010 that leopards are ‘likely to have 
declined even more drastically [relative to other species of concern] because of their 
widespread presence outside protected areas’ and estimated that the population may 
be lower than 150-200 individuals (Jacobson et al. 2016b). 

Zambia Zambia’s leopard population has declined with leopards disappearing from areas 
with increased human development and in areas with high human-leopard conflict 
(Stein et al. 2016). Leopards are present in some National Parks and game 
management areas, but absent in others (Jacobson et al. 2016b). Zambia banned 
leopard hunting in 2013 and 2014, but reinstated it in 2015 and 2016 (Jacobson et al. 
2016, supplemental document 1, country profiles). 

Zimbabwe  Leopards exist in many conservation areas but no assessment of the national 
population exists (Jacobson et al. 2016b). Populations are declining and leopards are 
disappearing in areas with high human impact and human-leopard conflict (Stein et 
al. 2016). Williams et al. (2016b) extrapolated the results of a study of the impact of 
government land reform policies on the leopard population of Save Valley 
Conservancy to the remainder of the country, estimating Zimbabwe’s leopard 
population size to be 626 at minimum and 6,716 at maximum in 2008, a decrease of 
69% and 58%, respectively, compared to minimum and maximum population 
estimates from 2000.   

 
The most recently published scientific paper containing an assessment of the status and distribution of the 
species (Jacobson et al. 2016a) found that P. pardus pardus, the African leopard, has lost 48-67% of its 
range, from a historical range of 19,751,400 km2 to between 6,613,000-10,219,200 km2 today (Jacobson 
et al. 2016b) (Figure 1). Jacobson et al. (2016a) state, “even for this relatively widespread subspecies, 
there is still substantial cause for concern across large portions of its range.” The African leopard 
subspecies existed historically in 47 range States, but exists in only 38 today, and thus has been extirpated 
from nine countries (Jacobson et al. 2016c): Mauritania, Togo, and Tunisia; Gambia, Lesotho, and 
Morocco (possibly extinct); and Algeria, Burundi, and Mali (possibly present) (Jacobson et al. 2016c).  
Regarding Panthera pardus as a whole, Jacobson et al. (2016a) state, “Contrary to the pervasive 
impression of the leopard as being one of the most widespread, adaptable and resilient carnivores, our 
calculated range loss of 63–75% exceeds the average range loss documented for the world’s largest 
carnivores (53% for 17 species; Ripple et al., 2014).”  
 
See also Declaration of Dr. Jane Goodall, ¶ 8 (“It is absolutely clear that leopards – like most wildlife in 
Africa – are at greater risk of extinction today than they were in 1982 when the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service listed southern African leopards as Threatened. In the nearly six decades during which I have 
learned a great deal about wildlife in Tanzania and other African countries, the human population has 
more than doubled, resulting in rapidly vanishing wildlife habitat, wiping out forests and grasslands 
essential to sustain leopards and their prey. Large mammals – like leopards and chimpanzees – play 
essential roles in their ecosystems, and in order to preserve these magnificent animals in perpetuity it will 
require all nations to exercise their full power to promote the conservation of imperiled species.”); 
Declaration of Dereck Joubert, ¶ 9 (“There is no reason to believe that the population trend for leopards is 
significantly different to those of other big cats in Africa, all of which indicate a 95% decline over the 
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past 50 years. Our own findings coincide with that hypothesis and in many areas I have surveyed, in 
particular where there is hunting, leopard have declined significantly. Territories have been disrupted and 
breeding has been suppressed. It is unlikely that there are more than 50,000 leopards in Africa today. 
Indeed, based on my experience over the last 30 years working with leopards, the population has 
significantly decreased in that time.”). 
 
The most recent IUCN assessment of the leopard (Stein et al. 2016) agrees largely with the findings of 
Jacobson et al. (2016a) with regard to range loss over the past three leopard generations (22.3 years); they 
estimated a 61% range loss for the species across its range (from 21,953,435 km2 in the 2008 IUCN 
assessment to 8,515,935 km2 in the 2016 assessment); a 21% range loss in sub-Saharan Africa; a 97% 
range loss in North Africa; a “dramatically reduced” range in West Africa; “substantial range declines” in 
West, Central, and East Africa; and a 21% range loss in southern Africa. Stein et al. (2016) attributes the 
range declines in West, Central, and East Africa to habitat loss and fragmentation which threaten the 
survival of leopards because they “require large, contiguous habitats with low human impacts to 
reproduce successfully” (Stein et al. 2016). Other factors contributing to range loss in Africa are prey 
reductions due to the illegal and unsustainable bushmeat trade, illegal harvest of skins, and human-
leopard conflict and retaliation for livestock depredation. 
 

Figure 1. Historic and present distribution of the leopard in Africa with red line demarcation 
between ESA Endangered and ESA Threatened populations.

 
Source: Jacobson et al. 2016d (ESA demarcation added). 
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III. Natural History and Biology  
 
A.  Species Description 
 
The following account of the species is sourced from Stein and Hayssen (2013). The leopard is the 
smallest of the large cats in the genus Panthera, though there are variations in sizes of leopards across 
their range. Males are generally larger than females – for example, mean length of head and body for 
males in Namibia is 132 cm, and females 106.5 cm (based on two samples of each sex); weight of 47 
males from India, Ivory Coast, Namibia and South Africa was 30.9-62.6 kg, and for 34 females 21.2-54.0 
kg. Fur color varies from yellow to black and is soft and thick and leopards living in colder climates have 
longer hair. Spots occur on the muzzle and forehead and the whisker spots can be used to identify 
individuals. The spots become a rosette pattern from the neck and shoulders to the rump and tail. Irregular 
spots are found from the elbow and knee to the feet and along the ventral side of the torso. Eye color 
varies from yellow to blue. Leopards have well-developed musculature on the neck, forelimbs and chest 
and can drag a carcass more than double the leopard’s body weight up a tree. They have five toes on the 
front feet and four on the back, with the first toe on the inside of the front used only for bringing down 
prey. Leopards can reach a maximum speed of 60 km per hour, make horizontal leaps of 6 m, and vertical 
leaps of 3 m. 
 
B. Reproduction and Mortality 
 
Leopards have a polygynous mating system; both sexes are territorial; males have a territory that includes 
territories of several females; both sexes defend their territories against individuals of the same sex 
although there is some overlap (Balme and Hunter 2013). 
 
According to Stein and Hayssen (2013)’s description of Panthera pardus across its entire range, some 
populations have a distinctive mating season (e.g. November-December in Nepal) but leopards mate year-
round in South Africa. Females attract males through scent marks and vocalizations. When mating, males 
associate with females for 1-4 days. Mean length of estrus is 5-13 days, gestation is 88-112 days, lactation 
occurs for 114-130 days, den emergence happens in 42 days, independence occurs at 13 months. The 
interbirth interval is 3.5-45 months, with most intervals 8-12 months. Females have four mammae and 
litter size is 1-6 with a mode of 2. Females first mate at 23-32 months, first births occur at 27-52 months, 
and males can first sire young at 1.5 years. Infanticide can occur when territorial males that likely sired 
the young are removed before cubs reach independence. Juveniles remain with their mothers for 12-18 
months. Female young take over a portion of their mother’s range, while young males disperse. 
 
Lindsey and Chikerema-Mandisodza (2012) describes the reproduction of African leopard specifically 
(Panthera pardus pardus). The African leopard has a low reproductive rate and is long-lived. They reach 
sexual maturity at 3-4 years, have on average two cubs per litter, have a mean lifetime reproduction of 4.1 
cubs/female, have an inter-birth interval of 25 months for successful litters, have a lifespan of 19 years for 
females and 14 years for males, have a generation time of 7 years, and have an adult sex ratio of 1.6 
females/males. There is a 63% mortality of cubs prior to independence. 
 
As described Braczkowski et al. (2015a), the African leopard subspecies (Panthera pardus pardus) is 
considered to be a solitary species (except for mothers and their cubs and males and females when 
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mating), but they live in a social system that is highly dependent on long-term relationships. When 
individuals are removed from a population and new immigrants enter the population this destabilizes the 
social system and leads to fighting and infanticide by new males. In populations where fathers remain 
present, cub survival and reproductive output of the population are higher than in populations where this 
is not the case. In addition, in stable populations female leopards give birth at a younger age, spend more 
time with dependent young, and produce more litters. 
 
Longevity is 10-15 years in the wild; annual adult mortality averaged 19% in Kruger National Park of 
which 30% were old males, 17% old females, 17% prime males, 10% prime females; 64% died of 
starvation (Nowell and Jackson 1996). 
 
C. Hunting and Feeding 
 
According to Stein and Hayssen (2013), Panthera pardus consume a wide variety of animals of all types 
and sizes, from beetles to large antelopes. Preferred prey are 10-40 kg but they can feed on larger prey 
(>150 kg). In Africa, leopards prey on impala, springbok, duiker, nyala, and warthogs, and rodents. 
Females and cubs tend to prey on smaller animals. Leopards attack prey by stalking and pouncing – 
smaller prey are killed by a bite on the head or nape of the neck; larger prey by a bite on the throat. Once 
prey animals are killed, they are eaten on the spot, or dragged to trees, bushes or caves where they are 
cached. Leopards can be active at night or during the day (i.e., in Kenya and South Africa, 66% of activity 
is nocturnal). Generally, leopard home range size varies according to prey availability with larger home 
ranges where prey availability is low. Females have smaller home range sizes than males (e.g., in Tai 
National Park, Ivory Coast, males had a home range size of 32-46 km2 and females 14-26 km2). 
 
IV. Panthera pardus is Endangered Across its Range Pursuant to the ESA Listing Criteria 
 
The main threats to the survival of leopards across their range are habitat loss and fragmentation, conflict 
with humans, loss of prey, killing for the illegal trade in skins and parts and, for P. pardus pardus, 
unsustainable trophy hunting (Jacobson et al. 2016a). See also Stein et al. 2016 (“Evidence suggests that 
Leopard populations have been dramatically reduced due to continued persecution with increased human 
populations (Thorn et al. 2013, Selvan et al. 2014), habitat fragmentation (UN 2014), increased illegal 
wildlife trade (Datta et al. 2008), excessive harvesting for ceremonial use of skins (G. Balme pers. comm. 
2015), prey base declines (Hatton et al. 2001, du Toit 2004, Fusari and Carpaneto 2006, Datta et al. 2008, 
Lindsey et al. 2014, Selvan et al. 2014) and poorly managed trophy hunting (Balme et al. 2009)”). Based 
on these threats, leopards in southern Africa must be included in the Endangered listing for Panthera 
pardus. 
 
Notably, the IUCN concludes that “[m]ost of the factors driving Lion population declines (e.g., habitat 
loss and fragmentation, retaliatory killing due to conflict, poorly managed trophy hunting) also affect 
Leopards.” (Stein et al. 2016). Just as the Service has recently taken action to prohibit the import of 
African lion trophies unless the ESA’s enhancement standard is met (50 C.F.R. § 17.40(r)), the Service 
must take action to address the impact that Americans are having on the decline of the leopard. 
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A. Present or Threatened Destruction, Modification, or Curtailment of Habitat 
 
African populations of the leopard have experienced significant and ongoing curtailment of range. As 
noted above, the most recently published assessment of the status and distribution of the species 
(Jacobson et al. 2016a) found that P. pardus pardus, the African leopard, has lost 48-67% of its range, 
from a historical range of 19,751,400 km2 to between 6,613,000-10,219,200 km2 today (Jacobson et al. 
2016b) (Figure 1). In North Africa, P. pardus pardus has lost 93.9-99% of its historic range (from 
605,300 km2 historically to 5,800-37,000 km2 today); in West Africa, the range loss is 86-95% (3,505,000 
km2 to 196,000-483,100 km2); in Central Africa, the range loss is 45-66% (6,101,100 km2 to 2,081,900-
3,379,700 km2); in East Africa, the range loss is 40-60% (3,626,300 km2 to 1,457,200-2,003,300 km2); 
and in Southern Africa, the range loss is 28-51% (5,913,800 km2 to 2,872,200-4,270,800 km2) (Jacobson 
et al. 2016b). Jacobson et al. (2016a) state, “even for this relatively widespread subspecies, there is still 
substantial cause for concern across large portions of its range.” The subspecies existed historically in 47 
range States, but exists in only 38 today, and thus has been extirpated from nine countries (Jacobson et al. 
2016c): Mauritania, Togo, and Tunisia; Gambia, Lesotho, and Morocco (possibly extinct); and Algeria, 
Burundi, and Mali (possibly present) (Jacobson et al. 2016c).  
 
The most recent IUCN assessment of the leopard (Stein et al. 2016) agrees largely with the findings of 
Jacobson et al. (2016) with regard to range loss over the past three leopard generations (22.3 years); they 
estimated a 61% range loss for the species across its range (from 21,953,435 km2 in the 2008 IUCN 
assessment to 8,515,935 km2 in the 2016 assessment); a 21% range loss in sub-Saharan Africa; a 97% 
range loss in North Africa; a “dramatically reduced” range in West Africa; “substantial range declines” in 
West, Central, and East Africa; and a 21% range loss in southern Africa. Stein et al. (2016) attributes the 
range declines in West, Central, and East Africa to habitat loss and fragmentation which threaten the 
survival of leopards because they “require large, contiguous habitats with low human impacts to 
reproduce successfully” (Stein et al. 2016). Other factors contributing to range loss in Africa are prey 
reductions due to the illegal and unsustainable bushmeat trade, illegal harvest of skins, and human-
leopard conflict and retaliation for livestock depredation. 
 
Contributing to this immense and ongoing loss of range is the collapse in prey species’ populations due to 
commercial bushmeat harvest of herbivores which, in addition to outright habitat destruction, destroys the 
suitability of habitats for leopards whose density is dependent on the availability of prey (Stein et al. 
2016). Thus, the African leopard is in danger of extinction due to habitat loss. 
 
B. Overutilization for Commercial, Recreational, or Scientific Purposes 
 
A valuable source of information on the utilization of leopards for commercial, recreational or scientific 
purposes is the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES) Trade Database. The 
182 CITES Parties are required to file annual reports with the CITES Secretariat on the import, export, 
re-export, and introduction from the sea of CITES-listed species. These reports are compiled into an 
electronic, searchable trade database, known as the CITES Trade Database, which is available to the 
public on the CITES website (www.cites.org).  
 

http://www.cites.org/
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This database can be used to determine the level of currently-legal international trade as well as the types 
and sources of leopards and their parts that are involved.  In the context of CITES, international trade 
includes commercial trade as well as trade associated with breeding, circus or travelling exhibition, 
education, enforcement, trophy hunting, medicinal, personal use, reintroduction, scientific research, and 
for zoological exhibition. By examining the documented purposes of trade, the CITES trade database can 
be used to evaluate the reasons behind the movement of leopards and their parts across international 
borders by humans. The database also includes the source of African leopards and their parts in 
international trade, whether captive-bred, captive-born, illegal, pre-Convention, ranch-raised, or wild. 
While the CITES trade database is the principal source of information on international trade in leopards 
and their parts, it does not contain information on domestic use of leopards or their parts for commercial, 
recreational, or scientific purposes; nor does it account for poaching and illegal trade, except where illicit 
international trade has resulted in a seizure. 
 
The leopard is clearly over-utilized for commercial and recreational purposes and must be listed as 
Endangered based on this criterion. The original analysis presented in this petition shows that between 
2005 and 2014 (the most recent years for which complete data are available), 35,421 leopard specimens 
(leopards, dead or alive, and their parts and derivatives, the equivalent of at least 12,791 leopards), were 
traded internationally for all purposes (Annex 4, Table 1). This figure was derived by adding the figures 
for four types of specimens that likely represent one leopard each: bodies, skins, live, and trophies. Skulls 
and bones were not included in this calculation because after leopards are hunted, their skin is usually 
removed, leaving the skull and other bones and body parts; in this analysis, the skin or trophy is used to 
represent a leopard, not the skull or bones. The most commonly-traded items were derivatives (13,968), 
trophies (10,211), specimens (4,352), skulls (2,045) and skins (1,928) (Annex 4, Table 1). Other leopard 
specimens in trade include live animals (550), medicine (538), bones (405), claws (381), small leather 
products (287), and hair (238), as well as smaller numbers of bodies, bone pieces, carvings, cloth, feet, 
garments, hair products, large leather products, plates, skeletons, skin pieces, tails, and teeth  (Annex 4, 
Table 1).  
 
Global gross imports of African leopards reported as bodies, trophies, skins and live for the period of 
2005 to 2014 total 12,791, including imports of 134 bodies, 549 live leopards, 1,916 skins, and 10,191 
trophies (see Table 2).  

Table 2. Gross Imports of Panthera pardus Bodies, Live, Skins, And Trophies, All Purposes, All 
Sources, 2005-2014. 
 

Term 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Totals 
Bodies 7 0 9 10 22 19 24 24 9 11 135 

Live 37 44 45 42 48 75 79 68 67 44 549 

Skins 73 162 61 75 234 236 353 467 226 29 1,916 

Trophies 1235 1134 1064 1291 1405 993 769 984 718 598 10,191 

Totals 1,352 1,340 1,179 1,418 1,709 1,323 1,225 1,543 1,020 682 12,791 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus, all countries, all sources, all purposes, on 
03/23/2016. 
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Of this trade from all sources, 19,909 leopard specimens, reported as being from a wild source – the 
equivalent of at least 11,959 leopards (adding bodies, live, skins, trophies) – were traded internationally 
for all purposes (Annex 4, Table 2). Wild sourced specimens accounted for 56.2% of specimens in trade 
(19,909 of 35,421) and 93.5% of leopards in trade (11,959 of 12,791). Of this trade, the U.S. imported 
8,553 wild leopard specimens, the equivalent of at least 5,382 leopards (Annex 4, Table 3), which is 45% 
of wild leopards traded during the period. Indeed, the U.S. is the top importer of wild leopard specimens 
with other leading importers being France (1188 specimens representing at least 1,055 leopards), South 
Africa (1,224 specimens representing at least 839 leopards), Spain (823 specimens representing at least 
614 leopards) and Germany (3,411 specimens representing at least 527 leopards) (Annex 4, Table 3). The 
top countries export of wild leopards and their parts were Zimbabwe (3,568 specimens representing at 
least 2,898 leopards), Tanzania (3,355 specimens representing at least 2,877 leopards), Namibia (4,308 
specimens representing at least 1,796 leopards), and South Africa (2,805 specimens representing at least 
1,601 leopards) (Annex 4, Table 5).  
 
From 2005 through 2014, leopards and their parts from the following additional sources were traded 
internationally:  

 1,064 captive-bred4 leopards and their parts, the equivalent of at least 510 leopards, including 8 
bodies, 473 live, 18 skins, 554 specimens, and 11 trophies (Annex 4, Tables 6 and 7).  

 32 captive-born5 leopards and their parts, the equivalent of at least 31 leopards, including 25 live, 
1 skull, and 6 trophies (Annex 4, Table 8). 

 217 pre-convention6 leopards and their parts, the equivalent of at least 127 leopards, including 
101 skins, 13 skin pieces, 5 bodies, and 21 trophies (Annex 4, Table 9). 

 16 ranched7 leopards and their parts, the equivalent of at least 10 leopards, including 8 live, 1 skin 
and 1 trophy (Annex 4, Table 10). 

 14,169.5 confiscated/seized8 leopards and their parts, the equivalent of at least 219 leopards, 
including 180 trophies, 38 skins, 74 skin pieces, 28 teeth, 538 medicines, 12,906.5 derivatives, 
269 small leather products, 14 claws, and 50 bones (Annex 4, Table 11). 

 91 unknown source9 leopards and their parts, the equivalent of at least 15 leopards, including 25 
derivatives, 35 specimens, 1 body, 6 live, and 18 skins (Annex 4, Table 12). 

 
1. Trade for Commercial Purposes 

Panthera pardus is listed on CITES Appendix I and international trade for primarily commercial 
purposes is not allowed under the treaty. Nonetheless, from 2005 to 2014, 3,522 African leopard 
specimens, the equivalent of at least 135 individual leopards, were traded internationally for commercial 
purposes (Annex 4, Table 13); this equates to 9.9% of the leopard specimens traded over this period 
(3,522 of 35,421) and 1% of leopards (135 of 12,791). The vast majority of these specimens were 
derivatives (2,683); others included medicine (331), and small leather products (266); but bodies (11), 
                                                           
4 CITES source code C; none were traded under source code D. Information on the CITES Source Codes is in 
CoP16 Conf. 12.3 § I(i) (2002), available at https://cites.org/eng/res/12/12-03R16.php.  
5 CITES source code F. 
6 CITES source code O. 
7 CITES source code R. 
8 CITES source code I. 
9 CITES source code U. 

https://cites.org/eng/res/12/12-03R16.php
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skins (72), live specimens (39), trophies (13) and also skin pieces (69), feet (29), garments (14), teeth 
(14), skulls (8), carvings (7), claws (7), specimens (2), large leather products (1), and cloth (1) were also 
reported in trade (Annex 4, Table 13).  
 
Of the leopard specimens internationally traded for commercial purposes, 3,358 (95%) were imported by 
the U.S (Annex 4, Table 14). However, upon closer inspection of FWS records, many of these were 
seized by the U.S. and reported in their annual report to the CITES Secretariat which is why they appear 
in the CITES Trade Database (Annex 4, Table 15). For example, from 2005-2014, a total of 2,482 leopard 
derivatives (2,151 or 80% of the total exported to the U.S. for commercial purposes) and medicine (331 or 
100% of the total exported to the U.S. for commercial purposes) products were seized upon import into 
the U.S. These data further show that China exported, on average, 413 leopard “derivatives” to the U.S. 
each year during 2006-2010 for commercial purposes. This trade abruptly ceased in 2011, and then the 
trend reappeared under a different but similar wildlife term: “medicine”; an average of 110 “medicine” 
products derived from leopards being exported for commercial purposes from China (2012-2013) and 
then Hong Kong (2014) (Annex 4, Table 16).  
 
However, substantial trade in leopard specimens for commercial purposes did not result in confiscations 
or seizures. For example, while 72 skins were internationally traded 2005-2014 (Annex 4, Table 13), only 
9 were confiscated or seized as illegal imports during this period (Annex 4, Table 15). Similarly, of 8 
bodies and 7 carvings so traded, none were seized; of 14 garments, 5 were seized; of 8 skulls, 1 was 
seized; of 14 teeth, 4 were seized; and of 13 trophies, none were seized. 

Most leopard specimens traded internationally for commercial purposes and confiscated or seized 
globally, originated in China (Annex 4, Table 17). China is, by far, the country that exported the most 
leopard specimens for commercial purposes 2005-2014 (Annex 4, Table 18); as noted previously, most of 
these were derivatives and medicines that were imported by the U.S. and confiscated or seized. 

Leopards continue to be poached for commercial trade. Both skins and canine teeth are widely traded 
domestically in some Central and West African countries, and these are sold openly in villages and cities 
(Henschel 2008). Chapman and Balme (2010) found that leopard poaching occurs in the Zululand Rhino 
Reserve in northern KwaZulu-Natal province of South Africa and is increasing. They said, “There is 
evidence that targeted poaching for leopards is increasing in the region; the skins of 58 individuals were 
seized in the nearby Mkhuze district in 2004 and a further 91 skins were seized in the same area in 2009 
(Hunter et al., in press).” (p. 119).  According to Stein et al. (2016, citing to Balme unpublished data), 
“preliminary data suggest that the illegal trade in Leopard skins for cultural regalia is rampant in southern 
Africa. It is suggested that 4,500-7,000 Leopards area harvested annually to fuel the demand for Leopards 
skins by followers of the Nazareth Babtist (Shembe) Church only.” Jorge (2012) found that the illegal off-
take of leopards in Niassa National Reserve, Mozambique, was unsustainable and, when combined with 
off-take for trophy hunting, was negatively affecting leopard populations; skins are illegally traded locally 
for USD 83, an amount equivalent to one month’s salary; poaching is driven by economic value of skins 
rather than human-leopard conflict which is low in the area; poachers killed an estimated 6-22% of the 
adult female population which may also have resulted in the death of cubs; poaching is a serious threat to 
conservation of leopards in the Reserve. 
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 2. Trade for Recreational Purposes 

Most leopards in trade are traded for hunting trophy purposes and leopards are clearly over-utilized for 
this purpose. From 2005 to 2014, 13,721 leopard specimens, representing at least 11,145 individual 
leopards, were traded for hunting trophy purposes (Annex 4, Table 19); this equates to 38.7% of the 
leopard specimens traded over this period (13,721 of 35,421) and 87.1% of individual leopards (11,145 of 
12,791). The most common type of specimen traded for hunting trophy purposes was “trophies” (9,495) 
followed by “skulls” (1,974) and “skins” (1,564) (Annex 4, Table 19). Most leopard specimens traded 
internationally for hunting trophy purposes were imported by the U.S. (6,695 or 48.8%); no other country 
comes near to being as large an importer as the U.S.; the next nearest country is South Africa (1,113 or 
8.1%) (Annex 4, Table 20). The top countries of export of leopard specimens for hunting trophy purposes 
were Zimbabwe (3,535 or 25.8%), Tanzania (3,088 or 22.5%), South Africa (2,291 or 16.7%), Namibia 
(1,917 or 14%) and Mozambique (1,009 or 7.4%) (Annex 4, Table 21); together these five countries 
export 60.5% of leopard specimens for hunting trophy purposes. 

Leopard trophies are also traded internationally for personal purposes with 773 so traded from 2005 
through 2014 (Annex 4, Table 22). France is, by far, the largest importer of leopard trophies for personal 
purposes, having imported 458 or 59.2%. Tanzania is, by far, the largest exporter of leopard trophies for 
personal purposes, having exported 303 or 39.1% (Annex 4, Table 23). 

Regarding leopard trophy imports to the U.S., since 1982 there has been a dramatic increase in the 
number of leopard trophies imported, with numbers steadily rising throughout the 1990’s and peaking in 
2009, when 657 trophies were imported according to data from CITES trade database (see Figure 2 
below). The number of leopard trophy imports has remained over 300 per year since 1999, indicating the 
continuing trend of the U.S. being a major importer of leopard hunting trophies in this decade. 
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Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade database, search on March 22nd, 2016 for gross imports of Panthera pardus trophies, purpose P and H, all 
sources, between 1980 and 2014. 
 
Leopard trophy hunting has increased exponentially over the past thirty years (Palazy et al. 2011). African 
leopards are highly sought after by trophy hunters (Braczkowski et al 2015b). Trophy hunting 
organizations, such as Safari Club International, offer awards to members who kill leopards, such as the 
Africa Big Five Grand Slam award, the Dangerous Game of Africa Grand Slam award, or the Cats of the 
World Grand Slam award (Shield Political Research et al. 2015). Trophy hunters routinely target the 
biggest and strongest males, but removing these animals from the breeding pool unnaturally selects for 
smaller and weaker animals (Allendorf and Hard 2009). Further, a new study demonstrates that when 
trophy hunting is sanctioned, poaching activity increases, likely due to the perception that species 
authorized for hunting are of diminished value and the perception that legal killing increases the 
acceptability of poaching (Chapron and Treves 2016). 

Generally, trophy hunting poses a threat to carnivores because their populations are difficult to monitor 
and for some species, like the African leopard, infanticide is exacerbated by removing males (Packer et al. 
2009). Simulation models predict population declines from moderate levels of trophy hunting of 
infanticidal species (Packer et al. 2009), such as leopards. Balme et al. (2010) demonstrated the impact of 
trophy hunting on infanticide in a population of leopards in South Africa; high trophy hunting offtake 
resulted in particularly high male leopard mortality and high levels of male turnover; females cannot 
successfully raise cubs because of immigration into the population of new males; the consequences were 
low cub survival rates, delayed age at first parturition, reduced conception rates, and low annual litter 
production; the combined impact of high mortality and low reproductive output led to a negative 
population growth rate. 

Trophy hunting of leopards contributes to substantial declines in populations across southern African 
range states, and therefore puts the African leopard in danger of extinction. Indeed, the 2016 IUCN 
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assessment specifically notes that “concern about unsustainable trophy hunting has lately increased” and 
cites studies concretely demonstrating that “trophy hunting was a key driver of Leopard population 
decline” (Stein et al. 2016). 

a. Biological factors render leopards sensitive to over-harvesting 

High male leopard turnover causes high rates of infanticide which are already naturally high in leopard 
populations (Braczkowski et al. 2015b). This, in turn, can cause rapid population declines (Balme et al. 
2009, Braczkowski et al. 2015a). A review of eighteen studies of leopards in southern Africa found that 
adult and subadult leopards outside of protected areas experienced significantly lower survival rates (55% 
on average) than those in protected areas (88% on average) (Swanepoel et al. 2015). In protected areas, 
adult males had a 94% survival rate, compared to 59% outside of protected areas; for adult females, 86% 
versus 57%; for subadult males, 80% vs 48%; and subadult females 93% vs 18% (Swanepoel et al. 2015). 
The main causes of mortality outside of protected areas were trophy hunting, problem animal control and 
poaching for leopard skins (Swanepoel et al. 2015). Even in protected areas, juveniles 12 months old and 
younger had a significantly lower survival rate (39%) than adults and 52% of mortalities were due to 
infanticide (Swanepoel et al. 2015). Swanepoel et al. (2015) stated that sustainability of leopard 
populations in southern Africa is of concern because mortality rates exceeding 30% for solitary 
carnivores, like leopards, could lead to population declines. Furthermore, the high female mortality rates 
outside of protected areas, where a large proportion of suitable leopard habitat exists, may have severe 
demographic effects (Swanepoel et al. 2015). 

b. Lack of a scientific basis for export and hunting quotas 
 

Leopard trophy hunting quotas have never been based on rigorous quantitative analysis in any African 
range country (Packer et al. 2010). Management of leopard hunting is hampered by lack of reliable 
population data and leopard hunting quotas are set arbitrarily and not based on science, which has led to 
population declines (Braczkowski et al. 2015b). Poorly managed trophy hunting is a significant cause of 
mortality in leopard populations (Braczkowski et al. 2015a). 
 
While South Africa took action to protect leopards from export by trophy hunters in 2016, it is the only 
country with a CITES-established export quota that has issued a negative non-detriment finding 
assessment for the African leopard to date. Moreover, South Africa is not the main exporter of leopard 
trophies; Zimbabwe, Tanzania and Namibia are the top exporters. During 2005-2014, the U.S. imported 
60% of gross leopard trophy exports from Zimbabwe, 44% of Tanzania’s exports, and 38% of Namibia’s 
exports (Figure 3).10 Therefore, the U.S. has an important role to play in ensuring that international trade 
is not detrimental to the survival of Panthera pardus, in accordance with CITES. 

 

 

 

                                                           
10 CITES, Trade Database,, available at http://trade.cites.org/ (gross export of leopard trophies for hunting trophy 
and personal purposes, and trophies for personal purpose). 
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Figure 3. Leopard trophy exports from Zimbabwe, Tanzania and Namibia, 2005-2014. 

   

Given the fact that leopard trophy hunting quotas have never been based on rigorous quantitative analysis 
in any country (Packer et al. 2010), these and other leopard exporting countries cannot be said to be 
enhancing the survival of leopards through trophy hunting – indeed, in Tanzania (Packer et al. 2009), 
Mozambique (Jorge 2012) Zambia (Packer et al. 2010) and South Africa (Balme et al. 2009, Pitman et al. 
2015), there are clear indications that leopard trophy hunting is unsustainable. 
 

c. Female leopards are hunted 

One of the most egregious practices associated with leopard trophy hunting – perhaps due to a relative 
lack in sexual dimorphism in the species – is the killing of female leopards. Killing of females is highly 
problematic as they are the key reproductive unit; also, killing of females with cubs means that those cubs 
will not reach adulthood. Trophy hunters may prefer male leopards because they are up to 60% larger 
than female leopards (Braczkowski et al. 2015b). Nonetheless, one study found that 87% of trophy 
hunters surveyed said they were willing to shoot females in order to get a trophy even though hunting 
females is illegal in most countries (Braczkowski et al. 2015b). For example, until this year, South Africa 
had no restrictions on leopard hunting by sex, age or size and was the only country allocated a CITES 
export quota that allows hunting of females; this is particularly concerning as a population viability 
analysis conducted for the South African leopard population demonstrated that the risk of extinction 
almost doubled when females were hunted (South Africa Department of Environmental Affairs 2015). 
Another study found that 28.6% of leopard trophies taken in the United Republic of Tanzania were 
females, even though only males could be legally hunted there and quotas are based on the assumption 
that only males are hunted (Spong et al. 2000). Since females most commonly die from starvation or due 
to old age or injuries, and when females are killed their cubs will die, offtake of females by trophy hunters 
is additive and more likely to adversely affect the population (Spong et al. 2000). Researchers have 
recommended that trophy hunting should be allowed only for males and that this should be strictly 
enforced (Braczkowski et al. 2015b). But even where such practice is prohibited, the prevalence of trophy 
hunting has led to illegal trophy hunting of females, such as in Mozambique (Jorge 2012). 

d. Young males are removed from the population  
 
Researchers have further recommended that trophy hunting should only be allowed for males over the age 
of seven as to allow them to reproduce successfully at least once and contribute their genes to the 
population (Braczkowski et al. 2015b). However, a study of photos on trophy hunting outfitters websites 
revealed a high frequency of animals killed between two and six years of age, who have territorial tenure 
and thus whose removal is likely to have cascading impacts (Braczkowski et al. 2015a). This is below the 
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recommended age minimum of seven years (Packer et al 2009), and it is likely that many younger animals 
or even females are killed each year (Braczkowski et al. 2015a). Jorge (2012) found that a high 
percentage of leopards killed for trophies in Niassa National Reserve, Mozambique, were under the 
recommended age of seven. Given that trophy hunters are highly motivated to obtain a kill, it is 
unreasonable to expect that an age limit will routinely be honored in the field.  
 

e. Other factors making leopard hunting unsustainable 

A study in Mozambique found that trophy hunting takes place in areas where leopard poaching also 
occurs and that the offtake from both combined were unsustainable and caused a decrease in leopard 
population density (Jorge 2012). Furthermore, in some areas of South Africa, especially in areas where 
leopard density is low, more leopards are killed by illegal retaliatory killing than by trophy hunting and 
offtake for this purpose should therefore be included in setting trophy hunting quotas (Swanepoel et al. 
2015). Pitman et al. (2015) found that legal offtake for trophy hunting and legal offtake for problem 
animal control added together exceeded a sustainable level of offtake of the leopard population in 
Limpopo Province, South Africa, the most important habitat for leopard conservation in the country; 
although offtake for problem animal control exceed offtake for trophy hunting, the authorities do not take 
the former into account when issuing trophy hunting permits; in addition, illegal offtake is considered to 
be higher than these forms of legal offtake.  

The use of dogs to hunt leopards in Zimbabwe, and a declining number of leopards killed by trophy 
hunters in Zimbabwe and Zambia (suggesting less availability in spite of insatiable demand), also raise 
concerns about management of trophy hunting (Packer et al. 2010). Hunting leopards with dogs masks 
continued population declines because the dogs increase the ability of the hunter to locate and kill 
leopards (Packer et al. 2009). 

Therefore, leopard trophy hunting is a serious threat to the existence of the species in Africa, necessitating 
an uplisting to Endangered status of leopards in southern Africa (where the vast majority of leopard 
trophy hunting occurs). See also Declaration of Dr. Jane Goodall, ¶ 9-11 (“Given the precipitous decline 
of African leopards in recent decades, and because the threats to the continued existence of Panthera 
pardus and its habitat are significant, the United States must ensure that it is not contributing to the 
imperilment of this species and do all it can to promote the conservation of leopards in Africa. Trophy 
hunters sometimes defend this malicious slaughter by claiming that the money they pay for the pleasure 
of killing is what enables impoverished countries to pay for conservation of wildlife, but this argument 
has many flaws. The money paid to hunt a leopard or other trophy animal is often counted as profit by a 
hunting outfitter and does not usually end up in a conservation program. And as the founder of an 
organization that has worked for decades on community-based conservation in Africa, I can say 
confidently that putting a bounty on the heads of individual animals is counter-productive to promoting 
their protection.”); Declaration of Dereck Joubert, ¶ 12-20 (“In my expert opinion, trophy hunting is a 
dire threat to the continued survival of the African leopard…. the activity undermines conservation, fuels 
corruption at the local levels in particular and often higher up, and causes the loss of the healthiest 
animals in the populations, animals that are key for reproduction and social cohesion of those species…. 
Each leopard that is shot as a trophy cannot be considered in isolation but as just the tip of the iceberg in a 
trickle down effect of destruction to the family and society of leopards he influences….[L]eopards across 
their African range are in danger of extinction and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service should strictly 
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regulate the import of hunting trophies and other leopard parts in order to not continue to contribute to the 
decline of this endangered species.”). 

 
 3. Trade for Scientific Purposes 

From 2005 through 2014, 4,813 leopard specimens (including bones, derivatives, hair, specimens and 
teeth), the equivalent of at least 12 leopards (bodies, live and skins), were traded internationally for 
scientific purposes (Annex 4, Table 24). In addition, several types of leopard specimens were traded for 
scientific purposes in units including weight, fluid volume and “flasks” (Annex 4, Table 24). Germany, 
U.K., U.S., and South Africa were major importers (Annex 4, Table 25) and Namibia and Russia were 
major exporters (Annex 4, Table 26) of leopard specimens for scientific purposes. 

 4. Trade for Other Purposes 

From 2005 through 2014, leopards and their parts and products were traded internationally for other 
purposes including:  

 43 live leopards for “breeding in captivity”11 (Annex 4, Table 26); South Africa (8), United Arab 
Emirates (7), Belgium (6), and Yemen (6) were the main exporters. The main importing countries 
were United Arab Emirates (16), Armenia (6), and Saudi Arabia (4) (Annex 4, Table 27). 

 712 leopards and their parts for “educational”12 purposes (Annex 4, Table 27). 
 12 leopard parts for “law enforcement/judicial/forensic”13 purposes (Annex 4, Table 28). 
 29 specimens for “medical”14 purposes (Annex 4, Table 29). 
 14 live leopards for “reintroduction or introduction into the wild”15 purposes (Annex 4, Table 30). 
 9,920.5 leopards and their parts, totaling at least 997 leopards, plus 2,435 g and 28.4082 kg of 

leopards and their parts, for “personal”16 purposes  including 773 trophies, 191 skins, 207 
medicines, 26 bodies, 50 bones, and 8476 derivatives (Annex 4, Table 31). Export of trophies for 
personal purposes was discussed in Subsection 2) above. Most skins were exported by South 
Africa, Namibia and Zimbabwe; medicines were exported from China and Hong Kong; most 
derivatives were exported by China, Hong Kong, Cambodia, Malaysia, Singapore and Viet Nam; 
most bones were exported by China (Annex 4, Table 32). Most skins were imported by Austria, 
the U.S., and Australia; most medicines were imported by U.S. (and seized as noted earlier); most 
derivatives were imported to the U.S. (and seized as noted earlier) and New Zealand (Annex 4, 
Table 33). 

 168 leopards and their parts, totaling at least 129 leopards, for “circus and travelling exhibition” 
purposes including six bodies, 113 live, nine skins and one trophy; Russia (28) and Mexico (23) 
exported the largest number of live leopards for this purpose (Annex 4, Table 34). 

                                                           
11 CITES Purpose Code B. 
12 CITES Purpose Code E. 
13 CITES Purpose Code L. 
14 CITES Purpose Code M. 
15 CITES Purpose Code N. 
16 CITES Purpose Code P. 
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 181 live leopards and one trophy for “zoo” purposes; South Africa (18), France (15), Czech 
Republic (12) and Namibia (12) exported the largest numbers of live leopards for this purpose 
(Annex 4, Table 35). 

5. International Trade from Sub-Saharan Africa Leopard Range States 

This section provides details about the export of leopards and their parts and products by sub-Saharan 
Africa range States from 2005 through 2014 (including the 18 range states where leopards are listed as 
Threatened). The following sub-Saharan Africa leopard range States did not export leopards or their parts 
or products during this period:17 Angola, Burkina Faso, Benin, Chad, Gambia, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, 
Niger, Rwanda, and Somalia. Between 2005 and 2014, 25 sub-Saharan African countries exported 
leopards and their parts and products; the top ten countries of export are in Table 3 – notably, only two 
countries where leopards are listed as Endangered are on this list (Central African Republic (CAR) and 
Ethiopia). Thus, given the major role that the U.S. plays as an importer of leopard parts, it is clear that the 
Threatened listing is facilitating trade in leopards from southern Africa, without appropriate scrutiny. 

Table 3. Top Ten Countries of Export of Panthera pardus, 2005-2014. 
 

Country of Export Individual Leopards Exported  
(bodies, live, skins, trophies) 

% of Global Exports (rounded to 
nearest whole percent) 

Zimbabwe 2,947 23 
Tanzania 2,923 23 
Namibia 1,785 14 
South Africa 1,579 12 
Zambia 866 7 
Mozambique 770 6 
Botswana 394 3 
CAR 330 3 
Ethiopia 24 <1 
DRC and 
Swaziland (tied) 12 <1 
 
 

a. Botswana 
 

Botswana exported African leopards and their products equivalent to 394 individuals between 2005 and 
2014, including bodies (1), live (4), skins (16), and trophies (373) (Annex 4, Table 36). This amount is 
equivalent to 3% of the global exports in leopards during this period (394 of 12,791). All of these skins 
and the vast majority of the trophies (334 of 373) were wild-sourced and exported for hunting trophy 
purposes, 5 of the hunting trophy purpose trophies were reported as having been seized by the U.S. upon 
import, one of which originated in Mozambique. More than half (191 of 373) of the trophies and 5 of the 
skins were exported to the U.S. One trophy was reported as having been exported to South Africa for 
trophy hunting purposes but the source was reported as ranched. The remainder of the hunting trophies 
(33) were reported as wild-sourced and exported for personal purposes. Botswana also exported 4 live 
                                                           
17  CITES Trade Database searched on 23 March 2016. As indicated in bold in the text, only two countries where 
leopards are listed as Threatened – Angola and Rwanda – did not export leopards or their parts from 2005-2014. 
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leopards that were reported as having been captive-bred to South Africa in 2010 for “circus and travelling 
exhibitions” purposes.  

b. Cameroon 
 

Cameroon exported one African leopard skin between 2005 and 2014, the equivalent of one individual 
(Annex 4, Table 37). This amount is equivalent to less than 1% of the global exports in leopards during 
this period. The skin was wild-sourced and exported to Germany for personal purposes. 

c. Central African Republic 
 

Central African Republic exported African leopards and their products equivalent to 330 individuals 
between 2005 and 2014, including skins (4), and trophies (326) (Annex 4, Table 38). This amount is 
equivalent to approximately 3% of the global exports in leopards during this period (330 of 12,791). All 
of these skins and the vast majority of the trophies (284 of 326) were wild-sourced and exported for 
hunting trophy purposes, with the remainder of the trophies (42) being wild-sourced but imported for 
personal purposes. 60% of the trophy exports (196) went to France, while two of the trophies were 
exported to the U.S. 

d. Congo 
 

Congo exported two African leopard skins between 2005 and 2014, the equivalent of two individuals 
(Annex 4, Table 39). This amount is equivalent to less than 1% of the global exports in leopards during 
this period. The skins were seized upon import to the U.K. and there was no purpose recorded. 

e. Côte d’Ivoire 
 

Côte d’Ivoire exported two African leopard skins between 2005 and 2014, the equivalent of two 
individuals (Annex 4, Table 40). This amount is equivalent to less than 1% of the global exports in 
leopards during this period. The skins were marked as being pre-convention and imported into France for 
personal purposes. 

f. Democratic Republic of the Congo 
 

The Democratic Republic of the Congo exported twelve leopard skins between 2005 and 2014, the 
equivalent of twelve individuals (Annex 4, Table 41). This amount is equivalent to less than 1% of the 
global exports in leopards during this period. Ten of the skins were reported as having been exported for 
personal purposes, with all except one of those wild-sourced. The remaining skin exported for personal 
purposes was seized upon import to the U.S. Another skin exported for commercial purposes to the U.S. 
was seized upon import to the U.S., while another skin was exported to an unknown country and no 
purpose or source was recorded. 

g. Ethiopia 
 

Ethiopia exported African leopards and their products equivalent to 24 individuals between 2005 and 
2014, including skins (6), trophies (18), as well as skulls (4) (Annex 4, Table 42). This amount is 
equivalent to less than 1% of the global exports in leopards during this period. Five of the skins and 12 of 
the trophies were wild-sourced and exported for hunting trophy purposes, while another two trophies 
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were wild-sourced but one was exported for personal purposes and the other for commercial 
purposes.  The remaining skin was seized upon import to Norway in 2014, and no purpose was recorded. 
The four remaining trophies were exported for personal purposes but were seized upon import into the 
United Arab Emirates (2) and Bahrain (2) in 2006. The four skulls were all wild-sourced and exported to 
Canada (3) and South Africa (1) for hunting trophy purposes. 

h. Gabon 
 

Gabon exported African leopards and their products equivalent to 10 individuals between 2005 and 2014, 
including live specimens (8) and skins (2) (Annex 4, Table 43). This amount is equivalent to less than 1% 
of the global exports in leopards during this period. The two skins were seized upon import to Hungary 
and had no purpose data, while the 8 live specimens were reported as having been captive-bred and 
imported into Tunisia for zoo purposes. 

i. Ghana 
 

Ghana exported one African leopard skin between 2005 and 2014, the equivalent of one individual 
(Annex 4, Table 44). This amount is equivalent to less than 1% of the global exports in leopards during 
this period. The skin was exported for personal purposes in 2005 but seized upon import to the U.S., with 
the origin of the specimen marked as unknown. 

j. Kenya 
 

Kenya exported African leopards and their products equivalent to 6 individuals between 2005 and 2014, 
including skins (4) and trophies (2) (Annex 4, Table 45). This amount is equivalent to less than 1% of the 
global exports in leopards during this period. The skins and trophies were all wild-sourced and exported 
for personal purposes, with one skin and two trophies exported to Australia, one skin exported to the 
U.K., and two skins exported to an unknown country. 

k. Liberia 
 

Liberia exported African leopards and their products equivalent to one individual between 2005 and 2014, 
as one skin (Annex 4, Table 46). This amount is equivalent to less than 1% of the global exports in 
leopards during this period. 

 
l. Malawi 
 

Malawi exported three African leopard skins between 2005 and 2014, the equivalent of three individuals 
(Annex 4, Table 47). This amount is equivalent to less than 1% of the global exports in leopards during 
this period. The skins were all wild-sourced and exported for personal purposes, with two skins exported 
to Sri Lanka, and one to the Netherlands. 

  m. Mali 
 
Mali exported two live leopards and one skin between 2005 and 2014, the equivalent of three individuals 
(Annex 4, Table 48). This amount is equivalent to less than 1% of the global exports in leopards during 
this period. 
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n. Mozambique 
 

Mozambique exported African leopards and their products equivalent to 770 individuals between 2005 
and 2014, including bodies (1), skins (257), and trophies (512) (Annex 4, Table 49). This amount is 
equivalent to approximately 6% (770 of 12,791) of the global exports in leopards during this period. The 
one body as well as the vast majority of the skins (245) and trophies (461) were wild-sourced and 
exported for hunting trophy purposes. Major export destinations for trophies included the U.S. (133), 
South Africa (119), Spain (59), Portugal (43), and France (41). Major export destination countries for 
skins included the U.S. (105), South Africa (62), Spain (13), France (12), and Zimbabwe (11). Eight of 
the trophies exported for hunting trophy purposes were seized upon import into the U.S. between 2007 
and 2012. Further, one skin with no purpose reported was seized upon import to Portugal. Six skins and 
38 trophies, all wild-sourced, were exported for personal purposes, while two skins were marked as 
captive-bred and were exported for personal purposes. One skin and two trophies, all wild-sourced, were 
exported for commercial purposes; the skin was imported into the U.S. in 2013 and the trophies into 
South Africa and Zimbabwe.  

o. Namibia 
 

Namibia exported African leopards and their products equivalent to 1,785 individuals between 2005 and 
2014, including bodies (25), live specimens (12), skins (83), and trophies (1,810) (Annex 4, Table 50). 
This amount is equivalent to approximately 14% of the global exports in leopards during this period 
(1,810 of 12,791). Major trophy export destination countries included the U.S. (645), Germany (259), 
Austria (92), France (84), South Africa (79), Spain (68), Russia (47), and Mexico (41). Twenty-three of 
the bodies, 58 of the skins, and 1,600 of the trophies exported were wild-sourced for hunting trophy 
purposes. One trophy exported for hunting trophy purposes to the U.S. was captive-bred, while another 
trophy exported for personal purposes to Germany was marked as pre-convention. Two of the bodies, 24 
of the skins, and 94 of the trophies exported were wild-sourced for personal purposes. 645 (~39%) of the 
total number of trophies were exported to the U.S., 622 for hunting trophy purposes and wild-sourced and 
23 that were seized upon import. In addition, one wild-sourced trophy was exported for commercial 
purposes to the U.S., while one skin exported for commercial purposes was seized upon import to the 
U.S. and another with no purpose recorded was seized upon import to the U.K. The 12 live specimens 
were wild-sourced leopards exported to Cuba for zoo purposes. 

p. Nigeria 
 

Nigeria exported 6 leopard skins between 2005 and 2014, the equivalent of six individuals (Annex 4, 
Table 51). This amount is equivalent to less than 1% of the global exports in leopards during this period. 
All of the skins exported were for personal purposes, and all of the exports were seized upon import to the 
U.S. (5) and Hungary (1).  

  q. Senegal 
 
Senegal exported 18 specimens between 2005 and 2014 (Annex 4, Table 52). 

r. Sierra Leone 
 

Sierra Leone exported five derivatives between 2005 and 2014 (Annex 4, Table 53). 
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s. South Africa 
 

South Africa exported African leopards and their products equivalent to 1,579 individuals between 2005 
and 2014, including bodies (44), live specimens (56), skins (290), and trophies (1,189) (Annex 4, Table 
54). This amount is equivalent to approximately 12% of the global exports in leopards during this period 
(1,579 of 12,791). Major trophy export destination countries included the U.S. (729), Spain (63), Mexico 
(53), Philippines (46), Russia (45), and France (35). Major skin export destination countries included the 
U.S. (163), Spain (29), and Canada (19). Major bodies export destination countries included Canada (11) 
and the U.S. (8), while major live specimen export destination countries included Egypt (12), Malawi 
(12), Gabon (10), and the United Arab Emirates (8). In total, the U.S. imported more than half (900) of 
the total African leopards and their products that are equivalent to individual animals exported from South 
Africa during the period examined.  

South Africa exported 5 live leopards for breeding in captivity purposes that were captive-bred sourced 
during this period, as well as one live leopard, one skin and one trophy for educational purposes that were 
captive-bred. 17 wild-sourced leopards (8 trophies and 9 bodies) were exported from South Africa for 
educational purposes. For hunting trophy purposes, 1,532 leopards were exported (two captive-bred 
leopard trophies; two F1 (born in captivity F1 and subsequent) leopard trophies; 36 leopard trophies were 
seized upon import; two trophies marked as pre-convention specimens; one marked as having been 
sourced from a ranching operation; and of wild-source specimens, 30 bodies, 260 skins, and 1,199 
trophies) from South Africa between 2005 and 2014. For purposes of reintroduction to the wild, 12 
leopards were exported (4 live leopards sourced from a ranching operation and 8 live wild-sourced 
leopards) during the period examined. For personal purposes, 117 leopards were exported (2 captive-bred 
trophies, 19 pre-convention skins, 5 pre-convention trophies, 6 wild-source bodies, 15 wild-sourced skins, 
and 80 wild-sourced trophies) from South Africa during the period examined. For commercial purposes, 7 
live leopards were exported for commercial purposes. For zoo purposes, 30 leopards were exported (22 
captive-bred live leopards, one captive-bred trophy, 5 live leopards sourced from a ranching operation, 
and two live wild-sourced leopards) from South Africa during the period examined. 

t. Sudan 
 

Sudan exported African leopards and their products equivalent to 8 individuals between 2005 and 2014, 
including live specimens (7) and skins (1) (Annex 4, Table 55). This amount is equivalent to less than 1% 
of the global exports in leopards during this period. Six of the live leopards exported were wild-sourced 
and exported for zoo purposes (4 were exported to Syria and 2 to South Africa), and the remaining live 
specimen was wild-sourced and exported for personal purposes (to Saudi Arabia). The one skin exported 
was wild-sourced and exported for personal purposes. 

u. Swaziland 
 

Swaziland exported African leopards and their products equivalent to 12 individuals between 2005 and 
2014, including live specimens (1) and skins (11) (Annex 4, Table 56). This amount is equivalent to less 
than 1% of the global exports in leopards during this period. 
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v. Togo 
 

Togo exported one leopard skin that was seized upon import to Spain, with no purpose recorded, during 
the period examined, the equivalent of one individual (Annex 4, Table 57). This amount is equivalent to 
less than 1% of the global exports in leopards during this period. 

w. The United Republic of Tanzania 
 

The United Republic of Tanzania exported African leopards and their products equivalent to 2,923 
individuals between 2005 and 2014, including bodies (5), live specimens (1), skins (462), and trophies 
(2,455) (Annex 4, Table 58). This amount is equivalent to approximately 23% of the global exports in 
leopards during this period (2,923 of 12,791). The leopard bodies were exported to Denmark (3), the U.K. 
(1) and Russia (1), while the one live specimen was exported to Nicaragua. Major skin export destination 
countries included the U.S. (152), France (79), South Africa (55), Spain (37), and Canada (27). Major 
trophy export destination countries included the U.S. (1,118), France (439), Spain (189), Mexico (181), 
South Africa (96), Italy (79), and Germany (73). In total, the U.S. imported approximately 43% (1,270) of 
the total African leopards and their products that are equivalent to individual animals exported from the 
United Republic of Tanzania during the period examined. Exports to France (518) comprised 17% of the 
total.  
 
The United Republic of Tanzania exported one wild-sourced leopard skin for educational purposes during 
this period. For hunting trophy purposes, 2,609 leopards were exported (two captive-bred leopard 
trophies; 43 leopard trophies were seized upon import; 3 trophies marked as pre-convention specimens; 
and of wild-source specimens, 5 bodies, 447 skins, and 2,109 trophies) from the United Republic of 
Tanzania between 2005 and 2014. For personal purposes, 309 leopards were exported (6 wild-source 
skins and 303 wild-sourced trophies) from the United Republic of Tanzania during the period examined. 
For commercial purposes, 7 leopards were exported (4 skins and 3 leopard trophies) during the period 
examined. 

x. Zambia 
 

Zambia exported African leopards and their products equivalent to 866 individuals between 2005 and 
2014, including bodies (1), skins (52), and trophies (813) (Annex 4, Table 59). This amount is equivalent 
to approximately 7% of the global exports in leopards during this period (866 of 12,791). The leopard 
body was exported to Denmark (1). Major skin export destination countries included South Africa (18), 
Canada (12), and the U.K. (9). Major trophy export destination countries included the U.S. (466), South 
Africa (55), Mexico (40), Spain (38), and France (25). In total, the U.S. imported approximately 54% 
(468) of the total African leopards and their products that are equivalent to individual animals exported 
from Zambia during the period examined. Exports to South Africa (73) comprised 8% of the total. For 
hunting trophy purposes, 823 leopards were exported (18 leopard trophies were seized upon import; of 
wild-source specimens, 1 body, 45 skins, and 777 trophies) from Zambia between 2005 and 2014. For 
personal purposes, 36 leopards were exported (11 wild-source skins and 25 wild-sourced trophies) from 
Zambia during the period examined.  
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y. Zimbabwe 
 

Zimbabwe exported African leopards and their products equivalent to 2,947 individuals between 2005 
and 2014, including bodies (12), live specimens (3), skins (490), and trophies (2,442) (Annex 4, Table 
60). This amount is equivalent to approximately 23% of the global exports in leopards during this period 
(2,947 of 12,791). The leopard bodies were exported to Canada (6), South Korea (3), Hong Kong (1) and 
Sweden (1), while the three live leopards were exported to South Africa. Major skin export destination 
countries included the U.S. (256), South Africa (52) and Canada (43). Major trophy export destination 
countries included the U.S. (1,489), South Africa (170), Spain (138), France (86), Mexico (71) and 
Germany (67). In total, approximately 60% (1,745) of the total African leopards and their products that 
are equivalent to individual animals from Zimbabwe during the period examined were exported to the 
U.S. Exports to South Africa (225) comprised 8% of the total, while exports to Spain (138) comprised 
approximately 5% of the total.  

Zimbabwe exported 5 leopard products equivalent to individual leopards for educational purposes (one 
wild-sourced leopard skin and 4 wild-sourced trophies) during this period. For hunting trophy purposes, a 
total of 2,840 leopards were exported (one captive-bred leopard trophy; two F1 (born in captivity F1 and 
subsequent) leopard trophies; 40 leopard trophies were seized upon import; 2 trophies marked as pre-
convention specimens; and 2,795 wild-source specimens (8 bodies, 457 skins, and 2,330 trophies) from 
Zimbabwe between 2005 and 2014. For personal purposes, 111 leopards were exported (one body, 16 
skins and 6 trophies were seized upon import from Zimbabwe; 4 pre-convention skins; 19 wild-source 
skins and 65 wild-sourced trophies) from Zimbabwe during the period examined. For circus and 
travelling exhibition purposes, 3 wild-sourced leopard bodies were exported, and for commercial 
purposes, a total of 8 leopards were exported (7 captive-source live specimens and one wild-source skin) 
during the period examined. 

6. Countries of Import of African Leopards and Their Parts 

The U.S., France, South Africa, Spain, Germany, Mexico, Russia, Canada, Austria, and Italy were the top 
ten importers of leopards and their products from 2005-2014, with the U.S. accounting for nearly half of 
all leopard imports (see Table 4). This underscores the major role the U.S. plays in the international trade 
in leopards, and the importance of ensuring that U.S. law stringently regulates leopard imports to ensure 
that such imports only occur if the import enhances the survival of the species. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



34 
 

Table 4. Top Ten Countries of Import of African Leopards and their Products, 2005-2014, all 
sources, all purposes. 
 

Country of Import Individual Leopards Exported 
(bodies, live, skins, trophies) 

% of Global Exports (rounded to 
nearest whole percent) 

United States 5,575 44% 
France 1,072 8% 
South Africa 878 7% 
Spain 709 6% 
Germany 539 4% 
Mexico 510 4% 
Russia 386 3% 
Canada 318 3% 
Austria 230 2% 
Italy 192 2% 
 
The following examines gross import data from the top ten leopard importer countries. 

a. Austria 
 

Austria imported African leopards and their products equivalent to 230 individuals between 2005 and 
2014, including bodies (1), skins (56), and trophies (173) (Annex 4, Table 61). This amount is equivalent 
to approximately 2% of the global imports in leopards during this period. Most leopards imported into 
Austria were exported from Namibia (120 total: 93 trophies, 27 skins and one body, 52% of total 
imports), with Zimbabwe (44 total: 29 trophies and 15 skins, 20% of total imports), the United Republic 
of Tanzania (40 total: 12 skins and 28 trophies, 17% of total imports) and Zambia (11 trophies, 5% of 
total imports) also playing major roles in exports. For hunting trophy purposes, a total of 164 leopards 
were imported, all wild-source specimens (one body, 21 skins, and 142 trophies) into Austria between 
2005 and 2014. For personal purposes, 65 leopards were imported (one pre-convention skin; 33 wild-
source skins and 31 wild-sourced trophies) into Austria during the period examined. For circus and 
travelling exhibition purposes, one pre-convention skin was imported during the period examined. 

b. Canada 
 

Canada imported African leopards and their products equivalent to 318 individuals between 2005 and 
2014, including bodies (33), live specimens (10), skins (134), and trophies (141) (Annex 4, Table 62). 
This amount is equivalent to approximately 2% of the global imports in leopards during this period. Most 
leopards imported into Canada were exported from Zimbabwe (97 total: 48 trophies, 43 skins and 6 
bodies, 30% of total imports), with South Africa (53 total: 21 trophies, 19 skins, two live specimens and 
11 bodies, 17% of total imports), Namibia (44 total: 25 trophies and 19 skins, 14% of total imports), the 
United Republic of Tanzania (36 total: 9 trophies and 27 skins, 11% of total imports), Zambia (36 total: 
23 trophies and 12 skins, 11% of total imports), and the U.S. (25 total: 9 trophies, 3 skins, 6 live 
specimens and 7 bodies, 8% of total imports) also playing major roles in exports. For educational 
purposes, 3 leopards were imported (two wild-sourced leopard bodies and one wild-sourced leopard skin) 
into Canada between 2005 and 2014. For hunting trophy purposes, a total of 279 leopards were imported 
(two captive-bred leopard trophies; two F1 (born in captivity F1 and subsequent) leopard trophies; and 
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275 wild-source specimens (27 bodies, 119 skins, and 129 trophies) imported into Canada during this 
period. For personal purposes, 22 leopards were imported (one trophy was seized upon import; 6 pre-
convention skins; 3 wild-source skins and 6 wild-sourced trophies) into Canada during the period 
examined. For commercial purposes, a total of 3 leopards were imported (one pre-convention body and 
two wild-source skins) during the period examined. For zoological purposes, 10 live leopards were 
imported into Canada between 2005 and 2014.  

c. France 
 

France imported African leopards and their products equivalent to 1,072 individuals between 2005 and 
2014, including bodies (3), live specimens (13), skins (124), and trophies (932) (Annex 4, Table 63). This 
amount is equivalent to approximately 8% of the global imports in leopards during this period. Most 
leopards imported into France were exported from the United Republic of Tanzania (518 total: 439 
trophies and 79 skins, 48% of total imports) and Central African Republic (198 total: 196 trophies and 
two skins, 18% of total imports), with Zimbabwe (98 total: 86 trophies and 12 skins, 9% of total imports), 
Namibia (86 total: 84 trophies and two skins, 8% of total imports), Mozambique (54 total: 41 trophies and 
12 skins, 5% of total imports) and South Africa (45 total: 35 trophies, 8 skins, and two bodies, 4% of total 
imports) also playing major roles in exports to France. For hunting trophy purposes, a total of 584 
leopards were imported into France during this period, all of which were wild-sourced (one body, 110 
skins, and 473 trophies). For personal purposes, 475 leopards were imported (two pre-convention bodies, 
9 wild-sourced skins and 459 wild-sourced trophies) into France during the period examined. For circus 
and travelling exhibition purposes, 4 wild-sourced leopard bodies were imported, and for zoological 
purposes, a total of 7 live leopards were imported into France during the period examined. 

d. Germany 
 

Germany imported African leopards and their products equivalent to 539 individuals between 2005 and 
2014, including bodies (3), live specimens (10), skins (63), and trophies (463) (Annex 4, Table 64). This 
amount is equivalent to approximately 4% of the global imports in leopards during this period. Most 
leopards imported into Germany were exported from Namibia (266 total: 259 trophies, 5 skins and two 
bodies, 49% of total imports), with the United Republic of Tanzania (87 total: 73 trophies and 14 skins, 
16% of total imports), Zimbabwe (81 total: 67 trophies and 14 skins, 15% of total imports), and South 
Africa (33 total: 25 trophies, 8 skins, 6% of total imports) also playing major roles in exports. For captive 
breeding purposes, Germany imported two live captive-bred leopards between 2005 and 2014. For 
hunting trophy purposes, a total of 486 leopards were imported, all wild-source specimens (one body, 42 
skins, and 443 trophies). For personal purposes, 26 leopards were imported (one pre-convention body, 
two pre-convention skins and one pre-convention trophy, one wild-source body, 3 wild-source skins and 
18 wild-sourced trophies) into Germany during the period examined. For circus and travelling exhibition 
purposes, one live captive-bred leopard and one pre-convention trophy was imported during the period 
examined. For commercial purposes, a total of 16 leopards were imported (one pre-convention skin, 8 
skins of unknown source and 8 wild-source skins) during the period examined. 

e. Italy 
 

Italy imported African leopards and their products equivalent to 192 individuals between 2005 and 2014, 
including a body (1), a live specimen (1), skins (21), and trophies (169) (Annex 4, Table 65). This amount 
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is equivalent to approximately 2% of the global imports in leopards during this period. Most leopards 
imported into Italy were exported from the United Republic of Tanzania (93 total: 79 trophies and 14 
skins, 48% of total imports), with Zimbabwe (38 total: 34 trophies and 4 skins, 20% of total imports), 
South Africa (22 total: 21 trophies, one skin, 11% of total imports) and Namibia (17 total: 16 trophies, 
one body, 9% of total imports) also playing major roles in exports. For hunting trophy purposes, a total of 
186 leopards were imported (one ranched leopard trophy and 185 wild-source specimens: one body, 19 
skins, and 165 trophies) into Italy during this period. For personal purposes, 4 leopards were imported 
(one pre-convention skins and 3 wild-source trophies) into Italy during the period examined. For circus 
and travelling exhibition purposes, one wild-sourced leopard skin was imported, and for zoological 
purposes, one live, captive-bred leopard was imported during the period examined. 

f. Mexico 
 

Mexico imported African leopards and their products equivalent to 510 individuals between 2005 and 
2014, including a body (1), live specimens (8), skins (20), and trophies (481) (Annex 4, Table 66). This 
amount is equivalent to approximately 4% of the global imports in leopards during this period. Most 
leopards imported into Mexico were exported from the United Republic of Tanzania (186 total: 181 
trophies and 5 skins, 36% of total imports), with Zimbabwe (76 total: 71 trophies and 5 skins, 15% of 
total imports), South Africa (60 total: 53 trophies, 6 skins and one body, 12% of total imports), Namibia 
(41 trophies, 8% of total imports), and the U.S. (34 total: 31 trophies and 3 live specimens, 7% of total 
imports) also playing major roles in exports. For hunting trophy purposes, a total of 487 leopards were 
imported (two captive-bred leopard trophies; two F1 (born in captivity F1 and subsequent) leopard 
trophies; two leopard trophies were seized upon import; 6 trophies marked as pre-convention specimens; 
and 475 wild-source specimens (one body, 19 skins, and 455 trophies) into Mexico between 2005 and 
2014. For personal purposes, 5 wild-source leopard trophies were imported into Mexico during the period 
examined. For circus and travelling exhibition purposes, 3 live, captive-bred leopards were imported; 
while for commercial purposes, 3 wild-source leopard trophies were imported during the period 
examined. For zoological purposes, 5 live, captive-bred leopards were imported between 2005 and 2014. 

g. Russia 
 

Russia imported African leopards and their products equivalent to 386 individuals between 2005 and 
2014, including bodies (9), live specimens (41), skins (36), and trophies (300) (Annex 4, Table 67). This 
amount is equivalent to approximately 3% of the global imports in leopards during this period. Most 
leopards imported into Russia were exported from the United Republic of Tanzania (73 total: 58 trophies 
and 17 skins, 19% of total imports), with Namibia (53 total: 47 trophies, 3 skins and 3 bodies, 14% of 
total imports), South Africa (50 total: 45 trophies and 5 skins, 13% of total imports), Zimbabwe (48 total: 
42 trophies, 6 skins, 12% of total imports), and France (45 total: 35 trophies, 9 live specimens, and one 
body, 12% of total imports) also playing major roles in exports. For captive breeding purposes, a total of 
two leopards were imported (two live, captive-bred leopards) into Russia between 2005 and 2014. For 
hunting trophy purposes, a total of 303 leopards were imported, all wild-source (8 bodies, two live 
leopards, 30 skins, and 263 trophies) into Russia during this period. For purposes of reintroduction to the 
wild, 4 live, wild-source leopards were imported in Russia between 2004 and 2015. For personal 
purposes, 38 leopards were imported (one body and 37 trophies), while for circus and travelling 
exhibition purposes, 4 live, wild-source leopards and 4 live leopards whose source was unknown were 
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imported into Russia during this period. For commercial purposes, 4 pre-convention skins were imported, 
and for zoological purposes, one live, F1 leopard was imported in Russia during the period examined. 

h. South Africa 
 

South Africa imported African leopards and their products equivalent to 878 individuals between 2005 
and 2014, including live specimens (36), skins (229), and trophies (613) (Annex 4, Table 68). This 
amount is equivalent to approximately 7% of the global imports in leopards during this period. Most 
leopards imported into South Africa were exported from Zimbabwe (225 total: 170 trophies, 52 skins, 3 
live specimens, 26% of total imports) and Mozambique (181 total: 119 trophies and 62 skins, 21% of total 
imports), and the United Republic of Tanzania (151 total: 96 trophies and 55 skins, 17% of total imports), 
with Namibia (89 total: 78 trophies and 11 skins, 10% of total imports), Botswana (82 total: 73 trophies, 5 
skins, and 4 live specimens, 9% of total imports), and Zambia (73 total: 55 trophies and 18 skins, 8% of 
total imports) also playing major roles in exports. For captive breeding purposes, a total of 8 live leopards 
were imports (5 captive-bred, two F1, and one wild-source). For educational purposes, 3 live, captive-
bred leopards were imported into South Africa between 2005 and 2014. For hunting trophy purposes, a 
total of 798 leopards were imported (one captive-bred leopard trophy; two F1 (born in captivity F1 and 
subsequent) leopard trophies; one ranched leopard trophy; and 794 wild-source specimens (207 skins and 
587 trophies) imported (one wild-sourced leopard skin and 4 wild-sourced trophies)) into South Africa 
during this period. For law enforcement purposes, two wild-source skins were imported into South Africa 
between 2005 and 2014. For personal purposes, 40 leopards were imported (7 captive-bred skins, 3 pre-
convention skins; 10 wild-source skins and 20 wild-sourced trophies) into South Africa during the period 
examined. For circus and travelling exhibition purposes, 4 live, wild-sourced leopards were imported, and 
for commercial purposes, a total of 12 leopards were imported (8 captive-source live specimens, two live 
specimens, and two wild-source trophies during the period examined. For zoological purposes, 9 live, 
captive-bred leopards and two wild-source leopards were imported. 

i. Spain 
 

Spain imported African leopards and their products equivalent to 709 individuals between 2005 and 2014, 
including bodies (3), live specimens (3), skins (101), and trophies (602) (Annex 4, Table 69). This 
amount is equivalent to approximately 6% of the global imports in leopards during this period. Most 
leopards imported into Spain were exported from the United Republic of Tanzania (226 total: 189 
trophies, 37 skins, 32% of total imports) and Zimbabwe (154 total: 138 trophies and 16 skins, 22% of 
total imports), with South Africa (92 total: 63 trophies and 29 skins, 13% of total imports), Mozambique 
(77 total: 64 trophies and 13 skins, 11% of total imports), Namibia (70 total: 68 trophies and two skins, 
10% of total imports), Zambia (40 total: 38 trophies and two skins, 6% of total imports) and Botswana 
(39 total: 38 trophies and one skin, 6% of total imports) also playing major roles in exports. For hunting 
trophy purposes, a total of 690 leopards were imported, all wild-sourced (3 bodies, 99 skins, and 588 
trophies) imported (one wild-sourced leopard skin and 4 wild-sourced trophies) into Spain during this 
period. For personal purposes, 15 wild-source leopard trophies were imported while for circus and 
travelling exhibition purposes, two captive-bred live leopards were imported between 2005 and 2014. For 
commercial purposes, a total of two leopards were imported (one captive-source live specimen and one 
wild-source skin) during the period examined. 
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j. United States of America 
 

The U.S. imported African leopards and their products equivalent to 5,575 individuals between 2005 and 
2014, including bodies (14), live specimens (26), skins (741), and trophies (4,794) (Annex 4, Table 70). 
This amount is equivalent to approximately 44% of the global imports in leopards during this period. 
Most leopards imported into the U.S. were exported from Zimbabwe (1,745 total: 1,489 trophies and 256 
skins, 31% of total imports) and the United Republic of Tanzania (1,270 total: 1,118 trophies and 152 
skins, 23% of total imports), with South Africa (900 total: 729 trophies, 163 skins and 8 bodies, 16% of 
total imports), Namibia (654 total: 646 trophies, 5 skins, 3 bodies, 12% of total imports), Zambia (468 
total: 466 trophies and two skins, 8% of total imports) Mozambique (238 total: 133 trophies and 105 
skins, 4% of total imports) and Botswana (196 total: 191 trophies and 5 skins, 4% of total imports) also 
playing major roles in exports. For educational purposes, two wild-source leopard trophies were imported 
into the U.S. between 2005 and 2014. For hunting trophy purposes, a total of 5,447 leopards were 
imported (two captive-bred leopard trophies; 175 leopard trophies were seized upon import; one ranched 
leopard skin and 5,269 wild-source specimens (12 bodies, 683 skins, and 4,573 trophies) into the U.S. 
during this period. For law enforcement purposes, 3 wild-source skins were imported into the U.S. 
between 2005 and 2014. For personal purposes, 67 leopards were imported (one trophy was seized upon 
import, while 15 pre-convention skins, one pre-convention trophy, two skins of unknown origin, two 
wild-source bodies, 11 wild-source skins, and 35 wild-sourced trophies) into the U.S. during the period 
examined. For circus and travelling exhibition purposes, 7 live captive-bred leopards, 3 pre-convention 
skins, and one wild-sourced leopard skin were imported between 2005 and 2014. For scientific purposes, 
7 skins of unknown origin were imported, while for commercial purposes, a total of 19 leopards were 
imported (5 skins were seized upon import, while 6 pre-convention skins, one skin and one trophy of 
unknown origin, 3 wild-source skins and 3 wild-source trophies were imported between 2005 and 2014. 
For zoological purposes, two live F1 leopards were imported during the period examined. 

 

Therefore, as demonstrated in this section, the African leopard is Endangered by overutilization for 
recreational and commercial purposes, and the U.S. plays a major role in this unsustainable international 
trade. 

C. Disease or Predation 

Wild leopards have been found to have at least nine infectious agents including viruses (rabies, feline 
leukemia, feline immunodeficiency), bacteria (Anthrax), and protozoa (Toxoplasma, Sarcocystis, 
Hepatozoon, Giardia, Isospora) (Murray et al. 1999). While there is evidence of a negative conservation 
impact of disease on wild populations of other large carnivores (i.e. Canis lupis, Lycaon pictus, Canis 
latrans, Panthera leo), there is no such evidence with respect to leopards (Murray et al. 1999). 
 
The leopard is an apex predator in Africa and is not typically predated by animals other than humans. 
Lions do kill and eat leopards (Palomares and Caro 1999) but leopards are not among the typical prey of 
lions and such killing is not known to have a conservation impact on leopard populations.  
 
The most significant non-human predator of leopards is leopards themselves. In a study of leopards in a 
reserve in South Africa, Balme and Hunter (2013) found high rates of infanticide by adult males which 
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accounted for almost half of cub mortality and caused the death of nearly a third of all leopard offspring; 
most of these adult males were immigrants; cubs are vulnerable to infanticide until at least 15 months of 
age; sometimes females defending their cubs were killed; males frequently consumed the cubs they killed; 
females also sometimes ate their dead cubs; females never killed cubs. Balme and Hunter (2013) consider 
infanticide in leopards to be primarily motivated by sexual selection: as females whose cubs were killed 
came into heat sooner, infanticide allows males to improve their fitness by accelerating their opportunity 
to father offspring. Despite such high levels of infanticide in the population studied by Balme and Hunter 
(2013), the population remained stable over the period studied; the authors warn against activities that 
would artificially elevate male turnover – such as trophy hunting – as this may increase infanticide levels. 
 
D. Inadequacy of Existing Regulatory Mechanisms 
 
1. U.S. Endangered Species Act and CITES  
 

Statutory Background of the ESA 
 
The U.S. has long recognized the need to protect wildlife, and, toward this end, has enacted multiple laws 
to prohibit human actions that contribute to species extinction.  With the promulgation of the Lacey Act in 
1900 (16 U.S.C. §§ 3371 et seq.), it became a federal offense to engage in commerce of protected species. 
In 1940, the U.S. signed the Convention on Nature Protection and Wildlife Preservation in the Western 
Hemisphere “to protect and preserve [species] in their natural habitat…in sufficient numbers and over 
areas extensive enough to assure them from becoming extinct through any agency within man’s control.” 
56 Stat. 1534, T.S. No. 981, U.N.T.S. No. 193. These laws recognized that extinction knows no political 
boundaries, and that both national action and international cooperation are essential to effectively protect 
endangered species.   

In 1966, Congress enacted the Endangered Species Preservation Act (Public Law No. 89-669), which 
created “a program in the United States of conserving, protecting, restoring, and propagating selected 
species of native fish and wildlife that are threatened with extinction.” Because this statute extended 
protection only to native species, Congress found that it did not adequately protect foreign species that 
suffered from overexploitation, often because of the demands of the American marketplace. Therefore, in 
1969, Congress enacted the Endangered Species Conservation Act (Public Law No. 91-135), which 
authorized the Secretary of the Interior to promulgate a list of species, native or non-native, that were 
“threatened with worldwide extinction.”  This Act also called for an “international ministerial meeting” to 
create a “binding international convention on the conservation of endangered species,” ultimately leading 
to the passage of the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora 
(27 U.S.T. 1087, “CITES”). Thus, five decades ago the U.S. led the way to ensure that all countries act to 
save species from both local and global threats.    

Recognizing that prior laws did not sufficiently protect endangered species, in 1973 Congress passed the 
Endangered Species Act. The purpose of the ESA is “to provide a means whereby the ecosystems upon 
which endangered species and threatened species depend may be conserved, to provide a program for the 
conservation of such endangered species and threatened species, and to take such steps as may be 
appropriate to achieve the purposes of the treaties and conventions” to which the United States is 
committed. 16 U.S.C. § 1531(b). “It is further declared to be the policy of Congress that all Federal 
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departments and agencies shall seek to conserve endangered species and threatened species and shall 
utilize their authorities in furtherance of the purposes of this Act.” Id. § 1531(c). Thus, as the Supreme 
Court has declared, the goal of the ESA is to “reverse the trend toward extinction, whatever the cost.” 
TVA v. Hill, 437 U.S. 153, 184 (1978).  

The ESA defines the term “conserve” to mean “to use all methods and procedures which are necessary to 
bring any endangered species or threatened species to the point at which the measures provided pursuant 
to [the ESA] are no longer necessary.” Id. § 1532(3). Such measures may even include a “regulated 
taking” of the species, but only in the “extraordinary case where population pressures within a given 
ecosystem cannot be otherwise relieved.” Id.  

Pursuant to Section 4 of the Act, the Service must “list” species as either “Endangered” or “Threatened,” 
depending on the extent of the threats to their existence. Id. § 1533.  The term “species” includes “any 
subspecies of fish or wildlife or plants, and any distinct population segment of any species of vertebrate 
fish or wildlife which interbreeds when mature.” Id. § 1532(16). The Service adopted a policy 20 years 
ago that defines the term “distinct population segment,” under which the agency must conclude that a 
particular population of a species is both “distinct” and “significant” before it can be determined to be a 
separate listable entity. 61 Fed. Reg. 4722 (Feb. 7, 1996). 

An “Endangered” species is one that the Service has determined is already “in danger of extinction 
throughout all or a significant portion of its range.” 16 U.S.C. § 1532(6).  A “Threatened” species is one 
that “is likely to become an endangered species within the foreseeable future throughout all or a 
significant portion of its range.” Id. § 1532(20).  The Act requires the Service to list a species as either 
“Endangered” or “Threatened” based on the following five factors: (1) the present or threatened 
destruction, modification, or curtailment of its habitat or range; (2) overutilization for commercial, 
recreational, scientific, or educational purposes; (3) disease or predation; (4) the inadequacy of existing 
regulatory mechanisms; and (5) “other natural or manmade factors affecting its continued existence.” Id. 
§ 1533(a)(1)(A-E).  The Service is required to list a species if any one of these criteria is present. 
Southwest Center for Biological Diversity v. Babbitt, 215 F.3d 58, 60 (D.C. Cir. 2000).    

The Service is required to base listing decisions “solely” on the “best available scientific and commercial 
data available.” 16 U.S.C. § 1533(b)(1)(A). In imposing this requirement, Congress expressly intended to 
“ensure that decisions . . . pertaining to listing . . . are based solely upon biological criteria and to prevent 
nonbiological considerations from affecting such decisions.” H.R. Conf. Rep. No. 835, 97th Cong. 2d 
Sess. 19-20 (1982). Thus, Congress made it clear that “economic considerations have no relevance to 
determinations regarding the status of species.” Id.; see also S. Rep. No. 418, 97th Cong., 2d Sess. 12 
(1982) (“This amendment would preclude the Secretary from considering economic or other non-
biological factors in determining whether a species should be listed…Only in this way will the 
endangered and threatened species lists accurately reflect those species that are or are likely to be in 
danger of extinction”).  Therefore, as the Supreme Court observed in TVA v. Hill “the language, history, 
and structure of the [ESA]…indicates beyond doubt that Congress intended endangered species to be 
afforded the highest priorities.” 437 U.S. at 174. Moreover, in keeping with the overall purposes of the 
statute, even where the best available scientific evidence leaves some doubt as to the status of a species, 
the Service is required to “give the benefit of the doubt” to the species. Conner v. Burford, 848 F.2d 1441, 
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1454 (9th Cir. 1988); see also San Luis & Delta-Mendoza Water Auth., 2000 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 1779 at *9 
(E.D. Cal. 2000)).   

Once a species is listed, it is entitled to various protections under the agency’s implementing regulations, 
depending on whether it is listed as Endangered or Threatened.  Per Section 9 of the statute, it is unlawful 
to “import any [Endangered] species into, or export any such species from the United States;” to “deliver, 
receive, carry, transport, or ship in interstate or foreign commerce . . . in the course of a commercial 
activity, any such species;” and to “sell or offer for sale in interstate or foreign commerce any such 
species.” 16 U.S.C. § 1538(a)(1). It is also unlawful to “take” a member of an Endangered species within 
the United States or on the high seas, id. § 1538(a)(1)(B)-(C) – a term that includes “harass, harm, pursue, 
hunt, shoot, wound, kill, capture, or collect.” Id. § 1532(19).   

Section 10 of the ESA provides the FWS authority to issue permits for otherwise unlawful activities “for 
scientific purposes or to enhance the propagation or survival of the affected species…” 16 U.S.C. § 
1539(a)(1)(A). The statute further provides that the FWS “shall publish notice in the Federal Register of 
each application for an exemption or permit,” that each such notice “shall invite the submission from 
interested parties…of written data, views, or arguments with respect to the application,” and that 
“[i]nformation received by the [FWS] as a part of any application shall be available to the public as a 
matter of public record at every stage of the proceeding.” Id. § 1539(c). FWS may only grant a permit if it 
finds “and publishes in the Federal Register” that the permit (1) “was applied for in good faith,” (2) if 
granted and exercised “will not operate to the disadvantage of such endangered species,” and (3) will be 
“consistent with the purposes and policy” of the ESA – i.e., to “conserve” Endangered and Threatened 
species. Id. § 1539(d). These procedures are mandatory. See Gerber v. Norton, 293 F.3d 173, 179-82 
(D.C. Cir. 2002). 

Whenever a species is listed as Threatened, FWS “shall issue such regulations as [it] deems necessary and 
advisable to provide for the conservation of such species.” 16 U.S.C. § 1533(d). FWS has issued a 
regulation providing that all of the prohibitions that apply to Endangered species also apply to Threatened 
species, unless the agency (a) otherwise permits those activities pursuant to its general regulations 
governing permits for Threatened species, 50 C.F.R. § 17.32, or (b) has issued a special rule that governs 
a particular Threatened species. 50 C.F.R. § 17.31. However, pursuant to the plain language of the ESA, 
any such special rule must also “provide for the conservation” of the species – i.e., positively benefit its 
recovery in the wild. 16 U.S.C. § 1533(d); Sierra Club v. Clark, 577 F. Supp. 783 (D. Minn. 1984), aff’d, 
755 F.2d 608 (8th Cir. 1985); Fund for Animals v. Turner, 1991 WL 206232 (D.D.C. 1991)). 

The ESA also requires FWS to “encourage…foreign countries to provide for the conservation” of listed 
species and implements the United States’ international obligations with regard to worldwide Endangered 
and Threatened species. 16 U.S.C. § 1537. For example, CITES was drafted by representatives of 
countries participating in the International Union for the Conservation of Nature – including the United 
States – to ensure that international trade in specimens of wild animals and plants does not threaten their 
survival. CITES was first implemented on July 1, 1975, and today there are over 180 countries that are 
party to the agreement.    

CITES classifies species in Appendices with varying levels of protection – those included on Appendix I 
are “species threatened with extinction.” International commercial trade in these species is prohibited 
unless the Scientific Authority for the state of export has advised that the export will “not be detrimental 
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to the survival of the species,” and the Management Authority for that country is satisfied that (a) the 
wildlife “was not obtained in contravention of the laws of the State for the protection of fauna and flora;” 
(b) “any living specimen will be so prepared and shipped as to minimize the risk of injury, damage to 
health or cruel treatment;” and (c) an “import permit has been granted” for the wildlife. See CITES 
Article III.  An import permit may only be granted when the Scientific Authority for the state of import 
has advised that the import of the wildlife “will be for purposes which are not detrimental to the survival 
of the species,” and that the “recipient of a living specimen is suitably equipped to house and care” for the 
wildlife, and the Management Authority for the state of import is satisfied that the specimen is “not to be 
used for primarily commercial purposes.” Id. 
 

FWS’ 1982 Listing of African Leopards under the ESA  
Did Not Comport with the Best Available Science 

 
In 1968 and 1969 alone, over 17,000 leopard hides were imported into the United States to supply a 
burgeoning and unsustainable leopard fur trade. 45 Fed. Reg. 19007 (March 24, 1980). In 1970, FWS 
listed three subspecies of leopard under the Endangered Species Conservation Act, requiring a permit for 
import of specimens of: the Sinai leopard (Panthera pardus jarvisi) (found in Sinai and Saudi Arabia), the 
Barbary leopard (P. p. panthera) (found in Morocco, Algeria, and Tunisia), and the Anatolian leopard (P. 
p. tulliana) (found in Lebanon, Israel, Jordan, Turkey, and Syria). 35 Fed. Reg. 8491 (June 2, 1970).  
 
In 1972, FWS amended that Endangered listing to include all Panthera pardus (whether found in Africa, 
Asia Minor, India, Southeast Asia or Korea). 37 Fed. Reg. 2589 (Feb. 3, 1972); 37 Fed. Reg. 6476 
(March 30, 1972). As explained in a subsequent Federal Register notice, FWS listed the species in1972 
because it “was being drastically overutilized in the commercial fur trade” and “nearly every country 
contacted, in which the leopard was resident, expressed fears for the leopard’s future if the fur trade was 
not brought under control,” leading FWS to determine that the species could not “tolerate this enormous 
drain from its wild populations.” 45 Fed. Reg. at 19008.  
 
The species continued to be recognized as Endangered across its Asian and African range until 1982, 
when FWS reclassified the leopard in certain African range states to Threatened. 47 Fed. Reg. 4201 
(January 28, 1982). In its proposed rule, FWS proposed to downlist African populations of the leopard 
occurring to the south of a line running along the borders of Senegal/Mauritania; Mali/Mauritania; 
Mali/Algeria; Niger/Algeria; Niger/Libya; Chad/Libya; Sudan/Libya; and Sudan/Egypt (see map below). 
(45 Fed. Reg. 19007 (March 24, 1980)) 
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Figure 4. Map of Africa with red line denoting the proposed scope of the Threatened listing 

 
In proposing to decrease protection for leopards in nearly all of their African range, FWS stated that it 
“has broad discretion in developing a management strategy that will effectively conserve Threatened 
species.” 45 Fed. Reg. 19009. FWS stated that “data from each specific political entity within Sub-
Saharan Africa are lacking” yet “enough are available from representative entities within the region to 
warrant action representing the region as a whole.” Id. FWS further stated that reclassification on a 
country-by-country basis would be “biologically unsound.” Id.  
 
In its 1980 proposed rule, FWS relied on only three sources of information in determining that African 
leopards in most countries should be listed as Threatened rather than Endangered: “The Status and 
Conservation of the Leopard in Sub-Saharan Africa” by Randall L. Eaton (Safari Club International, 
January 1977); “The Leopard Panthera pardus in Africa” by Norman Myers (IUCN Monograph No. 5 
1976); and “Status of the Leopard in Africa South of the Sahara” by James G. Teer and Wendell G. 
Swank (unpublished study financed by FWS in 1978). 45 Fed. Reg. at 19008.   
 
Regarding the available data from these sources, FWS stated that it considered the leopard to be 
Threatened in most of its African range because, “A careful analysis of area/habitat type, maximum 
estimated density and minimum estimated density of leopard in this region by Eaton (loc. cit.) shows that 
an absolute minimum of 233,050 leopards may occur over the entire area; a conservative estimate of 
numbers would be 546,076 leopards, while a realistic estimate would place the number at 1,155,500 
animals.” Id. The following table from Eaton appears in the 1980 proposed rule: 
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Table from USFWS 1980 proposed rule. 45 Fed. Reg. at 19009, from Eaton (1977). 

 
Eaton’s analysis – which was commissioned by Safari Club International, a group with a vested interest in 
inflating leopard numbers to decrease regulation of leopards to facilitate hunting trophy imports – was 
never published. The methodology Eaton – who is not a felid biologist – used to derive these population 
estimates is dubious at best, as he appears to have based his population numbers solely on the area of 
leopard habitat in each country and the rationale behind the leopard density applied to the available 
habitat is not disclosed. Id. at 19009.  However, it is well established that availability of leopard habitat 
does not mean that leopards necessarily reside there, and that leopard density is dependent on available 
prey, not available habitat (Stein et al. 2016).  
 
The 1980 proposed rule also states that Eaton conducted a study of leopards in 11 Sub-Saharan African 
countries and combined those results with Myers to determine the status of leopards in countries 
throughout Africa. 45 Fed. Reg. at 19009. In forming its conclusions about the status of leopards in 
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Africa, FWS relied on Eaton’s views of Myers’s study, which (as detailed below) do not accurately reflect 
the conclusions of Myers’s study.  
 
The purpose of Myers’s 1976 study was to determine the leopard’s distribution in sub-Saharan Africa, 
and to ascertain if numbers were being depleted by the fur trade or habitat modification. The author noted 
that the leopard existed in 40 countries and that his study would attempt to make assessments in at least 
one country in each of five biomes (Sahel, Sudano-Guinean woodland, rainforest, miombo woodland, and 
East African savannah grasslands). Myers visited 22 countries and corresponded with 10 others. Myers 
did not make detailed population estimates but rather focused on whether a population exists, and whether 
the population was expanding, declining, or stable. To draw his conclusions, Myers consulted with over 
700 people, including “Wildlife and park officials at national and local level, private wildlife 
organisations, field scientists, anti-poaching teams, professional hunters, trappers, poachers, wildlife 
cropping units, fur-trade dealers, indeed anyone with specialist knowledge of wildlife.” Myers (1976), at 
12. Over 850 additional people were also interviewed, including “ranchers, veterinarians, livestock 
officials, forestry personnel, road gangs, customs officials, police and army personnel, anti-malarial 
teams, Peace Corps and other volunteers, and local chiefs and headmen,” as well as “representatives of 
the fur trade in Europe and North America”. Id. at 13. Myers recognized that these interviewees brought 
bias in terms of subjectivity to the study. Id. at 13.  
 
Myers noted that the international fur trade had depressed leopard populations in several parts of Africa 
and cited habitat destruction and loss as a key threat to the survival of leopards. Id. at 21. Myers 
considered the use of poison to be a major threat, which leopards are more susceptible to because of their 
scavenging behavior, as well as killing due to livestock predation. Yet, he concluded that the leopard 
“shows more capacity to recover from over-exploitation that the other main spotted-fur species of Africa, 
the cheetah.” Id. at 9. Myers claimed that there was no “bio-ecological grounds for permanently banning 
exploitation of the leopard by the fur trade,” and recommended a limited offtake with a “rigorous system 
of controls.” Id. at 9. Myers noted that “rainforest biotopes are reputed to present optimal habitats for 
leopard” and suggested that a leopard density of 1/km2 is appropriate in some cases.18 Id. at 13. Myers 
states that this leopard density is based on habitat type, prey distributions and predator competition, but 
more recent scientific evidence rebuts this figure (Jackson et al. 1989, Bailey 1993, Henschel 2008, 
Henschel 2009).  
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
18 Illogically, Myers (p. 14) used a figure by Schaller (1972) of “total predator biomass” in three areas in Kenya, 
none of which were rainforest habitat, which ranged as high as 95.7 kg/km2 in Ngorongoro, to support the 
contention that rainforests might hold one 30 kg leopard / km2. Myers cites to Schaller (1972) who estimated leopard 
density in Serengeti National Park as 1 / 22-26.5 km2 (equivalent of a very low leopard density of about 0.05 
leopards/km2). After considering other density estimates, Myers states, “the leopard seems able to maintain a density 
of 1 to 10 km2 in moderately suitable habitats, and 1 to 5 km2 in favourable ones, with perhaps even 1 to 1 km2 in 
exceptionally suitable conditions.” Id. at 18. 
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The 1980 proposed rule apparently relied on Eaton’s inaccurate characterizations of Myers’ study – for 
example: 
 

FWS Quoting Eaton’s Interpretation of Myers Myers’s Actual Text 
“The leopard in Kenya has a satisfactory status”  “leopard have declined in numbers and distribution in 

Kenya during the last decade.” 
“the leopard is satisfactory and probably abundant in 
Mozambique” 

Myers did not comment that the leopard was probably 
abundant in Mozambique. Myers noted that the leopard 
was depleted in some areas. 

“There may well be over 20,000 (leopards) in Rhodesia. 
The leopard has a satisfactory status in Rhodesia” 

“its numbers have been significantly reduced in the face 
of recent agricultural expansion.”  

“Overall in South Africa the present status should be 
rated between rare and satisfactory with present trends 
being stable." 

“Its stock-raisers have long tried to eliminate wild 
carnivores”; “the leopard in South Africa is officially 
classified as vermin”; “Numbers.... are disturbingly low, 
although the position is fairly stable”; “There are no 
grounds however for complacency, as the situation could 
easily become critical if any of the existing adverse 
factors were enhanced”; “Its numbers have long been 
thought to be very low.” 

“Myers says that leopards may have stabilized or 
increased recently in the Sudano-Guinean zone, 
including parts or portions of Sierra Leone, Guinea, 
Liberia, and northern Ivory Coast. In all of Sub-Saharan 
Africa, the West African region probably has the least 
satisfactory leopard populations; however, in much of 
the region it appears that the species' status is relatively 
satisfactory and probably does not deserve Endangered 
status except locally. Moreover, the regional trend may 
even be improving due to the encroachment of bush 
from overgrazing and burning, end or the drought in the 
Sahel portion, increased edge effect in forests from 
patchy agriculture and so on, all of which favor 
leopards.” 

Senegal: “Leopards are said to persist in much of 
Senegal, in fair though reduced numbers.” 
 
Mali: “The overall trend, as elsewhere in West Africa, 
points toward a gradual elimination of leopard in all but 
a very few rugged hill tracts.” 
 
Upper Volta: “The leopard is still widely found in Upper 
Volta. The leopard looks likely to decline steadily in 
distribution and status.” 
 
Niger: “Until recently, however, leopard stocks in Niger 
were moderately sound.” 
 
Chad: “Nothing better can be expected than very low 
densities.” 
 
CAR: “The leopard's status is fairly satisfactory.” 
 
Gambia: No leopard status information given. 
 
Guinea: “No recent information could be obtained about 
the status of leopard in Guinea.” 
 
Sierra Leone: No leopard status information given. 
 
Liberia: “The leopard is believed to be evenly 
distributed throughout the country, except 
in farming and mining areas.” 
 
Ivory coast: “Nothing was learned during the survey of 
the status of the leopard in Ivory 
Coast.” 
 
Ghana: “Asibey (1971) considers the leopard 
very rare in many areas; by the 1980s it may hardly 
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FWS Quoting Eaton’s Interpretation of Myers Myers’s Actual Text 
survive at all except in the most remote localities.” 
 
Togo and Dahomey: “No specific information was 
obtained during the Survey. 
 
Nigeria: No leopard status information given. 
 
Cameroon: “leopards are reported in fair numbers in the 
south-east and in scattered relict populations elsewhere.” 

 
Based on this alleged abundance, FWS concluded that “the leopard in Sub-Saharan Africa can hardly be 
in danger of extinction.” 45 Fed. Reg. at 19009.   
 
FWS did recognize that the loss of habitat to agricultural land conversion “could present a long-term 
threat to the leopard” and that poaching for the fur trade (especially in European countries that had not yet 
become party to CITES) continued to threaten the species, and expressed concern about the increasing use 
of poison and its impacts on scavengers like leopards. Id. at 19010. Thus, FWS proposed to list leopards 
in sub-Saharan Africa as Threatened, leaving in place ESA and CITES Appendix I permitting 
requirements for the import of leopard fur and other parts. However, at the apparent urging of the trophy 
hunting industry, FWS proposed to adopt a special rule eliminating the requirement for ESA permits for 
the import of leopard trophies from sub-Saharan Africa, asserting that “there may be cases in which 
permitting the importation of leopard trophies taken under a strictly controlled management program will 
benefit the species by giving it an economic value which would in turn stimulate conservation measures.” 
Id. FWS based this pro-trophy hunting position on an unpublished report from Teer and Swank (1977) 
containing interviews with wildlife officials in Kenya and Botswana who supported trophy hunting (but 
notably, Kenya prohibited trophy hunting in 1977 – prior to FWS’ reliance on the Teer and Swank report 
– and Botswana prohibited trophy hunting in 2014 (Stein et al. 2016)). 
 
Although the proposed special rule would not have required an ESA permit for the import of leopard 
trophies from sub-Saharan Africa, FWS stated that, “sport trophy imports into the United States will only 
be permitted when it is found to enhance the survival of the species.” 45 Fed. Reg. at 19010 (emphasis 
added). 
 
In 1982, FWS finalized the Threatened listing, but with a different geographic scope. 47 Fed. Reg. 4204 
(Jan. 28, 1982). The final rule listed as Threatened “leopard populations occurring to the south of a line 
running along the borders of” Gabon/Rio Muni, Gabon/Cameroon, Congo/Cameroon, Congo/Central 
African Republic, Zaire/Central African Republic, Zaire/Sudan, Uganda/Sudan, Kenya/Sudan, 
Kenya/Ethiopia, and Kenya/Somalia. Despite having acknowledged in 1980 that reclassification on a 
country-by-country basis would be “biologically unsound,” the Service narrowed this listing from the 
proposed sub-Saharan region to this “southern Africa”19 region after learning that Senegal, Liberia, and 
Ghana considered their leopard populations to be endangered and since that there was “less substantial 

                                                           
19 Notably, the 1982 final rule refers to the range of the listed entity as “southern Africa” – however, today, the 
phrase “southern Africa” commonly refers only to the southernmost region in sub-Saharan Africa, distinct from 
West, Central, and East Africa. This Petition will use the phrase “southern Africa” to refer to full range of the listed 
entity (Figure 5), even though that entity is neither scientifically nor geographically justifiable. 
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evidence” of leopard abundance from West Africa and the northern tier of countries in sub-Saharan 
Africa. Id. at 4207.  
 

 
Figure 5. Map of Africa with red line denoting the current scope of the final Threatened listing  
 
At the time, FWS had not yet adopted its policy regarding evaluation of distinct population segments 
(“DPS”) and did not explain whether or why it thought that leopards in southern Africa were both 
“distinct” and “significant” such that the region forms a listable entity (since the area does not coincide 
with the full range of the subspecies or species). See 61 Fed. Reg. 4722 (Feb. 7, 1996); 16 U.S.C. § 
1532(16). And today, twenty years since adopting the DPS policy, FWS still has not conducted an 
analysis of whether leopards in southern Africa can lawfully be listed as a DPS.  
 
In addition to the three sources relied on in the 1980 proposed rule (discussed above), the 1982 final rule 
relied on “The Leopard Panthera pardus and Cheetah Acinonyx jubatus in Kenya” by P.H. Hamilton 
(unpublished study financed by FWS). 46 Fed. Reg. 44960 (Sept. 8, 1981). Relying on information from 
Safari Club International (gathered from interviews with hunters, game wardens, field biologists, and 
local people, but not hard data), FWS said there were an “absolute minimum” of 186,034 in southern 
Africa. 47 Fed. Reg. at 4205. The FWS stated that it “is reasonable to believe that the absolute minimum 
figures have validity and that there are probably well over 180,000 leopards in the area under 
consideration” and points to the fact that the minimum figure of Eaton for Kenya corresponds with P.H. 
Hamilton’s minimum figure for that country. Id.  
 
The 1981 Hamilton report, also based on questionnaires and personal observations, asserted that despite a 
decline in Kenya’s leopard population since the 1960s, Hamilton believed that “a recovery of the leopard 
is underway in Kenya” and that “the lessons of Kenya are widely applicable.” 47 Fed. Reg. at 4206. 
Notably missing is any acknowledgment that this asserted recovery took place in the years following 
Kenya’s 1977 decision to prohibit trophy hunting of leopards. Further, as acknowledged – but not heeded 
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– in the final rule, even “Hamilton reports that leopards have declined generally in Kenya since the 
1960s” and Hamilton said that the virtual elimination of leopards from North Africa “should serve as a 
warning to any who believe that this species can always survive no matter what the impact of man.” 47 
Fed. Reg. at 4206.  
 
FWS stated that Hamilton “supports reclassification and controlled sport hunting of the species.” Id. 
According to FWS, Hamilton supported lifting the ban on the importation of leopard trophies because “it 
has not served any useful purpose. The number involved has been relatively small and the ban runs 
counter to the concept of giving the leopard monetary value that will help to justify its continued 
existence in Africa.” Id. This is not entirely surprising considering that Hamilton obtained his information 
by talking to 21 professional hunters. Id. at 4206. Unjustifiably, FWS characterized these biased sources 
(the professional hunters) as “the most valuable single source of information.” Id. at 4206.  
 
In the 1982 final rule, FWS continued to rely on the “expert opinion” of Eaton on the status of leopards in 
the relevant countries, even though FWS acknowledged that Hamilton “considers Eaton’s estimates and 
judgements as invalid”. Id. Further, FWS did not acknowledge that Eaton’s conclusions conflict with 
Myers’s conclusions in some cases, as noted above.  
 
Further demonstrating that this 1982 downlisting was not based on the best available science – as required 
by law – FWS conceded the “primary reason” that it changed the geographic scope of the downlisting 
was due to opposition from range States in the northern portion of the sub-Saharan region (i.e., Liberia, 
Senegal, and Sudan opposed the proposal, and Benin, Ethiopia, and Ghana reported that the leopard was 
endangered in those countries). Id. at 4207.  
 
Aside from this change in geographic scope and the addition of one report regarding population status in 
one country, the final rule does not include any new information regarding the threats to the species that 
was not included in the proposed rule. FWS acknowledged that “more than 90 percent” of the over 1,000 
comments received on the proposed rule opposed the Threatened listing and special rule (id. at 4208), yet 
it finalized the Threatened listing and adopted the proposed special rule to allow the import of leopard 
trophies without requiring an ESA permit. 
 
In relaxing its oversight of leopard trophy hunting, FWS baldly concluded that “Experts agree that the 
economic value that would develop for the species through sporthunting will encourage some of the 
countries [which may consider leopards as vermin] to develop management and conservation programs 
and will discourage indiscriminate killings by local landowners.” Id. at 4209.  Further, FWS stated that 
“hunting is already going on in Africa, and any increase caused by the participation of U.S. residents 
should not have significant adverse impacts.” Id. Both of these statements are entirely unsupported and 
baseless, further proving that the current leopard listing is based on a woefully outdated foundation that 
was not even valid at the time the listing was finalized.  
 
Thus, the 1982 listing for Panthera pardus cannot be said to be in compliance with the ESA’s mandate 
that listing decisions be made solely on the basis of the best available science. In finalizing the listing, 
FWS relied on biased sources, misrepresented material scientific conclusions, and patently conceded that 
the scope of the listing was based on political – and not biological – considerations.  The egregious flaws 
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in this listing are exacerbated by the decades that have passed without further review of the listing, the 
basis of which has been firmly rejected by a consensus of current leopard experts. Therefore, the current 
ESA protections for leopards in southern Africa are inadequate, endangering the entire species across a 
significant portion of its range. 
 

Leopard Listing Under CITES 
 
Panthera pardus has been listed on CITES Appendix I since the first meeting of the Conference of the 
Parties,20 a listing that became effective on 4 February 1977. Trade in specimens of species listed on 
Appendix I “must be subject to particularly strict regulation in order not to endanger further their survival 
and must only be authorized in exceptional circumstances.” CITES Art. II.21 Specimens of Appendix I 
species cannot be exported or imported unless authorized by permit by both exporting and importing 
countries. CITES Art. III.22 An import permit can be granted only if the specimen is not to be used in the 
importing country for primarily commercial purposes. CITES, Art. III.   
 
While Appendix I affords the highest level of protection under CITES, Panthera pardus does not enjoy 
the full extent of these protections, due to the unsustainable and not scientifically-based export quotas for 
hunting trophies and skins for personal purposes that are currently in place.  Leopard export quotas have 
been set by CITES Resolutions since 1983 (CITES Resolution Conf. 4.13,23 replaced today by Resolution 
Conf. 10.14 (Rev. CoP16)24,25 and FWS has long expressed support for this quota system.  See, e.g., Fed. 
Reg. Vol 59, Doc. No: 94-20050 (August 16, 1994).  
 
As detailed in this section, the Service’s implementation of the CITES and ESA listings for Panthera 
pardus is not based on science and fails to provide sufficient oversight of the trophy hunting industry to 
ensure that Americans are not contributing to unsustainable offtake of leopard populations, and therefore 
are not adequate regulatory mechanism to protect the species.  
 

FWS Regulations for Leopard Trophy Imports to the U.S. Are Inadequate 
 
In the 1982 rule finalizing the Threatened listing for southern African leopards under the ESA, FWS 
averred that even though no ESA import permit would be required for trophies, a CITES import permit 
for leopard trophies will only be issued if “it is determined that the country of origin for the trophy has a 
management program for the leopard, and can show that its populations can sustain a sport hunting 
harvest, and that sport hunting enhances the survival of the species.” 47 Fed. Reg. at 4205 (emphasis 
added).  
 

                                                           
20 CITES, Appendices I-II, available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/01/E01-Appendices.pdf.  
21 CITES, art. II, available at https://cites.org/eng/disc/text.php#II.  
22 CITES, art. III, available at https://cites.org/eng/disc/text.php#III.  
23 See Annex 1, CITES, CoP5 Doc. 5.23 (1985), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/05/doc/E05-
23.pdf. 
24 CITES, CoP16 Conf. 10.4 (2002), available at https://cites.org/eng/res/10/10-14R16.php.  
25 See also CITES, CoP10 Doc. 10.42 (1997), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/10/doc/E10-
41to43.pdf.  

https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/01/E01-Appendices.pdf
https://cites.org/eng/disc/text.php#II
https://cites.org/eng/disc/text.php#III
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/05/doc/E05-23.pdf
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/05/doc/E05-23.pdf
https://cites.org/eng/res/10/10-14R16.php
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/10/doc/E10-41to43.pdf
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/10/doc/E10-41to43.pdf
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Further, the final rule provided that FWS will evaluate CITES import permit applications consistent with 
CITES Conference Report 2.11 [referring to then-valid Resolution Conf. 2.11], which – at that time – 
“indicate[d] that import permit decisions for sport-hunting trophies should be made on the basis of the 
following considerations: (1) Whether the importation will serve a purpose not-detrimental to the survival 
of the species; and (2) whether the killing of animals whose trophies are intended for import will enhance 
the survival of the species.” Id. (emphasis added).   
 
Moreover, FWS asserted that “very few leopard trophies will be imported into the United States” and that 
the “number is expected to be considerably less than the high of two hundred leopard trophy imports 
recorded in 1969.” 47 Fed. Reg. at 4211. The final rule stated that FWS had “reviewed the adequacy of 
the leopard conservation program in a specific case for Botswana and has determined in that case that the 
country currently meets the criteria.” Id. at 4205. 
 
However, since finalizing this regulation, FWS has not upheld these commitments, instead allowing well 
over 300 leopard trophy imports per year since 1999 and not conducting a rigorous analysis of whether 
the source country manages leopard populations in a way that enhances the survival of the species.  
Indeed, by its own admission, the Service’s practice does not include making enhancement findings for 
the import of African leopard trophies. 
 
While FWS regulations provide that hunting trophies26 can only be imported as personal items and cannot 
be sold after import, and that each hunter is limited to importing two leopards per calendar year, these 
limits are inadequate to protect leopards from unsustainable take by U.S. hunters seeking to import their 
body parts as trophies. See 65 Fed. Reg. 26664, 26679 (May 8, 2000); 72 Fed. Reg. 48402 (Aug. 23, 
2007); 50 C.F.R. §§ 23.55, 23.74. Indeed, on their face these regulations would allow for unlimited 
numbers of U.S. citizens to kill two leopards per year, a concept that is anathema to providing for the 
conservation of the species, as required by law. 16 U.S.C. § 1531(c)(1) (“It is further declared to be the 
policy of Congress that all Federal departments and agencies shall seek to conserve endangered species 
and threatened species and shall utilize their authorities in furtherance of” the conservation purpose of the 
ESA). 
 
Thus, in addition to the lack of scientific support for the original listing, the implementation of this listing 
is woefully inadequate to promote leopard conservation, endangering the survival of leopards in southern 
Africa. 
 

 FWS Is Not Applying the Enhancement Standard to Trophy Imports 
 
Although FWS committed in 1982 to only issue CITES import permits for leopard trophies after making 
an enhancement finding, 47 Fed. Reg. at 4205, the 1994 CITES Conference Report 2.11 [now known as 
Resolution Conf. 2.11] that FWS said it would use to evaluate the issuance of import permits was 
amended (based on a proposal from Namibia) to eliminate scientific scrutiny of trade in leopard parts, as 
indicated by the redline below: 
                                                           
26 FWS defines “sport-hunted trophy” as “a whole dead animal or a readily recognizable part or derivative of an 
animal” that, inter alia, “[w]as legally obtained by the hunter through hunting for his or her personal use.” 50 C.F.R. 
§ 23.74(b). 
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“CONSIDERING the need of uniform interpretation of the Convention with regard to 
hunting trophies;  
 
THE CONFERENCE OF THE PARTIES TO THE CONVENTION RECOMMENDS 
 
a) that with the exception of the rare case of exemptions granted under paragraph 3 of 
Article VII of the Convention, trade in hunting trophies of animals of the species listed in 
Appendix I be permitted only in accordance with Article III, i.e. accompanied by import 
and export permits; 
 
b) that the scientific opinions under paragraphs 2 (a) and 3 (a) of Article III of the 
Convention cover the trade in dead specimens, too; 
 
c) that in order to achieve the envisaged double control (also in the scientific field) by the 
importing and the exporting country of the trade in Appendix−I specimens, the Scientific 
Authority have the possibility of comprehensive examination concerning the question of 
whether the importation is serving a purpose which is not detrimental to the survival of 
the species. This examination should, if possible, also cover the question of whether the 
killing of the animals whose trophies are intended for import would enhance the survival 
of the species;  
 
b) in order to achieve the envisaged complementary control of trade in Appendix-I 
species by the importing and exporting countries in the most effective and comprehensive 
manner, the Scientific Authority of the importing country accept the finding of the 
Scientific Authority of the exporting country that the exportation of the hunting trophy is 
not detrimental to the survival of the species, unless there are scientific or management 
data to indicate otherwise; 
… 

 
CITES Resolution Conf. 2.11, on Trade in Hunting Trophies of Species Listed in Appendix I (emphasis 
added).27 
 
The impact of these amendments was to eliminate the independent examination of detriment by the 
importing country, directing that “the importing country accept the finding of the Scientific Authority of 
the exporting country that the exportation of the hunting trophy is not detrimental to the survival of the 
species, unless there are scientific or management data to indicate otherwise.” Id. The amendment also 
eliminated the CITES requirement to make an enhancement finding. Therefore, the CITES protections 
that FWS relied on in relaxing ESA protections for southern African leopards have since been amended, 
necessitating a status review of the species and increased federal protections.  
 
Further, even though CITES Resolution Conf. 2.11 no longer required an enhancement finding after 
1994, the Service was nevertheless bound to its commitment from 1982 that it would apply the 
enhancement standard to leopard trophy imports, a duty that FWS has failed to meet. 
 
 

                                                           
27 Compare CITES, CoP9 Doc. 9.50 (1994), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/09/doc/E9-Doc-
50.pdf, with CITES, Com. 9.13 (Rev.), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/09/E9-in-session.pdf.  

https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/09/doc/E9-Doc-50.pdf
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/09/doc/E9-Doc-50.pdf
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/09/E9-in-session.pdf
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 FWS Non-Detriment Advice Is Outdated and Not Scientifically Defensible 
 
The final rule listing certain sub-Saharan national leopard populations as Threatened was published on 
January 28, 1982 and became effective on March 1, 1982. In the final rule, FWS acknowledged that it had 
reviewed the adequacy of the leopard conservation program in Botswana and determined that the country 
meets the criteria for issuance of CITES import permits, but that it had not yet reviewed any other African 
range state’s leopard program. 47 Fed. Reg. at 4205. 
 
Shortly thereafter, on March 25, 1982 the FWS’s Office of the Scientific Authority sent a memorandum 
to wildlife authorities in relevant countries explaining the new Threatened status and how the FWS will 
determine, on a country-by-country basis, whether imports of leopard trophies will be for purposes that 
are not detrimental to the survival of the species (FWS 1982a). This memorandum states, “information 
now available to us is too incomplete for us to say with assurance that leopard trophy imports from any 
particular country can generally be approved under CITES” and states that the only countries that FWS 
might allow imports from were Botswana, Namibia, South Africa, Tanzania, Zambia and Zimbabwe (Id. 
at 1). The memorandum lists the factors that the Scientific Authority will consider when advising on 
leopard trophy imports and states, “We will advise in favor of trophy imports from a particular country 
only when the best available information shows that sport-hunting of leopards can reasonably be expected 
to enhance the survival of the species in that country.” (Id. at 2). This memorandum makes clear that the 
FWS intended, at the time, to make findings of both non-detriment and enhancement, both of which were 
required by CITES at the time through the convention language and Resolution Conf. 2.11.  
 
Per this 1982 memorandum, the factors to be considered in evaluating imports were divided into four 
main issues:  

1) legal authority for sport-hunting (Does the country allow sport-hunting of leopards under 
national law or under laws of any smaller units of government (e.g., provinces or States)? Do any such 
laws provide sufficient authority to regulate the take of leopards? Is any such authority being exercised to 
effectively limit take? Is any take allowed by smaller units of government reviewed and coordinated at the 
national level?);  

2) take for other purposes (Does the country allow a commercial trade of leopards or allow the 
removal of leopards for livestock predator control? Is any such trade effectively regulated and 
monitored?);  

3) basis for limiting take (Does the country limit the quantity and spatial or seasonal distribution 
of the take of leopards? Are any such limits based on: Reliable information on leopard population trends 
and mortality estimates (including sport, commercial, predator control or other natural or man-caused 
mortality)? The relationship of leopard populations to available habitat? The goal of managing leopards to 
sustain their populations?); and  

4) controls on the taking and trading in leopards (Does the country maintain a licensing system 
for persons who take or process leopards or parts thereof? Is there a standardized, mandatory system 
under which all lawfully taken leopards are tagged or otherwise made reliably identifiable? Does any such 
marking system effectively prohibit the transport, in any way, of marked leopards or parts thereof? Does a 
standardized, mandatory export permit system exist? If so, is the export permit system linked directly to 
the standardized marking system, and is approval required from the country of import before permits are 
issued? Is the country of export a Party to CITES?). (Id. at 2, 3).  
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If provided, answers to these questions would allow the FWS to determine if sport-hunting of leopards 
could reasonably be expected to be both not-detrimental to, and to enhance, the survival of the species in 
that country. 
 
Only 2.5 months later, on June 10, 1982, the FWS Office of the Scientific Authority issued a 
memorandum to the FWS Federal Wildlife Permit Office advising that the import of leopard hunting 
trophies taken from Botswana, Tanzania, Zambia, Zimbabwe, or the Transvaal region in South Africa28 
after July 1, 197529 will not be detrimental to the survival of the species (FWS 1982b). FWS found that 
each of these countries, or in the case of South Africa, a portion of the country, “(a) has laws under which 
the regulated sport-hunting of leopards is allowed, (b) limits the quantity, or spatial or seasonal 
distribution of the take of leopards, (c) bases these limits on the goal of managing leopards to sustain their 
populations, (d) maintains a licensing system for persons who take or process leopards (except in South 
Africa), and (e) implements a permitting system to regulate trade in accordance with CITES.” Id.  At the 
same time, FWS noted that (1) leopard hunting was not allowed in Angola, Burundi, Gabon, Kenya, 
Lesotho, Malawi, Rwanda, Swaziland, and Uganda,  (2) FWS did not have enough information to advise 
on Namibia, and (3) the “available information indicates that it would not be appropriate to allow leopard 
trophy imports from Congo, Mozambique, or Zaire.” Id. 
 
It is unclear what information FWS used to draw these conclusions in its non-detriment advice. However, 
recent events and information call into question whether any of the approved countries had at the time, or 
even have today, science-based wildlife management in place that uses reliable information on leopard 
population trends and that takes into account mortality from all sources, including sport, commercial, 
predator control or other natural or man-caused mortality. For example, South Africa banned the export of 
leopard trophies during 2016 after the South Africa Department of Environmental Affairs advised that it 
could not make a non-detriment finding for such exports due to: “no rigorous estimate for the size of the 
South African leopard population, nor reliable estimates of leopard population trends at national or 
provincial scales”; “excessive offtakes”; “poorly managed trophy hunting”; “almost no reliable estimates 
for the extend of illegal off-take of leopards, though data from a few intensive studies in South Africa 
suggest that levels of illegal off-take exceed levels of legal off-take”; national and provincial trophy 
hunting quotas are “arbitrary, based on speculative population estimates”; and “harvests of leopards is not 
managed consistently throughout the country; some provinces implement effective controls, others do not. 
Legal off-takes are poorly documented in many provinces. There is an urgent need for a coordinated 
national strategy which provides standardized guidelines to all provinces for the management of leopards” 
(South Africa Department of Environmental Affairs 2015, p. 16). The Department concludes, “legal local 
and international trade in live animals and the export of hunting trophies at present poses a high risk to the 
survival of this species in South Africa.” This has most likely been the case since at least 1982 when the 
FWS approved imports from South Africa. 
                                                           
28 Transvaal was a province of South Africa from 1910 until the end of apartheid in 1994, when a new constitution 
subdivided it and it was succeeded by the provinces of Gauteng, Limpopo, Mpumalanga and the eastern part of 
North West province.  See Edgar Sanderson, Great Britain in Africa: The History of Colonial Expansion, 149 
(Simon Publications LLC 2001). 
29 Thus, in another example of how this listing was designed to cater to the trophy hunting industry, FWS 
grandfathered in trophies of leopards killed in the previous seven years when trophy imports were banned due to the 
Endangered status of the leopard. 
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Furthermore, according to South Africa, “recent research suggests that trophy hunting may be 
unsustainable in Limpopo, KwaZulu-Natal and possibly North West [provinces]” – yet the Limpopo and 
North West provinces were once part of the Transvaal region in South Africa from which FWS approved 
imports. It is deeply concerning that, although this information has been available publicly for nearly a 
year (it was published on September 10, 2015), the FWS has not rescinded its 1982 approval of imports 
from the Transvaal region in South Africa. 
 
While we do not have information provided to FWS by the aforementioned countries approved for 
imports, in an undated letter to the FWS Office of Scientific Authority from Namibia’s (then called South 
West Africa) Department of Agriculture and Nature Conservation (apparently sent in response to the 
letter from FWS to leopard range states), Namibia explains that exports of leopard trophies had been 
prohibited by legislation since July 15, 1977 and trophy hunting of leopards was not allowed (South West 
Africa undated). Based on a survey of farmers, there were an estimated 3,000 leopards in the country; in 
1980, 123 leopards were killed by farmers to protect their livestock; in 1981, 201 were killed for this 
purpose. The letter also explained that the South West Africa Hunter’s and Guides’ Association recently 
petitioned the government to allow leopard hunting, and this is evidence that the Service’s decision to 
downlist African leopards to facilitate trophy hunting by Americans also encouraged foreign countries 
like Namibia to permit leopard trophy hunting.  
 
Namibia approved the petition and opened leopard hunting under certain conditions for two hunting 
seasons beginning February 1, 1983. The conditions included: landowners must apply to the Department 
of Nature Conservation to qualify as potential trophy hunting ranches; smaller farms (< 5,000 ha.) would 
be allocated one leopard hunt per year, and larger farms two hunts per year; each trophy would be tagged 
with a metal tag bearing a unique number and the Department’s emblem; dogs, horses, and bait may be 
used for hunting leopard but leopards may not be caged, trapped or confined for the purpose of trophy 
hunting; if it is found that the number of leopards killed for trophy plus the number killed for protection 
of livestock exceeds the number killed yearly in the past just for the protection of livestock, then trophy 
hunting would be stopped immediately; and farms would be inspected for leopard occurrence before 
hunting permits are issued. The letter said that the Department will keep records of permits issued, 
successful hunts, and measurements of trophies; no permits will be issued for export of leopard trophies 
killed before February 1, 1983; and all revenue received from trophy hunting will be deposited with the 
treasury which allocates money for research.  
 
However, notably absent from these conditions is the establishment of a science-based wildlife 
management program that uses reliable information on leopard population trends and that takes into 
account mortality from all sources, including sport, commercial, predator control or other natural or man-
caused mortality. The establishment of an annual quota of one leopard for small farms and two for large 
farms is completely arbitrary and is not based on knowledge of the leopard population in the area. The 
requirement that the number of leopards hunted legally must not out-number the number of leopards 
killed in previous years for stock protection is not science-based management: there is no information to 
allow the conclusion that offtakes for stock protection were biologically sustainable. 
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Nonetheless, on March 10, 1983, FWS issued an internal memorandum advising that the import of 
leopard trophies taken in Namibia on or after February 1, 1983 will be for purposes that are not 
detrimental to the survival of the species, referring back to the rationale included in the 1982 
memorandum (FWS 1983). This memorandum provides no rationale for the decision or any comment on 
the information provided by Namibia. 
 
These 1982 and 1983 non-detriment advice memoranda are completely outdated and scientifically 
indefensible today and cannot be said to qualify as adequate conservation measures. Pursuant to these 
internal memoranda – and in direct conflict with the commitments it made in the 1982 listing rule – FWS 
authorized the import of up to 657 leopard trophies per year from 1980 through 2014 (Figure 2). See 71 
Fed. Reg. 20168, 20208 (April 19, 2006) (“From 2001 to 2003, there were between … 420 and 450 
leopard trophies imported into the United States annually.”); see Section IV(B), supra. 
 
Then in September 2015 – in direct conflict with the decision it made in 1982 – FWS issued another 
internal memorandum, advising that the import of leopard trophies from Mozambique during calendar 
year 2015 will be for purposes that are not detrimental to the survival of the species. FWS, Non-
Detriment Advice (Sept. 28, 2015) (“FWS 2015”). In that memorandum, FWS concedes that “there are no 
reliable, widely-accepted, continent-wide estimates of leopard population sizes in Africa” (id. at ¶ 9) and 
that “the impact of trophy hunting on leopard populations is unclear, but this activity may have negative 
impacts at the demographic and population levels, especially when females are shot and any dependent 
off-spring also perish” (id. at ¶ 13). There is no evidence that this advice has been reviewed or renewed 
for calendar year 2016, but there are critical flaws in this non-detriment advice. 
 
First, the 2015 Mozambique non-detriment advice astoundingly relies on the findings of Martin and de 
Meulenaer (1988), asserting that the current population size of the leopard in Africa is more than 714,000. 
As detailed below, this report’s methodology has been completely discredited, and the best available 
science makes clear that there are nowhere near this many African leopards left today.  While FWS 
acknowledged some criticism, it wrongly concluded that the Martin and de Meulenaer (1988) findings 
“are still largely valid today.” FWS, Non-Detriment Advice (Sept. 28, 2015) (“FWS 2015”).   
 
The FWS further stated, without identifying the source of the information, that, “Leopard densities vary 
from 1-30 individuals per 100 km2 according to habitat, prey availability, and degree of threat. The lowest 
densities correspond to arid areas (for example, 1.25 adults per 100 km2 in arid areas in South Africa), 
while the highest leopard densities correspond to mesic woodland savannas that occur in protected areas 
in East and South Africa (for example, 30.3 individuals per 100 km2 in riparian areas with high prey 
density).”  However, this general information is misleading and instead the FWS should have considered 
readily available information specific to Mozambique – for example, a 2008-2010 study in Niassa 
National Reserve, Mozambique, using camera traps found that leopard density was 2.18 – 12.65 
leopard/100 km2 (Jorge 2012), much lower than the 30.3 cited by FWS. Furhter, a more recent study 
using camera traps in Xonghile Game Reserve, a protected area in Mozambique, found leopard density to 
be only 1.53 leopard/100km2 (Strampelli 2015); the author also studied leopards in another area, Limpopo 
National Park, and although he was not able to estimate leopard density there, he thought it would be on 
par with, or less than, that in Xonghile.  
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The FWS stated, “The impact of trophy hunting on leopard populations is unclear, but this activity may 
have negative impacts at the demographic and population levels, especially when females are shot and 
any dependent off-spring also perish (Barnett and Patterson 2005; Caro et al. 2009; Daly et al. 2005); 
Lindsey et al. 2007; Packer et al. 2009). An additional matter of potential concern is that female leopards 
have been taken as trophies despite national regulations that specify male-only harvests (e.g., Tanzania; 
Spong et al. 2000).” But according to Jorge (2012), females are not allowed to be trophy hunted in Niassa 
National Reserve, Mozambique; however, offtake for trophy hunting combined with illegal offtake 
resulted in an unsustainable overall offtake. The Service’s failure to take this readily available 
information into account was arbitrary and capricious.  
 
Further, in 2007, Mozambique successfully proposed to double its leopard CITES export quota from 60 to 
120. The U.S. preliminary negotiating position was to oppose this proposal, a fact not mentioned in the 
2015 Mozambique non-detriment advice, and the U.S. ultimately supported the proposal.   
 
The 2015 FWS Mozambique memo outlines the claims made in Mozambique’s 2007 CITES proposal 
including: “little research had been conducted into the status, distribution, or ecology of the leopard in 
Mozambique” but the proposal indicated that, based on Martin and de Meulenaer (1988) the leopard 
population was 37,542; a harvest rate of 5% is 1,779; three field studies characterized the leopard 
population as “widely distributed” and “common” (citing to Smithers and Tello 1976; Tello 1986; and 
Begg and Begg 2004); 82% of Mozambique is suitable leopard habitat that could support 3-10 leopards 
per 100km2 (according to Mozambique’s 2007 CITES proposal); Mozambique’s protected areas comprise 
130,537km2 and 90% of these areas have good or prime leopard habitat (id); even if Mozambique’s 
leopard population is 50% of that estimated by Martin and de Meulenaer (1988) or 20,000, this 
population size could sustain an annual harvest of 1000; therefore, according to Mozambique’s proposal, 
the population estimated suggest that there is scope for increase in annual offtake without any danger of 
significant threat to the species.  But even at the time this memorandum was issued, the Martin and de 
Meulenaer (2008) report had already been completely discredited and it was arbitrary for the Service to 
rely on that information in issuing its non-detriment advice.  
 
The DSA acknowledges that Mozambique is a Category 3 country under the CITES national legislation 
project, meaning that “legislation does not meet the requirements for implementing CITES” and that the 
country is identified as in need of “priority attention”. Indeed, in 2014, the Environmental Investigation 
Agency and the International Rhino Foundation  (EIA and IRF) submitted a petition to the U.S. 
government to have Mozambique certified under the Pelly Amendment for diminishing the effectiveness 
of CITES (Environmental Investigation Agency and International Rhino Foundation 2014). This petition, 
which focusses on poaching and trafficking in elephants and rhinos, states, “Mozambique has failed to 
adopt adequate CITES implementing legislation, lacks adequate penalties to deter poaching and illegal 
trade and suffers from rampant corruption.” (Id. at 1). DSA notes several recent developments such as the 
passage of a new law designed to reduce poaching and illegal wildlife trade and the development of a 
“national rhino and ivory plan.” However, EIA and IRF state that, while the new law is a step in the right 
direction, it’s not clear to what extent it will systemically improve CITES implementation. (Id. at 15). 
DSA also notes that “government corruption remains a serious problem.” The EIA and IRF petition 
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documents rampant corruption in the wildlife sector. Transparency International gives Mozambique a 
score of 31 out of 100, with 0 being highly corrupt.30 
 
In conclusion, DSA wrongly states that Mozambique has improved its CITES implementation in recent 
years; that the leopard population of Mozambique is sufficiently large enough to support sport-hunting 
quotas, despite relying the outdated and discredited figures by Martin and de Meulenaer (1988); and there 
are potential benefits to leopards deriving from concessionaires’ management activities in Mozambique 
with regard to this species, despite the existence of evidence that offtake for trophy hunting and illegal 
offtake combined are not sustainable in Niassa Game Reserve, Mozambique. On this last point, the DSA 
notes that sport hunting in Mozambique is subject to a “Strategic Plan for the Development of Tourism in 
Mozambique (2004-2013)”31 which “incorporates economic incentives to communities and the private 
sector through increased income and employment opportunities via leopard sport hunting”; however, the 
Plan offers no details on how hunting will be managed and regulated to ensure that it is not detrimental to 
the survival of the species. 
 
Finally, the Mozambique non-detriment advice fails to take into consideration multiple relevant leopard 
studies that were available prior to September 2015: 
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30 Transparency International, Corruption by Country: Mozambique, available at 
https://www.transparency.org/country/#MOZ (last visited Jul. 20, 2016). 
31 Republic of Mozambique Ministory of Tourism, Strategic Plan for the Development of Tourism in Mozambique 
(2004 – 2013), Volume I (Feb. 2004), available at 
http://www.tartarugabay.com/Mozambique%20Tourism%20Strategic%20Plan.pdf.  

http://d-nb.info/99732676X/34
https://www.transparency.org/country/#MOZ
http://www.tartarugabay.com/Mozambique%20Tourism%20Strategic%20Plan.pdf


59 
 

 Henschel, P. 2010. The status of the leopard in Gabon and lessons learned for leopard research 
and management in W/C Africa. Powerpoint presentation. Large Carnivore Workshop, 3-4 
November 2010, available at http://www.largecarnivoresafrica.com/wp-content/uploads/philiph-
henschel2.pdf.  

 
 Jackson, P., Bell, R., Borner, M., Bothma, J.du P., Caughley, G., Hestbeck, J.B., Leyhausen, P., 

Mendelssohn, H., Norton, P.M., Ranjitsinh, M.K., Shoemaker, A.H., Singh, A., Swank, W., 
Walker, C., Wilson, V.J. and Martin, R.B. 1989.  A review by leopard specialists of The Status of 
Leopard in Sub-Saharan Africa by Martin and de Meulenaer. Information document No. 3 
submitted to the seventh meeting of the Conference of the Parties to CITES (Lausanne, 1989). 

 
 Jorge, A.A. 2012. The sustainability of leopard Panthera pardus sport hunting in Niassa National 

Reserve, Mozambique. Master’s thesis. School of Life Sciences, University of KwaZulu-Natal, 
Westville, South Africa. March 2012. 

 
 Palazy L., Bonenfant C., Gaillard J-M, and Courchamp F. 2011. Cat Dilemma: Too Protected To 

Escape Trophy Hunting? PloS one 6(7): e22424. 
 

 Pinnock, D. 2016. South Africa bans leopard trophy hunting for 2016. Africa Geographic blog, 
25 January 2016. 

 
 South Africa Department of Environmental Affairs. 2015. Non-detriment Findings. Government 

Gazette No. 39185, 10 September 2015, Department of Environmental Affairs Notice 897 of 
2015. 

 
 Swanepoel, L.H., Somers, M.J. and Dalerum, F. 2015. Functional responses of retaliatory killing 

versus recreational sport hunting of leopards in South Africa. PloS one 10(4): e0125539. 
 
Therefore, this non-detriment advice – which relies on thoroughly discredited and outdated science and 
ignores the non-existence of a leopard management plan in Mozambique – is arbitrary, capricious, and a 
completely inadequate regulatory mechanism to protect the species from overexploitation. 
 
Given that 2016 has seen the publication of the most comprehensive study on the status of this species 
(Jacobson et al. 2016a), as well as an updated IUCN assessment of the species (Stein et al. 2016), none of 
the three non-detriment advice memoranda can be said to be based on the best available science.  Thus, 
current U.S. CITES regulations for leopards are insufficient to ensure that the U.S. impacts on this species 
are not detrimental, as required by law. 
 

CITES Export Quotas Are Not Based on Science 
 
Currently, CITES has established export quotas for twelve African countries for leopard skins traded for 
personal and hunting trophy purposes, totalling 2,648 leopard skins per year (CITES Resolution Conf. 
10.14 (Rev. CoP16)) (see Table 5). Notably, two of these countries – Central African Republic and 
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Ethiopia – have populations that FWS recognizes are Endangered, highlighting the lack of scientific basis 
for these quotas. 

Table 5: CITES African leopard export quotas 1983-2016. 
Countries Quota 

1983 
Quota 
1985 

Quota 
1987 

Quota 
1989 

Quota 
1992 

Quota 
1994 - 
2001 

Quota 
2002 

Quota 
2004 

Quota 
2007 - 
2016 

Botswana 80 80 80 100 100 130 130 130 130 
Central 
African 
Republic 

0 0 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 

Ethiopia 0 0 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 
Kenya 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 
Malawi 20 20 20 20 50 50 50 50 50 
Mozambique 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 120 
Namibia 0 0 0 0 100 100 100 250 250 
South Africa 0 0 0 50 75 75 75 150 150 
Uganda 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 28 
United 
Republic of 
Tanzania 

60 250 250 250 250 250 500 500 500 

Zambia 80 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 
Zimbabwe 80 350 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 
Total 460 1140 1830 1900 2055 2085 2335 2560 2648 
Sources: CITES CoP5 Doc. 5.23, CITES CoP6 Doc. 6.27, CITES CoP7 Doc. 7.28, CITES Cop8 Doc. 8.20, CITES 
Resolution Conf. 8.10 and 8.10 (Rev.), CITES CoP9 Doc. 9.26, CITES CoP10 Doc. 10.42, CITES Resolution Conf. 10.4 
and 10.4 (Rev. CoP13), CITES CoP12 Doc. 12.23.1, CITES CoP13 Com. 1 Rep. 1 (Rev. 1), CITES CoP13 Plen. 4, 
CITES CoP14 Com. 1.6, CITES CoP14 Plen. 4, and CITES Resolution Conf. 10.14 (Rev. CoP16). 

 
CITES export quotas have grown substantially since the U.S. downlisted certain populations of sub-
Saharan African leopards (Table 5). The total number of leopards that can be exported annually rose five-
fold from 460 in 1983 to 2,648 in 2016; and the number of countries with export quotas rose from seven 
in 1983 to twelve in 2016.  

However, these quotas have no scientific basis and are not routinely reviewed to ensure that are not 
detrimental to the survival of the species. Indeed, the basis for the original and subsequent CITES export 
quotas for leopards is a model by Martin and de Meulenaer (1988) that has been dismissed by modern 
leopard scientists – as discussed further below – as over-simplified since it was based on a correlation 
between rainfall and leopard numbers in savannah habitats of East Africa and used to predict leopard 
numbers across their entire sub-Saharan Africa range (Braczkowski et al. 2015b). Martin and de 
Meulenar’s model was reviewed by specialists from the IUCN SSC Cat Specialist Group and was rejected 
because the methodology used was highly flawed resulting in exaggerated and inaccurate population 
figures (Jackson et al. 1989, Balme et al. 2010, Grey 2011). Yet, the model remains as the sole basis for 
the existing CITES leopard export quotas. 
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Botswana:  

Botswana was one of the first countries to receive a CITES-approved leopard export quota in 
1983, of 80 animals;32 the working documents discussed at the 1983 meeting are not readily available, so 
it is not possible to evaluate the information used by the Parties when approving this quota. The quota 
was increased in 1987 to 100,33 and then increased again in 1994 (effective in 1995) to 130, the latter with 
the support of the U.S.34  Demonstrating the lack of an effective system to evaluate proposals to increase 
CITES leopard export quotas, the two most recent increases occurred without Botswana providing a 
supporting statement; there was no written proposal submitted for consideration by the Parties; Botswana 
simply requested the increases and the CITES Parties granted the request. Botswana then banned all 
trophy hunting, including of leopard, beginning in 2014 (Stein et al. 2016) due to declining wildlife 
populations, according to the Ministry of Wildlife, Environment and Tourism.35 It is worth noting that 
1987 is when the draft report of Martin and de Meulenaer (1987) was also presented to the Parties and 
this report was apparently used to establish or increase a number of CITES leopard quotas, including that 
of Botswana, where the authors estimated the population to be 7,729. (Id. at 647). However, in 1992, 
Botswana (and Malawi, Namibia, Zambia and Zimbabwe) proposed to transfer its population to CITES 
Appendix II with an export quota of 100; this proposal, which was not approved, estimated Botswana’s 
leopard population to be 5,822 animals.   

Central African Republic:  

Central African Republic received a CITES leopard export quota in 1987, for 40 animals,36 and 
this has remained the same until today. The supporting statement by Central African Republic in which 
this quota was requested did not provide a population estimate, explain how the figure of 40 was derived, 
or any provide other information about how they would ensure this offtake would not detrimental to the 
survival of the leopard.37 Nonetheless, the CITES Parties approved the quota. It is worth noting that 1987 
is when the draft report of Martin and de Meulenaer (1987) was presented to the Parties and this report 
was apparently used to establish or increase a number of CITES leopard quotas, including that of Central 
African Republic, where the authors estimated the population to be 41,546. (Id. at 647). 

Ethiopia:  

Ethiopia received a CITES leopard export quota in 1987 of 500.38  However, there is no record of 
Ethiopia having submitted a supporting statement to the meeting where this quota was established.39 No 
summary record of this meeting is readily available to the public. However, 1987 is when the draft report 
of Martin and de Meulenaer (1987) was presented to the Parties and this report was apparently used to 
establish or increase a number of CITES leopard quotas, including that of Ethiopia, where the authors 

                                                           
32 CITES, CoP5 Doc. 5.23, p. 414 (1985), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/05/doc/E05-23.pdf.  
33 CITES, CoP8 Doc. 8.20, p. 1 (1992), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/08/doc/E-20.pdf.  
34 CITES, CoP9 Com. I Summary Report, p. 172 (1994), available at 
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/09/E9-ComI.pdf. 
35 Press Release, Hunting Ban in Botswana, Message from Permanent Secretary (August 20, 2013), available at 
https://www.facebook.com/permalink.php?story_fbid=500849569997706&id=148228411926492. 
36 CITES, CoP7 Doc. 7.28, p. 791 (1989), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/07/doc/E07-28.pdf. 
37 CITES, CoP6 Doc. 6.28, p. 671 (1987), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/06/doc/E06-28.pdf. 
38 CITES, CoP7 Doc. 7.28, p. 791 (1989), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/07/doc/E07-28.pdf.  
39 CITES, CoP6 Doc. 6.1 (1987), available at https://cites.org/eng/cop/06/doc/index.php. 
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estimated the population to be 9,782. (Id. at 647). Therefore, the export quota would allow the offtake of 
5.1% of the population annually, which is wholly unsustainable. 

Kenya:  

Kenya was one of the first countries to receive a CITES leopard export quota in 1983, of 80;40 the 
working documents discussed at the 1983 meeting are not readily available to facilitate the evaluation of 
the information used by the Parties when approving this quota. This quota has remained unchanged from 
1983 to the present, although Kenya banned trophy hunting in 1977 (further demonstrating that the 
CITES export quotas are not based on the best available information). 

Malawi:  

Malawi was one of the first countries to receive a CITES leopard export quota in 1983, of 20 
animals;41 the working documents discussed at the 1983 meeting are not readily available to facilitate 
evaluation of the information used by the Parties when approving this quota. The quota was increased to 
50 in 199242 when Malawi (and Botswana, Namibia, Zambia and Zimbabwe) proposed to transfer its 
population to CITES Appendix II with an export quota of 50; this proposal estimated Malawi’s leopard 
population to be only 541 animals;43 this means that the offtake for international trade could comprise as 
much as 9.2% of the population annually which is well beyond the reproductive capacity of the species. 
Nonetheless, while the Parties did not approve the proposed transfer, they did approve the increased 
export quota.  

Mozambique:  
 

Mozambique was one of the first countries to receive a CITES leopard export quota in 1983, of 
60 animals;44 the working documents discussed at the 1983 meeting are not readily available to facilitate 
evaluation of the information used by the Parties when approving this quota. In 2007, Mozambique 
proposed to the CITES Parties to increase their annual leopard export quota from 60 to 120.45 The 
proposal cited the Martin and de Meulenaer (2008) estimate of 37,542 leopards in Mozambique in 
justifying the quota increase. (Id. at 2). The FWS stated that their tentative U.S. negotiating position was 
to oppose this proposal (FWS 2007): 

 
“In this document, Mozambique proposes to increase its export quota for leopard hunting trophies 
and skins for personal use from 60 to 120. The United States, as reflected in the document we 
submitted for CoP12 on establishing scientifically based quotas, and in accordance with 
Resolution Conf. 9.21 (Rev. CoP13), which calls for establishment of a scientific basis for 
proposed quotas, is very interested in ensuring that annual export quotas are established on strong 

                                                           
40 CITES, CoP5 Doc. 5.23, p. 414 (1985), available at  https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/05/doc/E05-
23.pdf. 
41 CITES, CoP5 Doc. 5.23, p. 414 (1985), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/05/doc/E05-23.pdf. 
42 CITES, CoP8 Resolutions Adopted, p. 26 (1992), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/08/E-
Resolutions.pdf. 
43 CITES, CoP8, Amendments to Appendices (1992), available at 
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/08/prop/E08-Prop-EQ1_to_EQ5_Panthera.PDF. 
44 CITES, CoP5 Doc. 5.23, p. 414 (1985), available at  https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/05/doc/E05-
23.pdf. 
45 CITES, CoP14 Doc. 14.37.1 (2007), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/14/doc/E14-37-1.pdf. 
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biological data. Mozambique's request does not provide enough biological information about the 
population of leopards or their prey in Mozambique to determine whether the population can be 
sustained under the proposed quota figure.” 

 
However, the U.S. opposition to this proposal was not noted for the record and the proposal was 
accepted.46 Israel opposed the proposal due to lack of scientific rigor and that there was little recent 
information on population status, distribution and ecology.47 
 
Namibia:  

In 1992, Namibia (and Botswana, Malawi, Zambia and Zimbabwe) proposed to transfer its 
leopard population to CITES Appendix II with an export quota of 100.48 The CITES Parties did not 
approve the change in status but did approve the quota. This quota was increased in 2004 to 250 based on 
a population estimated by Martin and de Meulenaer (1988) of 7,745 (which, it was said, could support a 
“safe harvest” of 332 animals,49 or 4.2% of the population annually). The U.S. expressed support for this 
increased quota.50 

South Africa:  

South Africa was first granted a CITES leopard export quota in 1989, of 50 animals;51 the 
working documents discussed at this meeting are not readily available to facilitate evaluation of the 
information used by the Parties when approving this quota. However, according to Grey (2011) the 
proposal was based on a 1.5% offtake of the 23,472 leopards estimated to be in South Africa according to 
Martin and de Meulenaer (1988).  South Africa’s quota was increased to 75 in 199252 based on a verbal 
request from the country during a CITES meeting and with no documentation or reasoning provided. 
Then South Africa’s quota was increased from 75 to 150 in 2004 based on information in a document 
submitted by the country that did not provide a population estimate but claimed that the leopard 
population was increasing;53 the U.S. supported the increased quota despite the poor science.54  

The increase in the CITES quota for South Africa meant that the number of permits issued in 
Limpopo Province of South Africa, where most leopard trophy hunting occurs, increased from 35 to 50 in 
2006 even though there were no accurate population data for leopards in the province and no assessments 
                                                           
46 CITES, CoP14 Com. I Rep. 2 (Rev. 1) (2007), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/14/rep/E14-
Com-I-Rep-02.pdf ; CITES CoP14 Plen. 4 (Rev. 2) (2007), available at 
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/14/rep/E14-Plen-4.pdf. 
47 CITES, CoP14 Com. I Rep. 2 (Rev. 1), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/14/rep/E14-Com-I-
Rep-02.pdf 
48 CITES, CoP 8 Amendments to Appendices (1992), available at 
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/08/prop/E08-Prop-EQ1_to_EQ5_Panthera.PDF. 
49 CITES, CoP13 Doc. 19.1, p. 2 (2004), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/13/doc/E13-19-
1.pdf. 
50 CITES, CoP13 Com. 1 Rep. 1 (Rev. 1), p. 1 (2004), available at 
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/13/rep/E13-ComIRep1.pdf. 
51 CITES, CoP8 Doc. 8.20, p. 1 (1992), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/08/doc/E-20.pdf. 
52 CITES, CoP8 Doc. 8.45.1, p. 1 (1992), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/08/doc/E-45-
45_1.pdf  
53 CITES, CoP 13 Doc. 19.2 (2004), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/13/doc/E13-19-2.pdf. 
54 CITES, CoP13 Com. 1 Rep. 1 (Rev. 1), p. 1 (2004), available at 
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/13/rep/E13-ComIRep1.pdf. 
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were undertaken to determine whether offtake is sustainable (Grey 2011). However, Pitman et al. (2015) 
found that, in Limpopo Province, legal leopard offtake for trophy hunting and as problem animals 
combined was not sustainable. In 2015, the South Africa Department of Environmental Affairs similarly 
concluded that: national and provincial leopard hunting quotas are arbitrary; there is no rigorous estimate 
of the leopard population size, nor are there reliable estimates of trends at the national or provincial level; 
poorly managed trophy hunting and excessive offtakes were major threats; trophy hunting is poorly 
managed and not effectively controlled in many areas, and is not managed consistently throughout the 
country; and there are indications that trophy hunting is unsustainable in several provinces due to 
excessive hunting quotas, focused hunting efforts, and the additive impact of leopard poaching and 
problem animal control (South Africa Department of Environmental Affairs 2015). The Department 
concluded that export of hunting trophies poses a high risk to the survival of the species in South Africa 
(South Africa Department of Environmental Affairs 2015), and announced that it would suspend issuance 
of leopard export permits for 2016 (Pinnock 2016). 

Uganda:  
 

In 2007, Uganda proposed to the CITES Parties to transfer its population from CITES Appendix I 
to II, with an annual export quota of 50 of skins for personal purposes and trophies.55 The proposal 
contained no information on the size or trend of the leopard population in Uganda, and provided no 
scientific basis for the quota of 50, although it did cite the Martin and de Meulenaer (1988) estimate of 
700,000 leopards in Africa. (Id. at 2).  The FWS stated that their tentative U.S. negotiating position was to 
oppose this proposal to transfer the population to Appendix II and to oppose the export quota of 50 
leopards per year (FWS 2007): 
 

“The proposal is not written in accordance with the format for proposals to amend the 
Appendices as per Annex 6 to Resolution Conf. 9.24 (Rev. CoP13). As a result, it does not 
demonstrate that the population in Uganda no longer meets the biological criteria for inclusion in 
Appendix I or which precautionary measure will be in place. The CITES Secretariat has 
suggested that Uganda request consideration of this proposal under agenda item 37 (Appendix-I 
species subject to export quotas) rather than item 68 (Proposals to amend the Appendices). 

“Uganda asserts that the proposed export quota of 50 leopards per year is a precautionary figure 
that will account for both animal control and sport hunting. The United States, as reflected in the 
document we submitted for CoP12 on establishing scientifically based quotas and in accordance 
with Resolution Conf. 9.21 (Rev. CoP13), which calls for establishment of a scientific basis for 
proposed quotas, is keen to ensure that annual export quotas are established on strong biological 
data. Although a quota of 50 is considered by Uganda as precautionary, the proposal does not 
provide any supporting biological information for this figure. Therefore, it cannot be determined 
whether the population can be sustained under the proposed quota figure.” 

At CITES CoP14, Uganda followed the suggestion of the CITES Secretariat and requested during the 
CoP14 plenary that the Parties grant a quota under Resolution Conf. 10.14 and it would withdraw its 

                                                           
55 CITES, CoP14 Prop. 3 (2007), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/14/prop/E14-P03.pdf. 
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proposal to transfer its population to Appendix II.56 This request was agreed and the Parties established a 
leopard export quota for Uganda of 28.57 However, the U.S. opposition to this proposal was not noted for 
the record. Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC) supported the proposal but expressed concern for 
the cross-border leopard populations it shared with Uganda, noting that the quota might create tension or 
foster poaching in the DRC.58 Israel opposed the proposal on the basis of lack of recent population data. 

United Republic of Tanzania:  

The United Republic of Tanzania’s CITES-established export quota increased from 60 in 198359, 
to 250 in 1985,60 to 500 in 2002,61 which remains in effect today. The working documents discussed at the 
1983 meeting are not readily available to facilitate evaluation of the information used by the Parties when 
approving this initial quota. The 1985 quota was approved based on a document submitted by the United 
Republic of Tanzania that admitted “there are no scientific data to provide a background for evaluation of 
this proposal;”62 the document provided no estimate of the size of the leopard population in the country 
and no information on how the quota would not be detrimental to the survival of the species; the 
document stated that the reason for the increased quota was the large number of leopards killed each year 
by the government to protect lives and property, which numbered 406 in 1983. Despite this lack of 
information, as admitted by the proponent itself, the CITES Parties approved the export quota increase. In 
2002, the United Republic of Tanzania requested to double its CITES leopard export quota to 500 on the 
basis of the Martin and de Meulenaer (1988) estimate of 39,000 leopards in Tanzania which would allow 
a “safe harvest” of 5% or 1,827 leopard annually.63 The U.S. negotiating position on the 2002 proposal 
was undecided;64 the record of the CITES meeting does not indicate that the U.S. expressed any view on 
the proposal; this proposal was approved. In Tanzania, rising leopard hunting quotas drove a large-scale 
declines in leopard abundance particularly in populations outside of Selous; 400 leopards were trophy 
hunted annually at an average rate of 1.33 leopards/1000km2 (Packer et al. 2010). A hunting quota of no 
more than 1 leopard/1000km2 has been recommended in general and 3 leopards/1000km2 in the Selous 
Game Reserve (Packer et al. 2010).  

Zambia:  

Zambia was one of the first countries to receive a CITES leopard export quota in 1983, of 80;65 
the working documents discussed at the 1983 meeting are not readily available to facilitate evaluation of 

                                                           
56 CITES CoP14 Plen. 2. https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/14/rep/E14-Plen-2.pdf  
57 CITES, CoP14 Com. I Rep. 2 (Rev. 1) (2007), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/14/rep/E14-
Com-I-Rep-02.pdf ; CITES CoP14 Plen. 4 (Rev. 2) (2007), available at 
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/14/rep/E14-Plen-4.pdf ; CITES CoP14 Com. I. 6. (2007), available at 
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/14/com/E14-Com-I-06.pdf. 
58 CITES, CoP14 Com. I Rep. 2 (Rev. 1) (2007), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/14/rep/E14-
Com-I-Rep-02.pdf. 
59 CITES, CoP5 Doc. 5.23, p. 414 (1985), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/05/doc/E05-23.pdf. 
60 CITES, CoP6 Doc. 6.27 (1987), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/06/doc/E06-27.pdf. 
61 CITES, CoP12 Com. I Rep. 1 (Rev.), p. 2 (2002), available at 
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/12/rep/ComI_1.PDF. 
62 CITES, CoP5 Doc. 5.23, p. 421 (1985), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/05/doc/E05-23.pdf. 
63 CITES, CoP12 Doc. 12.23.1.2 (2002), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/12/doc/E12-23-1-
2.pdf. 
64 67 Fed. Reg. 66464 (Oct. 31, 2002).  
65 CITES, CoP5 Doc. 5.23, p. 414 (1985), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/05/doc/E05-23.pdf. 
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the information used by the Parties when approving this quota. Zambia (and Botswana, Malawi, Namibia, 
and Zimbabwe) proposed to transfer its population to CITES Appendix II with an export quota of 300; 
this proposal estimated Zambia’s leopard population to be 3,332 animals;66 therefore, the offtake is 
approximately 9% of the population annually, which is excessive. The CITES Parties did not approve the 
transfer of the population to Appendix II, but did approve the quota increase which remains in effect 
today.  

In May 2015, the Tourism and Arts Minister of Zambia announced that hunting of leopards (and 
lions) would be reinstated in 2016 after a moratorium that started in January 2013 (Zambia DNPW 
2015a). The Minister stated that the ban on leopard hunting was based on “lapses in monitoring” that have 
been rectified and that the leopard population was and still is “healthy”. Leopard hunting was to resume in 
2015/2016 but with cautionary – though unspecified – quotas. Following the Minister’s announcement, in 
May 2015, the Zambia Wildlife Authority (ZAWA) stated that there were, at minimum, an estimated 
4,000 leopards in Zambia and that, according to surveys conducted by ZAWA, big cats are found in three 
ecosystems in the country: Luangwa Valley, Kafui and Lower Zambezi (Zambia DNPW 2015b).  

Additionally, Ray (2011) conducted the first-ever population survey of leopards in Zambia, in 
Luambe National Park and a portion of an adjacent Game Management Area (GMA), located within the 
Luangwa Valley, in 2006-2008, when trophy hunting was permitted. Ray noted that it was the opinion of 
park managers and professional hunters in the area that the leopard was found in “very high abundance”. 
Using camera traps, Ray found that only 12 leopards lived in the National Park in 2008 and 10 in the 
portion of the GMA studied, with densities of 3.36/100 km2 in the former and 4.79/100 km2 in the latter. 
Ray stated that only one other leopard study, in South Africa, had found a lower density than that she 
found in the Park and this other study was not in a protected area. The offtake of leopards in the GMA 
was 8-12 leopards per year, and considered by Ray to be unsustainable. Ray recommended an offtake of 2 
leopards / 1000 km2 in the area (instead of 12 / 2,555 km2, among other measures. Ray recommended that 
loss of income from hunting could be addressed by increasing the price of trophies. 

Ray explicitly notes, “Until the 1980s, the leopard was one of the most threatened species listed 
by IUCN. This changed with the study of MARTIN & DE MEULENAR (1988), who suggested a 
population of leopards of about 700,000 in Africa, which was criticized and largely discredited from the 
scientific community (MARTIN & DE MEULENAR 1989). Members of the IUCN Cat specialist group 
mentioned their doubts of the estimates from this habitat model (MARTIN & DE MEULENAR 1989). 
Nevertheless, the result was that CITES increased the international hunting quotas for the African 
leopard, despite the lack of reliable continent-wide estimates of its population size.” 

Zimbabwe:  

Zimbabwe received its first CITES-established export quota of 80 leopards in 1983;67 the working 
documents discussed at the 1983 meeting are not readily available to facilitate evaluation of the 
information used by the Parties when approving this quota. This quota was increased to 350 in 1985 
based on information provided by Zimbabwe that there were an estimated 38,000 leopards in the 

                                                           
66 CITES, CoP8 Amendments to Appendices (1992), available at 
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/08/prop/E08-Prop-EQ1_to_EQ5_Panthera.PDF. 
67 CITES, CoP5 Doc. 5.23, p. 414 (1985), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/05/doc/E05-23.pdf. 

https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/08/prop/E08-Prop-EQ1_to_EQ5_Panthera.PDF
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/05/doc/E05-23.pdf
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country.68 The quota was increased to 500 in 1987; however, there is no record of Zimbabwe having 
submitted a supporting statement to the meeting where this quota was established.69 No summary record 
of this meeting is available on the CITES website. However, 1987 is when the draft report of Martin and 
de Meulenaer (1987) was also presented to the Parties and this report was apparently used to establish or 
increase a number of CITES leopard quotas, including that of Zimbabwe, where the authors estimated the 
population to be 16,064. (Id. at 647). (It is of interest to note that, in 1992, Zimbabwe (and Botswana, 
Malawi, Namibia, and Zambia) proposed to transfer its population to CITES Appendix II with an export 
quota of 500; this proposal estimated Zimbabwe’s leopard population to be only 1,379 animals).70  

Du Preez et al. (2014) confirmed that the 500 figure was the result of using the flawed Martin and 
de Meulenaer model as a basis which over-estimated the number of leopards in Zimbabwe at 16,064. 
Today, as then, there is no reliable estimate of Zimbabwe’s national leopard population and leopard 
numbers are not monitored in most of the areas where they are hunted (Du Preez et al. 2014). Yet, more 
leopards are hunted in Zimbabwe than any other country with up to 882 leopard hunting permits issued 
annually (although the average number of successful hunts each year, 261, does not fill the allocation (Du 
Preez et al. 2014)). Leopard trophy hunting offtakes have repeatedly failed to fill the allocation, possibly 
indicating that there are not enough leopards remaining and that leopard hunting in Zimbabwe is 
unsustainable, especially combined with other threats such as habitat loss (Du Preez et al. 2014). The 
large leopard quota in Zimbabwe is unjustified because there has been no rigorous scientific research 
undertaken to estimate the national leopard population (Du Preez et al. 2014). Hunting of female leopards 
is prohibited in Zimbabwe and there is a skull size minimum that must be met for exports to be allowed 
(Lindsey and Chikerema-Mandisodza 2012). In Zimbabwe, leopard hunting occurs without a national 
leopard management plan and leopard hunting quotas exceed the CITES export quota (Lindsey and 
Chikerema-Mandisodza 2012).  

 

CITES Export Quotas Are Not Subject to Review 

There has never been a rigorous review of the scientific basis of the CITES-established leopard export 
quotas, nor are these quotas reviewed on an on-going basis to determine if changes are necessary to 
protect leopards. Given the increasing imperilment of the species given the recent IUCN Red List 
assessment, it is high time for a review to be conducted and for a process of routine review to be 
established, and in the absences of such review the Service must exercise the precautionary principle 
when evaluating import permit applications for leopard parts.  
 
In its 2015 non-detriment advice for Mozambique, the Service asserts that “CITES Resolution Conf. 
10.14 was revised at CoP16. It directed Parties to report on their implementation of this resolution 
(Decision 16.76; CITES 2013c) and the Secretariat was directed to compile and present to the Standing 
Committee a summary of those reports (Decision 16.77; CITES 2013d). These decisions will enable 
Parties to monitor more effectively the implementation of quotas for leopard hunting trophies and skins 
for personal use. By Notification to the Parties No. 2015/042 (dated 30 July 2015), the Secretariat invited 
                                                           
68 CITES, CoP5 Doc. 5.23, p. 16 (1985), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/05/doc/E05-23.pdf. 
69 CITES, CoP6 Doc. 6.1 (1987), available at https://cites.org/eng/cop/06/doc/index.php. 
70 CITES, Cop8 Prop. EQ5, p. 11 (1992), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/08/prop/E08-Prop-
EQ1_to_EQ5_Panthera.PDF. 

https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/05/doc/E05-23.pdf
https://cites.org/eng/cop/06/doc/index.php
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/08/prop/E08-Prop-EQ1_to_EQ5_Panthera.PDF
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/08/prop/E08-Prop-EQ1_to_EQ5_Panthera.PDF
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Parties to submit their leopard report for compilation and submission by the CITES Secretariat to SC66 
(CITES 2015c).” 
 
However, Resolution Conf. 10.14, as amended, does not direct Parties to report on implementation of the 
resolution. And the related Decisions refer only to the tagging and tracking of leopard skins in trade, and 
not to the scientific basis of export quotas or issues related to the non-detriment finding. Decision 16.76 
states, “Parties shall, by the 66th meeting of the Standing Committee, submit a report to the Secretariat on 
the implementation of the system as set out in paragraphs c) to j) of Resolution Conf. 10.14 (Rev. 
CoP16), including details of any problems with the processing of CITES documents, the management and 
tracking system in general, and the system in place to replace lost or damaged tags.” Decision 16.77 
states, “The Secretariat shall, at the 66th meeting of the Standing Committee, and subject to the 
availability of funds:  a)  provide a summary report to the Standing Committee based on the reports 
supplied by the Parties concerned in the implementation of Resolution Conf. 10.14 (Rev. CoP16); and b)  
on the basis of experience gained with the operation of the tagging system set out in paragraphs c) to j) of 
Resolution Conf. 10.14 (Rev. CoP16), make recommendations, as appropriate, to the Standing Committee 
regarding the feasibility and appropriateness of extending the system for use with other CITES-listed 
species.”  
 
At the 66th meeting of the CITES Standing Committee, the Secretariat reported that only three countries, 
South Africa, Slovakia, the U.S., had submitted comments in response to the Notification to the Parties, 
and none reported any problems with implementation.71 South Africa advised that it would not allow 
females to be hunted beginning in 2015; that hunting reports containing details relating to the hunt, 
including information relating to body measurements, have to be submitted to the issuing authority 
immediately after the hunt; and that they have initiated the development of national guidelines for the 
allocation, management and monitoring of leopard trophy quotas, in order to promote a more uniform 
approach across the nine provinces in the country. 
 

The Enduring Problem of the Martin and de Meulenaer Study 
 
It is important to elaborate on the Martin and de Meulenaer (1987, 1988) study and criticisms of it 
because, from 1987 to the present, the FWS and authorities in other countries have used the results of this 
study to make non-detriment findings required for issuance of leopard export and import permits in 
accordance with CITES, as well as to provide the basis for CITES-established leopard export quotas. The 
following are some of the regulatory decisions based on the results of this study (see also Annex 1 to this 
petition): 
 

 2015: FWS issued a non-detriment finding for the import to the U.S. of sport-hunted leopard 
trophies from Mozambique (FWS 2015). 

 2007: CITES CoP14 increased the leopard export quota for Mozambique from 60-120.72 
 2004: CITES CoP13 increased the leopard export quota for Namibia from 100 to 250 and South 

Africa from 75 to 150.73 

                                                           
71 CITES, SC66 Doc. 40, available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/com/sc/66/E-SC66-40.pdf. 
72 CITES CoP 14 Doc. 37.1 (2007), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/14/doc/E14-37-1.pdf. 

https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/com/sc/66/E-SC66-40.pdf
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/14/doc/E14-37-1.pdf
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 2002: CITES CoP12 increased the leopard export quota for Tanzania from 250 to 500.74 
 1994: CITES CoP9 increased the leopard export quota for Botswana from 100 to130, and that of 

South Africa from 50 to 75.75 
 1992: At CITES CoP8, Botswana, Malawi, Namibia, Zambia and Zimbabwe proposed to transfer 

Panthera pardus from CITES Appendix I to Appendix II and to establish export quotas for 
eleven countries.76 The proposals were rejected by vote, but the quotas in the proposals were 
approved. CoP8 adopted a new leopard quota of 100 for Namibia and increased the quota for 
Malawi from 20 to 50.77 

 1989: CITES CoP7 adopted a new leopard export quota of 50 for South Africa and increased the 
quota for Botswana from 80 to 100.78 There is no documentation from CoP7 to support the 
establishment of the quota for South Africa or the increase of the quota for Botswana. 

 1987: CITES CoP6 adopted a new leopard export quota of 40 for Central African Republic, 500 
for Ethiopia, and increased the quota for Zimbabwe from 350 to 500.79 It should be noted that 
Ethiopia was not a CITES Party in 1987 when the leopard export quota was adopted and there is 
no documentation from CoP6 to support the establishment of this quota. 

 
An abbreviated version of Martin and de Meulenaer’s study, a Survey of the Status of the Leopard 
(Panthera pardus) in Sub-Saharan Africa, appeared first as an Annex to Document 6.26,80 on Trade in 
Leopard Skins, discussed at the 6th meeting of the Conference of the Parties to CITES (CoP6), in 1987 
(Martin and de Meulenaer 1987). The full study was subsequently published in 1988 (Martin and de 
Meulenaer 1988). 
 
It must be noted at the outset that, as is explained in CITES CoP6 Document 6.26, the study was funded 
by Safari Club International and the American Fur Institute, which should immediately raise suspicions of 
potential bias, given the funders’ economic interests in the outcome of the study. And, as noted above, in 
1992 the document was used to support a proposal to transfer Panthera pardus from CITES Appendix I 
to Appendix II, in order to allow international commercial trade in leopard skins; the proposal was not 
approved. 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
73 CITES, CoP13 Doc. 19.1 (2004), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/13/doc/E13-19-1.pdf; 
CITES, CoP13 Doc. 19.2 (2004), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/13/doc/E13-19-2.pdf ; 
CITES, CoP13 Com. I Rep. 1 (Rev. 1) (2004), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/13/rep/E13-
ComIRep1.pdf. 
74 CITES, CoP12 Com. I. Rep. (Rev.) (2002), available at 
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/12/rep/ComI_1.PDF; CITES, CoP12 Doc. 23.1.2 (2002), available at 
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/12/doc/E12-23-1-2.pdf. 
75 CITES, CoP10 Doc. 10.41 (1997), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/10/doc/E10-41to43.pdf. 
76 CITES, CoP8 Amendments to Appendices (1992), available at 
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/08/prop/E08-Prop-EQ1_to_EQ5_Panthera.PDF. 
77 CITES, CoP8 Com.I 8.1 (Rev.) (1992), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/08/E-Com-I.pdf. 
78 CITES, CoP8 Doc. 8.20 (1992), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/08/doc/E-20.pdf. 
79 CITES, CoP6  Doc. 6.28 (1987), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/06/doc/E06-28.pdf; 
CITES, CoP Doc. 7.27 (1989), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/07/doc/E07-27.pdf. 
80 CITES, CoP6  Doc. 6.26 (1987), available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/06/doc/E06-26.pdf. 

https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/13/doc/E13-19-1.pdf
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/13/doc/E13-19-2.pdf
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/13/rep/E13-ComIRep1.pdf
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/13/rep/E13-ComIRep1.pdf
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/12/rep/ComI_1.PDF
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/12/doc/E12-23-1-2.pdf
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/10/doc/E10-41to43.pdf
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/08/prop/E08-Prop-EQ1_to_EQ5_Panthera.PDF
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/08/E-Com-I.pdf
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/08/doc/E-20.pdf
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/06/doc/E06-28.pdf
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/07/doc/E07-27.pdf
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/06/doc/E06-26.pdf
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Martin and de Meulenaer used a computer modelling exercise, which correlated leopard density with 
rainfall, to derive estimates of the leopard population in 41 sub-Saharan African countries and a total 
African leopard population of 714,000 animals (Figure 6). 
 
Figure 6. Martin and de Meulenaer leopard population estimates. 

 
Source: Martin and de Muelenaer (1988), p. 8. 

 
 
Importantly, since 2008, the IUCN has found that “there are no reliable continent-wide estimates of 
population size in Africa, and the most commonly cited estimate of over 700,000 leopards in Africa 
(Martin and de Meulenaer 1988) is flawed” (Henschel et. al. 2008) (emphasis added).  This opinion of the 
world’s foremost leopard experts alone should be reason enough for regulators to avoid using the results 
of the Martin and de Meulenaer report as the biological basis for decision-making regarding leopards. 
Leopard scientists continue to point out the shortcomings of Martin and de Meulenaer today: as noted 
above, the most recent publication on leopard status and distribution (Jacobson et al. 2016a) stated, 
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“Earlier Africa-wide assessments of population size (Myers, 1976; Eaton, 1977; Martin & De Meulenaer, 
1988; Shoemaker, 1993) employed questionable population models based on scant field data and were 
widely criticized as being unrealistic (Hamilton, 1981; Jackson, 1989; Norton,1990; Bailey, 1993)” (p. 2). 
 
Additionally, soon after the study by Martin and de Meulenaer became available, it was criticized by 
leopard experts in the IUCN/SSC Cat Specialist Group (Jackson et al. 1989) who rejected the estimates of 
leopard numbers in Africa given in the study. This paper was included as an information document at 
CITES CoP781 held in 1989 which put regulators on notice that the Martin and de Meulenaer study should 
not be used as a scientific basis for making regulatory decisions. A summary of this paper states: 
   

“Leading leopard specialist members of the IUCN/SSC Cat Specialist Group and other 
experts have reviewed the SURVEY OF THE STATUS OF THE LEOPARD IN SUB-
SAHARAN AFRICA by Martin and de Meulenaer. They reject the computer estimates of 
leopard numbers in Africa, although they generally agree that there are still many 
leopards, especially in certain areas. Most reviewers felt they lacked competence to 
criticize the computer model as such, but, in common with those who are expert, they 
challenged the data input. The basic relationship claimed between rainfall and prey and, 
therefore, leopard populations, was discounted for several specific types of habitat and 
areas. Reviewers with extensive field experience in leopard habitat declared that no 
leopard survive in many areas assumed to be suitable in the model. Where estimates of 
leopard numbers in specific places have been made by the reviewers they are generally 
less than half those predicted by the computer model” (emphasis added). 

 
Jackson et al. (1989) contains comments of individual co-authors, including:  

 Dr. Marcus Borner, Regional Represenative, Frankfurt Zoological Society, Arusha, Tanzania who 
said, “The computer model has not produced an accurate estimate of the existing or potential 
leopard population because the data are either guesswork, hearsay or otherwise 
imprecise…Unscientific data have been fed through very complex scientific methods to make the 
outcome look serious…A short and superficial survey like this one could not have produced 
anything more precise than informed guesswork.” 

 Professor J. du P Bothma, Chair of Wildlife Management, University of Pretoria, South Africa 
who said, “The database upon which the assumptions are made…is often non-existent. Thus no 
matter how complicated or good the model the raw data simply do not allow the type of 
conclusions reached. In South Africa there are many areas suitable as leopard habitat which are 
simply not occupied by leopards any more.” 

 Professor Dr. Paul Leyhausen, formerly of the Max Planck Institut fur Verhaltensphysiologie, 
Germany, who said, “A model, however loosely it seems to fit reality, it is not itself biological 
reality…The computer model depends on just one variable: prey availability…If prey availability 
were the sole yardstick, lion numbers in the Serengeti should be much higher in average years 
than they actually are…The model in question is a theoretically interesting exercise. But it would 
be hazardous to the extreme to assume that actual leopard numbers conform with it even 
remotely, let alone to make it the basis of practical policy.” 

                                                           
81 CITES, CoP7 Doc. 3 (1989). 
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 Dr Peter Norton, Chief Directorate Nature and Environmental Conservation, Kimberley, South 
Africa, who said, “Much of the report is based on so-called “estimates” of population numbers 
which I find highly questionable, if not misleading. The model is based on a number of 
assumptions that are not substantiated by the results of my research work on leopards in the Cape 
Province of South Africa.” Norton specifically criticized four of these assumptions: 1) “If natural 
habitats are relatively unaltered, leopards will be found there”: Norton states that leopards have 
been “completely eradicated” from certain areas despite the fact that none of the areas have been 
substantially altered, but leopards had been hunted out. 2) “If leopard are reported they will be at 
a rainfall-related “carrying capacity”: Norton states that adult male leopards make “forays” some 
distance out of their normal home range but he doubts that their transient presence in these areas 
indicates that the population in these areas is at “carrying capacity.” 3) “Leopard densities are 
closely correlated with rainfall, irrespective of prey densities”: Norton notes that most of the data 
points used in the Martin and De Meulenaer model are from reserves or hunting areas in savannah 
habitats where suitable leopard prey may exist; however, he provides examples from his own 
studies of other types of habitats (fynbos and forests) where suitable leopard prey densities are 
extremely low. Norton also notes that low biomass of leopard prey animals is likely to occur in 
high rainfall tropical forests. Critically, Norton notes that the Martin and De Meulenaer study 
uses a study by Coe et al. (1976) on the relationship between large herbivore biomass and rainfall 
to support their contention that there is a relationship between leopard density and rainfall; 
however, Norton notes that this is based on large herbivores, not the small mammals that leopards 
prey upon. Norton also notes that bushmeat hunting has nearly eliminated small animals preferred 
as prey by leopards and that although Martin and De Meulenaer recognize this they modified only 
some of the figures used in their calculations. 4) “Rainfall figures used in the correlation are 
representative of the study areas”: Norton thought that the rainfall figures may be accurate for 
flatter areas but said, “I seriously question the accuracy of the rainfall figures used in the 
regression for areas with more varied topography, such as mountains” and provided an example 
from his study area to demonstrate the fact that the model’s predictions do not hold up against 
field study evidence. Regarding the total number of leopards Martin and De Meulenaer estimated 
for South Africa (23,472), Norton said it is “totally unrealistic.”  Norton also stated, “I seriously 
doubt the regression’s validity in mountain or forest habitats, or even in savanna habitats outside 
of reserves that have a high human population. The regression is just too good to be true. With all 
the variability in different habitat types, plus the fact that some of the rainfall figures are suspect, 
I just cannot accept that a wide range of biological systems spread throughout Africa will react so 
predictably.” Regarding the confidence limits in Martin and De Meulenaer, Norton states they 
“have no biological reality at all. In fact they are dangerous in that they give an aura of scientific 
respectability that they do not deserve.” Norton compared estimates of Martin and De Meulenaer 
for habitats in South Africa with his best guesses and found that the estimates far exceeded, by 
ten-fold, the number of leopards he thought existed: 23,470 versus 2,390 (Figure 7). 
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Figure 7. Norton’s leopard population estimates. 

 
Source: Jackson et al. 1989, p. 7. 
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 Dr. M.K. Ranjitsinh, Director of Wildlife Conservation, Government of India who said, “To work 

out a population based on an arithmetical calculation in one place and then extrapolating it 
elsewhere has posed many a problem, and the figure can be totally wrong because of so many 
factors. And when you are extrapolating it for a continent as large as Africa with its diverse 
climatic, geomorphical, demographic and other considerations, I would be extremely wary of the 
result … if the figures are accepted and a harvest quota based upon them is adopted, it will 
become an accepted guideline and parameter for future harvest and one will not know the results 
until the population of the leopard nose-dives, in places perhaps beyond redemption.” 

 Vivian Wilson, Director, Chipangali Wildlife Trust, Zimbabwe questioned if the number of 
leopards can be estimated based on habitat and rainfall stating, “There are vast areas in Africa 
where there is a lot of suitable habitat, a good food supply and also high rainfall, and yet leopards 
are either absent or occur in low numbers.” Wilson described her experience in Central African 
Republic where rainfall is high, and there are large areas of ideal leopard habitat and large 
numbers of leopard prey, but low numbers of leopards due to them having been killed by people 
many years previously. Wilson provided two other examples to support her conclusion. Wilson 
said that there are fewer than 10,000 leopards in Zimbabwe compared to 16,064 estimated by 
Martin and De Meulenaer. Wilson guessed at population sizes in eight countries, based on her 
experience, and compared them to the estimates of Martin and De Meulenaer, and found that her 
total population figure was three times less than theirs (Figure 8). 
 

Figure 8. Wilson’s leopard population estimates. 

 
Source: Jackson et al. (1989), p. 10. 
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 An anonymous co-author stated, “there seems to be a conceptual flaw in the model” in that there 
is “abundant wildlife literature” that indicates that even if habitat is suitable one cannot expect to 
find a species there. This author further states that there are “very many and very extensive areas 
where they would fully expect, according to their model, to find abundant leopards, in fact there 
would be zero leopards … I can think of more than a dozen extensive areas in each of many 
countries…where the model would postulate sizable numbers of leopard, but none has been seen, 
or surmised to exist, since the late 1960s.” Anonymous goes on to state that many other factors 
besides habitat need to be taken into account including activities and density of human 
communities, types of livelihoods of such communities, availability of poison, size and scope of 
the skin market, degree of known poaching, conservation capacity, corruption, official ineptitude, 
public awareness, and conservation commitment.  

 
In another early review of the study of Martin and de Meulenaer, one of the co-authors of Jackson et al. 
(1989), Norton (1990), published his full analysis, which stated,  
 

“Results of ecological studies on leopards in the Cape Province, South Africa, carried out by the 
Chief Directorate: Nature and Environmental Conservation, suggest that some of the assumptions 
on which the population estimates are based are highly suspect, and that the population figures 
may be unrealistically high. The recommendations for leopard conservation and management 
should therefore be viewed with caution, especially hunting quotas based on a proportional 
offtake from the ‘estimated total’ population” (p. 218) (emphasis added). 

 
Norton further states, similar to his comments in Jackson et al. (1989): 
 

“As I interpret it, the model is largely based on the following questionable assumptions: 1) that if 
natural habitats are unaltered, leopards will be found there; 2) that if leopards are reported, they 
will be at a rainfall-related ‘carrying capacity’; 3) that all leopard densities are closely correlated 
with rainfall, irrespective of prey densities; 4) that the rainfall figures used in the correlation are 
representative of the study areas.” 

 
Norton studied each of these assumptions and found that in South Africa: 1) leopards have been 
extirpated—“hunted out”—from areas where habitat has not been substantially altered; 2) individual 
leopards, especially male leopards, may journey over 100 km from the nearest known leopard population 
but one leopard is not indicative of the presence of a population of leopards at ‘carrying capacity’; 3) most 
of the data points in Martin and de Meulenaer’s regression are from savanna habitats, but in other habitats 
(forests, including rain forests) the density of prey animals available for leopards is low to extremely low. 
Norton also questions the use by Martin and de Meulenaer of Coe et al. (1976) study of the relationship 
between large herbivore biomass and rainfall because it is based on large herbivore numbers mostly in 
savanna habitats, whereas leopard prey consists of small mammals. Norton notes that in some areas 
bushmeat hunting has eliminated small mammals making it difficult for leopards to survive; and 4) 
Norton questions the accuracy of the rainfall figures used in the Martin and de Meulenaer for all areas and 
provides a specific example from one of his study areas. 
 



76 
 

Norton states that he has been reluctant to provide leopard estimates for the region of South Africa in 
which he works, or for the country as a whole, because these would be more likely to be “a misleading 
guess” (p. 219).  After closely examining Martin and de Meulenaer’s estimates for South Africa, Norton 
found them to be “far too optimistic!” (p. 219, punctuation as in original). In one area Norton estimated to 
hold “no more than a hundred or so leopards”, Martin and de Meulenaer estimated a population of 4,419. 
In another area where Norton estimated there to be one or two hundred leopards at the most, Martin and 
de Meulenaer estimated a population of 9,000. In a final area, Norton thought there were no more than “a 
handful” of leopards but Martin and de Meulenaer estimated a population of 1,335 leopards. In 
summation, Norton states, “I should be very surprised if there are more than two or three thousand 
leopards in South Africa at the most. As far as I am concerned, an estimate of over 20 000 is just plain 
nonsense!” (p. 219, punctuation as in original). Norton concludes, “I therefore suggest that the ‘estimates’ 
of leopard populations in the different countries in Africa be rejected, and all recommendations involving 
these estimates be viewed with extreme caution.” 
 
Thus, by 1990, it should have been explicitly clear to FWS that leopard experts – including one of the 
original authors (Martin) – found the original Martin and de Meulenaer report to be flawed. Yet, from 
1989 through 2015, FWS and the CITES Parties have used the report by Martin and de Meulenaer as the 
scientific basis for establishing CITES export quotas and issuing CITES export and import permits.  
 
More recently, Henschel (2008, 2009) criticized Martin and de Muelenaer for assuming that the Congo 
Basin82 was a leopard stronghold based on unaltered habitat and supposedly prey-rich habitat. Henschel 
said that although the Congo Basin comprised only 12% of the leopard’s range in Africa, Martin and de 
Meulenar estimated that it contained 40% of the leopard population of Africa. Henschel (2008, 2009) 
noted that other authors, Jackson et al. (1989) and Bailey (1993), also criticized Martin and de Meulenaer 
because the biomass of potential prey is actually lower in forests as compared to savannah. Henschel 
(2008) writes, 
 

“While it is widely accepted that in savannas ungulate biomass is positively correlated with 
rainfall (Coe et al., 1976, East, 1984) and that in these open habitats leopard density is linked with 
prey biomass (Marker and Dickman, 2005, Hayward et al., 2007), it has to be understood that 
although ungulate biomass increases with rainfall it decreases with forest cover, as a high 
proportion of the primary productivity is in the canopy and only available to relatively small 
arboreal mammals (Robinson and Bennett, 2004). Yet it is rainforest habitat that was considered 
optimal leopard habitat by Martin & de Meulenaer in their 1988 status survey, who considered 
the forests of the Congo Basin an absolute stronghold for the species that would harbour and 
estimated 40% of Africa’s leopards, and predicted extremely high population densities for this 
habitat type of up to 40 individuals/100 km2 (Martin and de Meulenaer, 1988). These population 
density estimates have since been used to produce population size estimates for central African 
countries, but the results were widely considered to be exaggerated (e.g. Jackson, 1989, Norton, 
1990). Bailey (1993) and Jenny (1996) are among several authorities who have argued that since 
terrestrial mammalian prey biomass is lower in rainforest than in savannah environments, leopard 
densities should be correspondingly lower. Perhaps most importantly, Martin and de Meulenaer’s 

                                                           
82 The Congo Basin spans across six countries—Cameroon, Central African Republic, Democratic Republic of the 
Congo, Republic of the Congo, Equatorial Guinea and Gabon. 
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model failed to account adequately for reduction of wild prey as a factor lowering leopard 
density, which could lead to overestimates especially in the Congo Basin, where forest wildlife 
suffers from a high demand for wild game for both local and commercial use (Wilkie and 
Carpenter, 1999).”  

 
Henschel (2009) stated, “The figures published by Martin & de Meulenaer (1988) are still quoted today, 
and remain the chief source of information for African governments proposing to open or raise harvest 
quotas for trophy hunting of leopards. However, evidence is mounting that leopards have already 
disappeared from a number of forest sites on the fringes of the Congo Basin.” Henschel (2009) notes that 
these sites are densely populated with people, that people consume medium-sized wild mammals as 
bushmeat, that such mammals are preferred leopard prey, and that such prey populations are depleted near 
densely populated areas. Henschel (2009) hypothesizes that this has led to reduced and even extirpated 
leopard populations in such areas. Henschel’s study of leopards in Gabon found a strong correlation 
between commercial bushmeat hunting near settlements and the local disappearance of leopards 
(Henschel 2009). 
 
Marker and Dickman (2005) found that, in Namibia, rainfall was not directly related to leopard density. 
They found leopard densities to be lower outside of reserves despite there being no marked difference in 
prey biomass between protected and unprotected areas; the authors explained that “the lower leopard 
density outside reserves was probably a result of local persecution by landowners, as leopards are 
commonly considered a threat both to people and their stock.” (p. 113). Marker and Dickman note, 
 

“This is one of the main objections raised to the leopard population estimates made by Martin & 
de Meulenaer (1988), who assumed that where leopards occur, they should be at the carrying 
capacity determined by rainfall, without considering factors such as local persecution (Norton 
1990). Although leopard density appeared to be indirectly linked to rainfall via the relationship 
with prey biomass, the overall determinants of leopard density and spatial ecology are likely to be 
a complex set of factors including an artificial ‘carrying capacity’ determined by the attitudes of 
local communities.” 

 
In a presentation delivered at the Large Carnivore Workshop, 3-4 November 2010, Henschel (2010) 
estimated the leopard population of Gabon to be 5,910 compared to the Martin and de Meulenaer estimate 
of 38,463. Regarding Martin and de Meulenaer’s estimate of 714,000 leopards in sub-Saharan Africa, 
Henschel said, “Do not believe it!”  
 
Chapman and Balme (2010) noted that Martin and de Meulenaer estimated the sub-Saharan leopard 
population to be 714,000 and the South African population to be 23,000 and said that this is “widely 
considered to be a gross overestimate” and “South Africa’s true leopard population size, while still 
unknown, is thought to be an order of magnitude less” (p. 114). The authors state, “The detrimental 
consequences of basing management decisions on such unreliable estimates are patently obvious.” (id.) 
 
Ray (2011) noted that the Martin and de Meulenaer study has been “critically debated among specialists 
as presenting a high overestimate and has thus been rejected.” (p. 1)  
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Swanepoel et al. (2014) used population modelling to estimate the leopard population size of South Africa 
which they estimated to be 4,476 leopards, far below the 23,472 leopards Martin and de Meulenaer 
estimated.  
 
Du Preez et al. (2014) expressed concern about an increase in the CITES leopard export quota for 
Zimbabwe from 80 leopards per year to 500 being established based on Martin and de Meulenaer’s 
calculations which “were based on the flawed assumption that leopards occurred at the highest possible 
density in all habitats” and “used rainfall data to estimate abundance; calculating what seems likely to 
have been an overestimate of Zimbabwe’s leopard population at 16,064.” (p. 153-154) 
 
Braczkowski et al. (2015b) expressed concern that while leopards are one of the most sought trophies, 
leopard hunting quotas are based on “expert guesstimates” or “an over-simplified model that correlated 
leopard density to rainfall [cite to Martin and de Meulenaer] but ignored important factors such as 
anthropogenic mortality and prey availability.”  
 
Strampelli (2015), who studied leopards in Mozambique, stated there are no reliable continent-wide 
estimates of population size for the species and note that Martin and de Meulenaer was “obtained through 
a model that correlated leopard numbers with rainfall but omitted information on prey density or human 
related mortality, has been heavily criticized and is widely considered by specialists to be flawed.” (p. 5-
6). Strampelli states that the “over-simplified” Martin and de Meulenaer estimate of 37,542 leopards in 
Mozambique was used as justification for the 2007 increase in the CITES leopard export quota from 60 to 
120. Strampelli further states,  
 

“Martin & de Meulenaer (1988) estimated a country-wide population for Mozambique of 37,542 
leopards, based on density of 0.10/km2 (10 leopards per 100 km2). This estimate was recently 
successfully quoted as a justification for an export quota increase (CITES 2007). The same report 
also states that “it is clear that much of Mozambique (perhaps up to 80%) falls within the 
category capable of supporting leopards at densities of between 0.03 and 0.1 per km²” – i.e. 
between 3.00 and 10.00 per km2. Such estimates have already been universally rejected as 
exaggerated and inaccurate by experts (Balme et al. 2010b); indeed, that density in XGR, one of 
the better protected areas of the country, was estimated at 1.53/100 km2 suggests that it is unlikely 
that many areas in Mozambique experience leopard densities such as those quoted in the quota 
revision application. Although some landscapes will have higher primary productivity levels, it 
seems plausible that the high levels of anthropogenic disturbances common in much of the 
country (Hatton et al. 2001) likely more than counteract this.” 

 
A study by Jacobson et al. (2016a) on leopard status and distribution stated, “Earlier Africa-wide 
assessments of population size (Myers, 1976; Eaton, 1977; Martin & De Meulenaer, 1988; Shoemaker, 
1993) employed questionable population models based on scant field data and were widely criticized as 
being unrealistic (Hamilton, 1981; Jackson, 1989; Norton,1990; Bailey, 1993).” (p. 2)  
 
Therefore, the existing CITES export quotas and domestic implementing regulations are completely 
outdated, scientifically indefensible, and inadequate to protect the leopard in southern Africa, and the 
exploitation facilitated by these regulations endangers the continued existence of the African leopard. 
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2. African Leopard Range Country Mechanisms  
 
The significant decline in both the range and, in many cases, the size of leopard populations due to habitat 
destruction, loss of prey, excessive and poorly regulated trophy hunting, poaching for commercial trade, 
and human-leopard conflict demonstrates that many range States do not have adequate regulatory 
mechanisms to protect leopards.  

There are several African regional agreements that have relevance to African leopards: the African 
Union’s African Convention on the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources, 1968;83 the Revised 
African Convention on the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources, 2003;84 and the Protocol on 
Wildlife Conservation and Law Enforcement of the Southern African Development Community, 1999.85   

The African Union (AU), formed in 1992, is an intergovernmental organization comprising 54 African 
States including all sub-Saharan Africa leopard range States.86 The AU has an Executive Council to 
coordinate and take decisions on policies in areas of common interest to Member States, including 
environmental protection (Article 13 (1)(e)).87 

Two AU Conventions are relevant to African leopard conservation: the African Convention on the 
Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (entered into force in 1968), and the Revised African 
Convention on the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (negotiated in 2003, not yet entered 
into force).88 

Parties to the African Convention on the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources, which entered 
into force in 1969, have agreed to “adopt the measures necessary to ensure conservation, utilization and 
development of soil, water, flora and fauna resources in accordance with scientific principles and with 
due regard to the best interests of the people.” (Article I). The Convention lists the leopard as a Class B 
protected species (Article VIII); Class B species “shall be totally protected, but may be hunted, killed, 
captured or collected under special authorization granted by the competent authority.” (Article VIII 
(1)(b)). Notably, some leopard range States that are significant exporters of leopard specimens have not 
ratified the Convention: Namibia, South Africa, and Zimbabwe. But even in range countries that have 
ratified the Convention, this law does not provide sufficient protection for leopards. 

The Convention does not establish a Secretariat or designate the role and frequency of meetings of the 
Conference of the Parties; it also does not contain enforcement measures to address non-compliance with 
the Convention. Article XVI states:  

The Contracting States shall supply the Organization of African Unity with: (a) the text of 
laws, decrees, regulations and instructions in force in their territories, which are intended to 

                                                           
83 African Union’s African Convention on the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (1968), available at 
https://treaties.un.org/doc/Publication/UNTS/Volume%201001/volume-1001-I-14689-English.pdf.  
84 Revised African Convention on the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (2003), available at 
http://faolex.fao.org/docs/pdf/mul45449.pdf.  
85 Protocol on Wildlife Conservation and Law Enforcement of the Southern African Development Community 
(1999), available at http://www.sadc.int/files/4813/7042/6186/Wildlife_Conservation.pdf.  
86 See African Union, at http://www.au.int/en/countryprofiles.  
87 Id. at http://www.au.int/en/sites/default/files/ConstitutiveAct_EN.pdf.  
88 Id. at http://www.au.int/en/sites/default/files/treaties/7782-sl-revised_-_nature_and_natural_resources_1.pdf.  

https://treaties.un.org/doc/Publication/UNTS/Volume%201001/volume-1001-I-14689-English.pdf
http://faolex.fao.org/docs/pdf/mul45449.pdf
http://www.sadc.int/files/4813/7042/6186/Wildlife_Conservation.pdf
http://www.au.int/en/countryprofiles
http://www.au.int/en/sites/default/files/ConstitutiveAct_EN.pdf
http://www.au.int/en/sites/default/files/treaties/7782-sl-revised_-_nature_and_natural_resources_1.pdf
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ensure the implementation of this Convention; (b) reports on the results achieved in applying 
the provisions of this Convention; and (c) all the information necessary for the complete 
documentation of matters dealt with by this Convention if requested. 

However, it is unclear if any States have complied with these requirements. Article XVIII addresses 
settlement of disputes, including the interpretation or application of the Convention, and allows 
submission of concerns by any party to the Commission of Mediation, Conciliation and Arbitration of the 
Organization of African Unity. However, it is unclear if any Party has done so and to what effect. 

Very few African leopard range States to have ratified the Revised African Convention on the 
Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources.89 The Revised Convention has not yet entered into force 
because fifteen Parties must ratify it and only thirteen have done so. 

Several leopard range States have signed the Treaty of the Southern African Development Community 
(SADC):90 Angola, Botswana, DRC, Malawi, Mozambique, Namibia, South Africa, Swaziland, Tanzania, 
Zambia and Zimbabwe.91 Among SADC’s objectives is to “achieve sustainable utilisation of natural 
resources and effective protection of the environment” (Article 5 (g)). Article 22 of SADC calls for the 
establishment of Protocols to achieve the Treaty’s objectives. The SADC Protocol on Wildlife 
Conservation and Law Enforcement92 elaborates on Article 5 (g) of the Treaty. Its objectives are to:  

a) promote the sustainable use of wildlife; b) harmonise legal instruments governing wildlife 
use and conservation; c) enforce wildlife laws within, between and among States Parties; d) 
facilitate the exchange of information concerning wildlife management, utilisation and the 
enforcement of wildlife laws; e) assist in the building of national and regional capacity for 
wildlife management, conservation and enforcement of wildlife laws; f) promote the 
conservation of shared wildlife resources through the establishment of transfrontier 
conservation areas; and g) facilitate community-based natural resources management 
practices for management of wildlife resources (Article 4).  

With regard to wildlife management and conservation programs, Parties shall: “establish management 
programmes for the conservation and sustainable use of wildlife and integrate such programmes into 
national development plans” and “assess and control activities which may significantly affect the 
conservation and sustainable use of wildlife so as to avoid or minimise negative impacts.” (Article 7) 
Parties are also to take measures to ensure the conservation and sustainable use of wildlife including:  

a) the protection of wildlife and wildlife habitats to ensure the maintenance of viable 
wildlife populations; b) prevention of over-exploitation and extinction of species; c) 
restrictions on the taking of wildlife, including but not limited to restrictions on the 
number, sex, size or age of specimens taken and the locality and season during which they 

                                                           
89 Id. at http://www.au.int/en/sites/default/files/treaties/7782-sl-revised_-_nature_and_natural_resources_1.pdf.   
90 Treaty of the Southern African Development Community, available at 
http://www.sadc.int/files/5314/4559/5701/Consolidated_Text_of_the_SADC_Treaty_-
_scanned_21_October_2015.pdf.  
91 Id. at http://www.sadc.int/member-states/  
92 Id. at http://www.sadc.int/files/4813/7042/6186/Wildlife_Conservation.pdf.  

http://www.au.int/en/sites/default/files/treaties/7782-sl-revised_-_nature_and_natural_resources_1.pdf
http://www.sadc.int/files/5314/4559/5701/Consolidated_Text_of_the_SADC_Treaty_-_scanned_21_October_2015.pdf
http://www.sadc.int/files/5314/4559/5701/Consolidated_Text_of_the_SADC_Treaty_-_scanned_21_October_2015.pdf
http://www.sadc.int/member-states/
http://www.sadc.int/files/4813/7042/6186/Wildlife_Conservation.pdf


81 
 

may be taken; and d) restrictions on trade in wildlife and its products, both nationally and 
internationally, as required by relevant international agreements.  

Article 12 of the Protocol concerning sanctions states:  

1. Sanctions may be imposed against any State Party which: a) persistently fails, without 
good reason, to fulfill obligations assumed under this Protocol; or b) implements policies 
which undermine the objectives and principles of this Protocol. 2. The Council [SADC 
Council of Ministers] shall determine whether any sanction should be imposed against a 
State Party and shall make the recommendation to the Summit if it decides that a sanction 
is called for. The Summit shall decide, on a case-by-case basis, the appropriate sanction to 
be imposed. 

However, it appears that no such sanctions have been considered or approved. 

The Lusaka Agreement93 is also in force in some leopard range countries (e.g. Kenya, Tanzania, Republic 
of Congo (Brazzaville), Uganda, South Africa, Liberia, Swaziland and Zambia).94 The Agreement entered 
into force in 1994 and has the purpose “To support the member states and collaborating partners in 
reducing and ultimately eliminating illegal trade in wild fauna and flora”. 

The Lusaka Agreement is focused generally on fighting illegal wildlife trade in and between member 
States, including through wildlife enforcement officer training. The leopard could benefit in the future 
from such Lusaka Agreement activities but, to date, there have been no specific programs aimed at illegal 
leopard trade. 

Ineffective conservation policies and inadequate enforcement throughout many leopard range States, as 
well as lack of efficacy of management and lack of government resources, endanger the survival of the 
African leopard (Table 6).  

In addition, while all sub-Saharan African countries that are listed as Threatened under the ESA are 
CITES Parties, only four of these countries have “legislation that is believed generally to meet the 
requirements for implementation of CITES” (Category 1 under the CITES National Legislation Project) 
(Democratic Republic of the Congo, Namibia, South Africa, and Zimbabwe); nine of these countries have 
“legislation that is believed generally not to meet all of the requirements for the implementation of 
CITES” (Category 2) (Botswana, Burundi, Republic of the Congo, Gabon, Kenya, Malawi, Mozambique, 
Tanzania, Zambia); and five have “legislation that is believed generally not to meet the requirements for 
the implementation of CITES” (Category 3) (Angola, Lesotho, Rwanda, Swaziland, Uganda) (Table 6).95  

 

 
                                                           
93 Lusaka Agreement (1994), available at http://lusakaagreement.org/?page_id=126.  
94 Id. at http://lusakaagreement.org/?page_id=24.  
95 The CITES National Legislation Project categorizes Parties by whether or not they have national legislation to 
implement the Convention. Category 1: legislation that is believed generally to meet the requirements for 
implementation of CITES; Category 2: legislation that is believed generally not to meet all of the requirements for 
the implementation of CITES; and Category 3: legislation that is believed generally not to meet the requirements for 
the implementation of CITES. See https://cites.org/legislation.   

http://lusakaagreement.org/?page_id=126
http://lusakaagreement.org/?page_id=24
https://cites.org/legislation
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Table 6. National policies and laws where leopards are listed as Threatened under the ESA. 

Country National Policies, Laws, Regulations 
Angola Wildlife legislation is out-dated and limited; no evidence of consistent enforcement; 

became a CITES Party in December 2013; legislation in Category 3 under the CITES 
National Legislation Project; under law, leopard can be hunted, including by 
foreigners, with a license (DLA Piper 2015). 

Botswana  CITES Party since 1978, National Legislation Project Category 2,96 CITES 
legislation for terrestrial wildlife and for plants enacted. 

Burundi Became a CITES Party in 1988; CITES National Legislation Project Category 2;97 
CITES legislation enacted.  

Republic of 
the Congo 

Strong wildlife protection laws with serious penalties; enforcement is limited and 
inadequate; became a CITES Party in 1983 and the country has Category 2 CITES 
implementing legislation; leopards are a fully protected species (Category A) and 
hunting is not allowed for such species (DLA Piper 2015). 

Democratic 
Republic of 
the Congo 

CITES Party since 1976; legislation is in Category 1 under the CITES National 
Legislation Project.98  

Gabon  There are flaws in the primary wildlife legislation and extremely weak penalties; 
became a CITES Party in 1989; legislation is in Category 2 under the CITES 
National Legislation Project; leopards are a completely protected species and cannot 
be hunted (DLA Piper 2015). 

Kenya Became a CITES Party in 1979; legislation is in Category 2 under the CITES 
National Legislation Project and Kenya is a country “requiring attention as a 
priority;”99 strong wildlife legislation enacted, but implementing legislation is 
pending consultation process. 

Lesotho CITES Party since 2003; legislation is in Category 3 under the CITES National 
Legislation Project; enabling legislation (environmental) enacted.100 

Malawi Became a CITES Party in 1982; legislation is in Category 2 under the CITES 
National Legislation Project.101 

Mozambique Legislation is flawed and inadequate; there is no list of protected species; the law 
does not prohibit the hunting of protected species; Mozambique became a CITES 
Party in 1981; CITES National Legislation Project Category 3; enforcement is 
lacking (DLA Piper 2015). As of January 2016, Mozambique was listed in Category 
2 and identified as a Party requiring attention as a priority, CITES-specific 
legislation enacted but local legal consultant reviewing existing legislation, preparing 
new draft legislation to address gaps, assisting with national consultative process and 
preparing final draft legislation.102 

Namibia  Namibia has a comprehensive national legal framework; Namibia became a CITES 
Party in 1990; legislation is in Category 1 under the CITES National Legislation 
Project; financial penalties are comparatively low considering the potential economic 
value of wildlife; leopards are “protected game” which can be hunted under a permit 
issued by the Ministry of Environment and Tourism (DLA Piper 2015). 

                                                           
96 CITES, at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/prog/Legislation/CITES-NLP+Table2-20years.pdf.  
97 CITES, at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/prog/Legislation/CITES-NLP+Table2-20years.pdf.  
98 CITES, at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/prog/Legislation/CITES-NLP-Cat1.pdf.  
99 CITES, at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/prog/Legislation/CITES-NLP-Table1-Priority17.pdf.  
100 CITES, at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/prog/Legislation/CITES-NLP-Table3-less20.pdf. 
101 CITES, at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/prog/Legislation/CITES-NLP+Table2-20years.pdf.  
102 CITES, at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/prog/Legislation/CITES-NLP-Table1-Priority17.pdf.  

https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/prog/Legislation/CITES-NLP+Table2-20years.pdf
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/prog/Legislation/CITES-NLP+Table2-20years.pdf
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/prog/Legislation/CITES-NLP-Cat1.pdf
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/prog/Legislation/CITES-NLP-Table1-Priority17.pdf
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/prog/Legislation/CITES-NLP-Table3-less20.pdf
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/prog/Legislation/CITES-NLP+Table2-20years.pdf
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/prog/Legislation/CITES-NLP-Table1-Priority17.pdf
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Country National Policies, Laws, Regulations 
Rwanda CITES Party since 1981; CITES National Legislation Project Category 3 and 

identified as a Party requiring attention as a priority.103 
South Africa  South Africa has an “impressive suite” of wildlife regulations and stringent penalties; 

South Africa has been a CITES Party since 1975; it is in Category 1 of the CITES 
National Legislation Project; the leopard is a “protected species” which may be 
hunted under permit; the provinces implement the national laws and there is great 
disparity between the provinces in this regard; South Africa lacks the enforcement 
and prosecutorial capacity to adequately combat wildlife crimes (DLA Piper 2015). 

Swaziland CITES Party since 1997; CITES National Legislation Project Category 3; 
Comprehensive draft and revised draft legislation prepared.104 

Tanzania   CITES Party since 1980; CITES National Legislation Project Category 2 and 
identified as a Party requiring attention as a priority;105 legislation enacted for 
Tanzania mainland but lack of legislation for Zanzibar a major concern.  

Uganda CITES Party since 1991; CITES National Legislation Project Category 3;106 Wildlife 
Policy adopted; draft legislation aligned with policy and submitted to Cabinet. 

Zambia Zambia’s national wildlife laws are inadequate as there are significant omissions and 
confusion; Zambia has been a CITES Party since 1981 and its legislation is in 
Category 2 under the CITES National Legislation Project; Zambia’s laws do not 
prohibit the hunting and trade of “protected species” for commercial purposes; the 
leopard is not a protected species but is classified as a “dangerous” animal and a 
“game animal”; the laws have strong penalties for some violations (illegal hunting of 
elephants) but these do not extend to other species, including leopards; fines are 
inadequate compared to potential profits; Zambia banned big cat hunting in 2013 and 
2014, except in Game Management Areas, due to declining numbers and allegations 
of corruption in the awarding of safari hunting concessions (DLA Piper 2015). 

Zimbabwe  Zimbabwe has detailed legislation and comprehensive penalties; nonetheless, 
enforcement is inadequate and wildlife crime is widespread; CITES Party since 
1981; Zimbabwe’s legislation is in Category 1 under the CITES National Legislation 
Project.107  

 

 
E. Other Natural or Manmade Factors Affecting the Species’ Existence 
 

1. Prey Depletion 
 

Leopard population densities are directly related to biomass of medium (10-40 kg) and large-sized wild 
herbivores, the main leopard prey (Stein et al. 2016). However, populations of such herbivores have been 
severely depleted by the unsustainable bushmeat trade which is considered to be a major threat to the 
survival of the African leopard (Jacobson et al. 2016a, Stein et al. 2016). As noted in Jackson et al. 
(1989), the existence of suitable habitat in and of itself does not mean that leopards will be present; there 
are many places with suitable habitat that contain no leopards because the prey has been depleted. In 
some places, bushmeat hunting has nearly eliminated the small- to medium-sized animals preferred as 

                                                           
103 CITES, at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/prog/Legislation/CITES-NLP-Table1-Priority17.pdf.  
104 CITES, at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/prog/Legislation/CITES-NLP-Table3-less20.pdf.  
105 CITES, at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/prog/Legislation/CITES-NLP-Table1-Priority17.pdf.  
106 CITES, at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/prog/Legislation/CITES-NLP+Table2-20years.pdf.  
107 CITES, at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/prog/Legislation/CITES-NLP-Cat1.pdf.  

https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/prog/Legislation/CITES-NLP-Table1-Priority17.pdf
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/prog/Legislation/CITES-NLP-Table3-less20.pdf
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/prog/Legislation/CITES-NLP-Table1-Priority17.pdf
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/prog/Legislation/CITES-NLP+Table2-20years.pdf
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/prog/Legislation/CITES-NLP-Cat1.pdf
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prey by leopards (Jackson et al. 1989). According to Stein et al. (2016), Craigie et al. (2010) found an 
estimated 59% average decline in leopard prey populations in 78 protected areas in West, East and 
Southern Africa between 1970 and 2005 due to commercialized bushmeat trade.  
 
In intact rainforests where there is intense competition with humans for wild prey and “wild meat harvests 
denudes forests of prey” and may drive local leopard extinction (Henschel 2008). Bushmeat hunting in 
the Congo Basin for local and commercial use has reduced the wild prey base, resulting in lower leopard 
densities and even the disappearance of leopards from some places (Henschel 2008, 2009). Leopard range 
is largely reduced in human-populated areas in the Democratic Republic of the Congo due illegal hunting 
and bushmeat trade (Stein et al. 2016). Bushmeat poaching in Mozambique and Zambia has severely 
reduced leopard prey inside and outside of protected areas (Stein et al. 2016). 

 
2. Human-Leopard Conflict 
 

Intense persecution, particularly for livestock loss but also for human deaths and injury, is a major threat 
to the leopard in Africa (Ray et al. 2005, Henschel 2008, Stein et al. 2016). About 60-70% of Africa’s 
people rely on agriculture and livestock for their livelihoods, and the human population of Africa is 
expected to more than double by 2050 (Stein et al. 2016); thus, the future will likely see increasing 
numbers of people using increasing amounts of land in conflict with decreasing numbers of leopards. 
Currently, many sub-Saharan African countries allow farmers to kill predators considered to be a threat to 
life or property without first obtaining a permit; it is likely that a large number of leopards are killed but 
not reported; and the total number of leopards killed due to conflict is unknown (Stein et al. 2016). 
Leopards have been eradicated from some areas in order to protect livestock and humans (Jackson et al. 
1989). Marker and Dickman (2005) found leopard densities to be lower outside of reserves despite there 
being no marked difference in prey biomass between protected and unprotected areas; the authors 
explained that “the lower leopard density outside reserves was probably a result of local persecution by 
landowners, as leopards are commonly considered a threat both to people and their stock.” (p. 113). And 
indiscriminate killing, such as the poisoning of carcasses aimed at attracting and killing carnivores of any 
and all types, and the use of snares to kill other species, is also a threat to the survival of leopards 
(Henschel 2008, Jorge 2012). 
 

* * * 
As demonstrated in this Petition, the current listing of leopards in “southern Africa” is biologically, 
legally, and geographically unsound, as it relies on biased anecdotal reports that have been discredited for 
over two decades, and leopards in the 18 countries currently listed as Threatened are in danger of 
extinction based on the ESA listing factors and should be included along with leopards in Asia and North 
and West Africa in one species-level Endangered listing.  The Service cannot continue to maintain this 
unlawful split-listing and must immediately initiate a status review of the species. 16 U.S.C. § 1533(b)(3). 
Indeed, in order to ensure that listings are based on the best available science, the ESA requires FWS to 
“conduct, at least once every five years, a review of all species” listed under the ESA to determine if such 
species should be reclassified or removed from the list. 16 U.S.C. § 1533(c)(2) (emphasis added). See 
also 50 C.F.R. § 424.21; Florida Home Builders Ass’n v. Norton, 496 F.Supp.2d 1330 (M.D. Fl. 2007) 
(making clear that FWS has a non-discretionary duty to conduct five-year status reviews of each species 
listed under the ESA). Since finalizing the 1982 listing for leopards in southern Africa, FWS has not 
conducted a single five year review for Panthera pardus, in violation of the ESA. Thus, FWS must 



85 
 

expedite the processing of this petition and immediately issue a positive 90-day finding to begin this long-
overdue status review. Petitioners are confident that a status review will reveal that listing the species 
Panthera pardus as Endangered across its entire African and Asian range is warranted. 
 
  
V.    FWS Must Immediately Restrict Leopard Trophy Imports 
 
Additionally, even before FWS completes a status review of the species, we hereby petition the Service 
take immediate action to restrict leopard imports to address the primary impact that the U.S. has on 
leopard conservation. First, we urge FWS to suspend the issuance of CITES import permits for Panthera 
pardus trophies until the FWS non-detriment advice memoranda are updated for each range country 
where trophy hunting occurs. Second, we urge FWS to rescind the special rule pertaining to leopards from 
southern Africa (50 C.F.R. § 17.40(f)) to require ESA permits for all otherwise prohibited activities, 
consistent with 50 C.F.R. § 17.31(a). 

A. FWS Must Suspend Leopard Trophy Imports Pending Scientific Review 
 
It is arbitrary and capricious for the Service to issue CITES import permits for leopard trophies based on 
the faulty 1982, 1983, or 2015 non-detriment advice memoranda. As detailed above, those memoranda 
are not supported by the best available science and, therefore, the Service cannot possibly rely on those 
memoranda to make a reasoned finding that the issuance of leopard trophy import permits “will not be 
detrimental to the survival of that species.” CITES Art. III; 50 C.F.R. § 23.61 (“Detrimental activities, 
depending on the species, could include, among other things, unsustainable use and any activities that 
would pose a net harm to the status of the species in the wild. For Appendix I species, it also includes use 
or removal from the wild that results in habitat loss or destruction, interference with recovery efforts for a 
species, or stimulation of further trade.”).  
 
Under the Administrative Procedure Act, a reviewing court shall “hold unlawful and set aside agency 
action, findings, and conclusions found to be ... arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discretion, or otherwise 
not in accordance with law[.]” 5 U.S.C. § 706(2). In evaluating agency actions under this standard, courts 
must consider “whether the [agency's] decision was based on a consideration of the relevant factors and 
whether there has been a clear error of judgment.” Marsh v. Oregon Natural Res. Council, 490 U.S. 360, 
378 (1989) (citation and internal quotation marks omitted); Citizens to Preserve Overton Park v. Volpe, 
401 U.S. 402, 416 (1971). If an agency, however, “failed to provide a reasoned explanation, or where the 
record belies the agency's conclusion, [the court] must undo its action.” Cnty. of Los Angeles v. Shalala, 
192 F.3d 1005, 1021 (D.C.Cir.1999). At the very least, the agency must have reviewed relevant data and 
articulated a satisfactory explanation establishing a “rational connection between the facts found and the 
choice made.” Motor Vehicle Mfrs. Ass’n, 463 U.S. at 43 (internal quotation marks omitted); see also 
Pub. Citizen, Inc. v. Fed. Aviation Admin., 988 F.2d 186, 197 (D.C.Cir.1993) (“The requirement that 
agency action not be arbitrary or capricious includes a requirement that the agency adequately explain its 
result.”). “[A]n agency acts arbitrarily or capriciously if it ‘has relied on factors which Congress has not 
intended it to consider, entirely failed to consider an important aspect of the problem, offered an 
explanation for its decision that runs counter to the evidence before the agency, or is so implausible that it 
could not be ascribed to a difference in view or the product of agency expertise.” Am. Wildlands, 530 F.3d 
at 997-98 (quoting Motor Vehicle Mfrs. Ass'n, 463 U.S. at 43).  
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In order to comply with the APA, ESA, and CITES, the Service must not issue any leopard trophy import 
permits unless or until it has strictly scrutinized the trophy hunting programs of leopard range states to 
determine whether recreational offtake of this imperiled species is sustainable. In order to facilitate that 
evaluation, the Service should determine whether the range state from which the trophy originated: 
 

 Has an approved and current national leopard management plan, which develops and implements 
conservation activities for specific leopard conservation units and works in concert with regional 
leopard management plans. Such national management plans should be developed using the 
IUCN SSC guidelines for strategic conservation planning, based on scientific information, and 
implemented in a manner that benefits the species and provides economic incentives for local 
communities to protect and expand leopard habitat. 

 Has up-to-date estimates on leopard distribution range, abundance, and status. 
 Observes a precautionary approach to establishing hunting quotas given current leopard 

population trends. 
 Carries a credible capacity to monitor and manage leopard populations in order to maintain 

healthy numbers and genetic diversity. 
 Has appointed an identified national leopard plan coordinator. 
 Implements its leopard management in a manner that is informed by the biological needs of the 

species and is based on the best available science. 
 Has sound law enforcement capabilities to deter or punish illegal retaliatory killings. 
 Involves local communities in leopard protection and humane conflict mitigation strategies.  
 Implements a human-leopard conflict management plan (including rapid response, mitigation 

approaches, a training component, education). 
 Actively promotes wildlife-integrated land-use to ensure land-use planning does not negatively 

impact leopard conservation. 
 Achieves conservation targets within identified time frames. 
 Documents the achievement of stated goals and monitor and evaluate the implementation of the 

plan, and adapt it as necessary. 
 Is in compliance with all international, regional and national commitments, agreements and 

regulations relating to wildlife (and specifically leopard) conservation, including (but not limited 
to) CITES. 

 Has enacted laws and provided ample resources for enforcement against illegal trade in leopards 
and their parts. 

 Cooperates with neighboring countries for transboundary leopard population conservation and 
monitoring. 

 Has a system for measuring good governance when it comes to wildlife conservation/protection 
policy making and its implementation (for example, transparency International’s corruption 
perception index). 

 Has credible policies for managing any hunting offtake, including: 
o A science-based system for establishing hunting quotas which is demonstrably 

sustainable at a population level; 
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o Price-setting (taxes and minimum number of safari days) and a system of concession 
leasing that increase the value of leopards across their range (no competition on price); 

o Hunting moratoria for any declining populations; 
o A verifiable and enforceable mechanism to ensure no subadults or females are taken; 
o An adaptive management  policy of monitoring the impacts of the removal of individuals 

on remaining populations , and adjusting quotas accordingly; and  
o A demonstrable commitment to ensure proceeds of trophy hunting are used to benefit 

wildlife (and specifically leopard) conservation and communities living with wildlife. 
 
The status of Panthera pardus has changed dramatically since the 1982 and 1983 memoranda were 
drafted, and it is entirely arbitrary and capricious for the Service to rely on those memoranda to make 
non-detriment findings. It is particularly egregious for the Service to turn a blind eye to the last decade of 
warnings from leopard experts that the Martin and De Meulenaer’s report of 700,000 leopards in Africa is 
completely inaccurate, and to have doubled-down on this bad science in issuing its 2015 non-detriment 
advice for Mozambique.  
 
Additionally, the existing non-detriment advice memoranda only purport to authorize leopard imports 
from South Africa if they originate from “Transvaal” – but this now-defunct region does not encompass 
the whole of the leopard’s range in South Africa and it does not appear that the Service has limited 
leopard trophy imports from South Africa to this part of the country.  Thus, it appears that the Service’s 
practice of allowing American trophy hunters to import their leopard kills does not even comply with its 
own non-detriment advice, which is arbitrary, capricious, and not in accordance with law. 
 
Thus, in order to comply with CITES, the ESA, and the APA, FWS must immediately initiate a review of 
the leopard hunting programs in African range states, prioritizing the seven countries from which FWS 
currently allows leopard trophy imports: Mozambique, Botswana, South Africa, Tanzania, Zambia, 
Zimbabwe, Namibia. Unless or until such review is completed, FWS cannot lawfully issue any CITES 
import permits for leopard trophies. 
 
 

B. FWS Should Repeal the ESA Special Rule for Leopards 
 
In addition to taking the above action regarding CITES import permits, FWS must also take immediate 
action to apply the enhancement standard to leopard trophy imports. As discussed above, FWS committed 
in 1982 to not issue leopard trophy import permits unless the enhancement standard was met. See 47 Fed. 
Reg. at 4205 (import permit for leopard trophies will only be issued if “it is determined that the country of 
origin for the trophy has a management program for the leopard, and can show that its populations can 
sustain a sport hunting harvest, and that sport hunting enhances the survival of the species”) (emphasis 
added). The Service has completely abdicated this duty, primarily through the adoption of a special rule 
that waives the requirement for ESA permits for leopard trophy imports. 50 C.F.R. § 17.40(f). In order to 
require ESA permits for all otherwise prohibited activities, consistent with 50 C.F.R. § 17.31(a), the 
Service should rescind this special rule. 
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As an initial matter, the Service only has authority under the ESA to issue special rules that are 
“necessary and advisable to provide for the conservation of such species.” 16 U.S.C. § 1533(d). Special 
rules must be designed and implemented to actually promote the conservation of the Threatened species. 
See Sierra Club v. Clark, 755 F.2d 608 (8th Cir. 1985); 16 U.S.C. § 1531(b) (the primary purpose of the 
ESA is to “provide a program for the conservation of such endangered species”); 16 U.S.C. § 1532(3) (the 
term “conservation” means “to use…all methods and procedures which are necessary to bring any 
endangered species or threatened species to the point at which the measures provided pursuant to this 
chapter are no longer necessary”). The current special rule – which allows American trophy hunters to 
exploit African leopards with little oversight, constituting a recognized threat to the species – is not 
necessary or advisable to provide for leopard conservation. Indeed, as demonstrated in this Petition, 
trophy hunting of leopards is poorly managed, unsustainable, and does not promote the conservation of 
Panthera pardus.   
 
Therefore, the Service must take action to apply the enhancement standard to leopard trophy imports, in 
addition to requiring compliance with CITES permitting standards. See, e.g.,  FWS, Ensuring the Future 
of the Black Rhino (Nov. 25, 2014), at http://www.fws.gov/news/blog/index.cfm/2014/11/25/Ensuring-
the-Future-of-the-Black-Rhino (acknowledging that the ESA enhancement standard is more stringent than 
the CITES non-detriment standard and that these rhino import permits will only be issued if the Service 
finds “that the rhino is taken as part of a well-managed conservation program that contributes to the long-
term survival of the species”). 
 
Rescinding the leopard special rule – the only purpose of which is to waive the ESA permitting 
requirements for trophy imports – would achieve this goal.  Such action would be consistent with the 
Service’s recent action to reign in the unfettered imports of African elephant and lion trophies. See 50 
C.F.R. § 17.40(e) (“African elephant sport-hunted trophies may be imported into the United States 
provided: (A) The trophy was legally taken in an African elephant range country that declared an ivory 
export quota to the CITES Secretariat for the year in which the trophy animal was killed; (B) A 
determination is made that the killing of the trophy animal will enhance the survival of the species and the 
trophy is accompanied by a threatened species permit issued under § 17.32; (C) The trophy is legibly 
marked in accordance with 50 CFR part 23; (D) The requirements in 50 CFR parts 13, 14, and 23 have 
been met; and (E) No more than two African elephant sport-hunted trophies are imported by any hunter in 
a calendar year.”); 50 C.F.R. § 17.40(r)(2) (“The import exemption found in § 17.8 for threatened wildlife 
listed in Appendix II of the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and 
Flora (CITES) does not apply to this subspecies. A threatened species import permit under § 17.32 is 
required for the importation of all specimens of Panthera leo melanochaita.”). See also Safari Club Int’l 
v. Jewell, 76 F.Supp.3d 198 (D.D.C.2014) (upholding the Service’s non-detriment advice memorandum 
and enhancement memorandum finding that elephant trophy imports from Tanzania are unsustainable); 
80 Fed. Reg. 79999 (Dec. 23, 2015) (FWS committing to review African lion range state management 
plans prior to issuing any ESA import permits for lion trophies).   
 
Moreover, because the trophy hunting industry has been on notice since 1982 that the import of leopard 
trophies must meet the enhancement standard before being authorized, the Service could issue a 
Director’s Order to reiterate that the commitment made in the 1982 rule remains in force. Such order 
would be consistent with recent action that the Director took to prohibit FWS from issuing ESA or CITES 

http://www.fws.gov/news/blog/index.cfm/2014/11/25/Ensuring-the-Future-of-the-Black-Rhino
http://www.fws.gov/news/blog/index.cfm/2014/11/25/Ensuring-the-Future-of-the-Black-Rhino
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trophy import permits for any species to individuals who previously violated federal wildlife law, and 
directing FWS to “consider all relevant facts or information available” when determining whether to issue 
a permit.108 It would also be consistent with the Director’s order to strengthen enforcement of existing 
laws pertaining to the trade in ivory (including ivory obtained through trophy hunting), making clear that 
the burden of proof is on the importer “to definitively show” that the importation of elephant tusks is ESA 
compliant.109 
 
Thus, while the Service considers this Petition to reclassify all Panthera pardus as Endangered, it must 
take swift action to bring its existing regulations and practice into compliance with the ESA by rescinding 
the special rule for leopards, applying the enhancement standard to any applications for leopard trophy 
imports, and updating the non-detriment advice memoranda for any country that authorizes leopard 
trophy hunting. See Declaration of Dr. Jane Goodall, ¶ 9-12; Declaration of Dereck Joubert, ¶ 19 (“The 
effort to protect leopards from extinction is vital – we no longer have the luxury of time to use or abuse 
these big cats for our own desires. Poaching of leopards – primarily for the fur trade – continues at 
unsustainable rates, and the African leopard is under immense threats from habitat loss and human 
conflict. To allow the trophy hunting of leopards for recreational purposes to continue unchecked is 
scientifically and ethically unjustified.”). 
 
 
VI. Conclusion 
 
This Petition presents substantial scientific and commercial information indicating that the petitioned 
action – listing all Panthera pardus as Endangered – may be warranted. See 50 C.F.R. § 424.14(b).  
Therefore, Petitioners expect that the Service will promptly issue a positive 90-day finding on this 
Petition. 16 U.S.C. § 1533(b)(3). Further, because the Service has never reviewed the 1982 listing for 
Panthera pardus, the Service must immediately initiate a status review of the African leopard to bring 
that listing into compliance with the Endangered Species Act. Id. at § 1533(c)(2). 
 
Not only must the Service reevaluate this listing to ensure it is based on the best available science, but it 
must take immediate action to restrict the import of African leopard trophies by requiring Endangered 
Species Act permits, applying the enhancement standard to each proposed import of leopard parts, and 
reevaluating its CITES non-detriment advice for African leopard range states. Indeed, a recent 
Congressional report specifically directs the Service to “rescind regulations that allow trophy imports to 
meet lesser conservation standards and require enhancement findings and import permits for all trophies 
of listed species.”110 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
108 See FWS, Director’s Order No. 212 § 3 (Dec. 9, 2015), available at http://www.fws.gov/policy/do212.pdf.  
109 See FWS, Director’s Order No. 210 § 2 (Feb. 25, 2014), available at http://www.fws.gov/policy/do210.pdf.  
110 Representative Raul M. Grijalva, Missing the Mark: African Trophy Hunting Fails to Show Consistent 
Conservation Benefits” (June 13, 2016), available at http://democrats-
naturalresources.house.gov/imo/media/doc/Missing%20the%20Mark.pdf.  

http://www.fws.gov/policy/do212.pdf
http://www.fws.gov/policy/do210.pdf
http://democrats-naturalresources.house.gov/imo/media/doc/Missing%20the%20Mark.pdf
http://democrats-naturalresources.house.gov/imo/media/doc/Missing%20the%20Mark.pdf
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Declaration of Jane Goodall, Ph.D., DBE 
Founder, the Jane Goodall Institute & UN Messenger of Peace 

  

England  )  
   ) 
County of Dorset ) 
 

 I, Jane Goodall, hereby declare as follows: 

1.  I reside in Bournemouth, England.   

2.  I received my Ph.D. in ethology from Cambridge University in 1965 and I have received over 
45 honorary degrees from universities around the world.  I have held several academic 
appointments, including serving as a professor at Stanford University, University of Southern 
California, Cornell University (Andrew D. White Professor at Large), and the University of Dar 
Es Salaam, and I routinely lecture on the topics of primatology, ethology, and conservation.  I 
began studying the behavior of wild chimpanzees in what is now known as Gombe National 
Park, Tanzania, in 1960.  I have written 15 books, plus 16 children’s books, many of them 
drawing upon my knowledge of African wildlife and conservation efforts, and have co-authored 
more than 86 research papers that have been published in peer-reviewed scientific journals.  I am 
a United Nations Messenger of Peace and I currently serve in an advisory capacity in more than 
100 organizations, including the Wildlife Conservation Society, the Cougar Fund and other 
groups that work on big cat conservation. A copy of my curriculum vitae is attached hereto.   

3.  In 1977, I founded the Jane Goodall Institute (JGI), which supports community-centered 
conservation in areas of East Africa and the Congo Basin. For example, JGI is working with 54 
villages in western Tanzania to promote environmentally friendly agricultural practices, improve 
education, build efficient stoves to reduce demand for timber, and raise local incomes in order to 
mitigate deforestation and habitat loss for chimpanzees.  JGI has also protected hundreds of 
thousands of acres of land in Tanzania, Uganda and Democratic Republic of Congo in which 
local communities have been empowered with technology to report activities that relate to 
habitat destruction and poaching. 

4.  The study of the Gombe chimpanzees is one of the two longest running studies of any wild 
animal species – now 56 years long – and my colleagues and I have made significant discoveries 
regarding the behavior of chimpanzees in Gombe, including the use and manufacture of tools, 
hunting and meat sharing, food preferences, ranging patterns, mother-offspring and sibling 
relationships, communication patterns, reproductive behavior, social dominance, personality 
differences, intercommunity “war” and the cultural traditions of a chimpanzee community.  
While conducting field work at Gombe, I have seen leopards on multiple occasions. 



5.  Based on my personal knowledge of African wildlife and for the following reasons, I support 
this administrative petition to extend the full protections of the Endangered Species Act to 
African leopards and to immediately increase scrutiny of leopard trophy imports into the U.S.   

6. I have observed a significant decline in the presence of leopards in Gombe and other locations 
in Africa I have visited for decades. Leopards are extremely elusive and although I did not 
frequently see them when I first arrived at Gombe, it was apparent through their prints, scat, and 
sound that leopards were commonly there. Several months after I began tracking the 
chimpanzees, I experienced my first siting of a leopard, a male who passed only a few yards 
away from me through the long grass. In the 1960s and 1970s, two leopards routinely ranged 
through the Kakombe valley in Gombe and Gombe rangers would see leopards on the beach of 
Lake Tanganyika at night. One actually sometimes visited my camp at night. But today Gombe, 
Tanzania’s smallest national park, is increasingly pressured by human encroachment and it has 
been some years since there was any verified observation of any leopard.  

7. At multiple other field sites where researchers study chimpanzees – such as Tai National Park 
in Cote d’Ivoire, the Bili-Uele Forest in Democratic Republic of Congo, and Mahale Mountains 
National Park in Tanzania – there have been documented instances of chimpanzee and leopard 
interactions. Chimpanzees sometimes appear to demonstrate fear of leopards and even behave 
more altruistically in the presence of leopards (suggesting that leopards may predate on 
chimpanzees, a theory supported by a 2012 study that discovered a chimpanzee patella and 
phalanges in leopard scat), but there have also been documented instances of chimpanzees 
antagonizing leopards (including evidence of chimpanzees killing leopard cubs and one incident 
of chimpanzees eating an adult leopard). There are also examples of baboons on the Serengeti 
forcing leopards to take refuge in a tree, and reports from Ruaha National Park of leopards 
preying on baboons. This fascinating behavior is increasingly difficult to observe, due to the 
decline in the leopard’s population and range. 

8.  It is absolutely clear that leopards – like most wildlife in Africa – are at greater risk of 
extinction today than they were in 1982 when the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service listed southern 
African leopards as Threatened.  In the nearly six decades during which I have learned a great 
deal about wildlife in Tanzania and other African countries, the human population has more than 
doubled, resulting in rapidly vanishing wildlife habitat, wiping out forests and grasslands 
essential to sustain leopards and their prey. Large mammals – like leopards and chimpanzees – 
play essential roles in their ecosystems, and in order to preserve these magnificent animals in 
perpetuity it will require all nations to exercise their full power to promote the conservation of 
imperiled species. 

9. Given the precipitous decline of African leopards in recent decades, and because the threats to 
the continued existence of Panthera pardus and its habitat are significant, the United States must 
ensure that it is not contributing to the imperilment of this species and do all it can to promote 
the conservation of leopards in Africa. Thus, it is completely unacceptable that American trophy 



hunters continue to import hundreds of leopard trophies per year, apparently for recreational 
purposes. 

10. Trophy hunters target large males in their prime – those who carry the genes likely to result 
in the perpetuation of strength and magnificence, splendid individuals whose decapitated heads 
disfigure the walls of countless wealthy homes. Trophy hunters routinely boast about the animals 
they have killed, posting photographs of their smiling faces hovering over the lifeless bodies of 
their conquests, even though the prey (which may be drugged or baited) is often shot with a high 
powered rifle from a safe distance. Trophy hunters sometimes defend this malicious slaughter by 
claiming that the money they pay for the pleasure of killing is what enables impoverished 
countries to pay for conservation of wildlife, but this argument has many flaws.  

11. The money paid to hunt a leopard or other trophy animal is often counted as profit by a 
hunting outfitter and does not usually end up in a conservation program. And as the founder of 
an organization that has worked for decades on community-based conservation in Africa, I can 
say confidently that putting a bounty on the heads of individual animals is counter-productive to 
promoting their protection. Indeed, normalizing the recreational killing of a species promotes 
poaching of the species for commercial purposes. On the whole, trophy hunting is having a 
negative impact on populations of imperiled species, including leopards, which are subject to 
unsustainable quotas across their African range. Conservation programs are only as effective as 
the governmental organizations responsible for managing them, and the countries where the most 
trophy hunting occurs have high levels of corruption. 

12. In my expert opinion, leopards across their African range are in danger of extinction and the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service should strictly regulate the import of hunting trophies and other 
leopard parts in order to not continue to contribute to the decline of this endangered species. 

 

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United 
States of America that the foregoing is, in my professional opinion, true and correct. 

 

       

        Dr. Jane Goodall 

 

Executed on the 20th day of July, 2016   
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2011 Maimonides University, Buenos Aires, Argentina 

2012 National Tsing Hua University, Taiwan 

2012 Goldsmiths, University of London, UK 

2013 University of St. Andrews, Scotland, UK 

2013 Trinity College, Dublin, Ireland 

2013 St. Ignatius of Loyola University, Peru  

2014 University of South Australia, Adelaide, Australia 

2016 University of Redlands, Redlands, CA 
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Awards  

1963 and 1964 Franklin Burr Award for Contribution to Science, National Geographic 
Society, USA 

1970 Stott Science Award, Cambridge University, UK 

1974 Gold Medal for Conservation, San Diego Zoological Society, USA 

1974 Conservation Award, Women's Branch of the New York Zoological Society, USA 

1974 Bradford Washburn Award, Boston Museum of Science (with Hugo van Lawick), 
USA 

1980 Order of the Golden Ark, World Wildlife Award for Conservation, presented by 
HRH Prince Bernhard of the Netherlands, Netherlands 

1984 J. Paul Getty Wildlife Conservation Prize, Tanzania 

1985 Living Legacy Award, the Women’s International Center, USA 

1987 The Albert Schweitzer Award of the Animal Welfare Institute, USA 

1987 National Alliance for Animals Award 

1987 E. Mendel Medaille from the Deutsche Akademie der Naturforscher Leopoldina, 
East Germany 

1987 Golden Plate Award, Academy of Achievement, USA 

1988 Centennial Award, National Geographic Society, USA 

1988 Joseph Wood Krutch Medal, the Humane Society of the United States, USA 

1988 Award for Humane Excellence, American Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to 
Animals, USA 

1989 Encyclopedia Britannica Award for Excellence on the Dissemination of Learning 
for the Benefit of Mankind, USA 

1989 Anthropologist of the Year Award 

1990 The Anthropology in Media Award, American Anthropological Association, USA 

1990 Whooping Crane Conservation Award, Conoco, Inc., USA 
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1990 Gold Medal of the Society of Women Geographers, USA 

1990 Washoe Award 

1990 The Kyoto Prize in Basic Science, Japan 

1991 The Edinburgh Medal, UK 

1993 Rainforest Alliance Lifetime Achievement Award, USA 

1994 Chester Zoo Diamond Jubilee Medal, UK 

1995 Commander of the British Empire, presented by Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth II, 
UK 

1995 The National Geographic Society Hubbard Medal for Distinction in Exploration, 
Discovery, and Research, USA 

1995 Lifetime Achievement Award, In Defense of Animals, USA 

1995 The Moody Gardens Environmental Award, USA 

1995 Honorary Wardenship of Uganda National Parks, Uganda 

1996 The Zoological Society of London Silver Medal, UK 

1996 The Tanzanian Kilimanjaro Medal, Tanzania 

1996 The Primate Society of Great Britain Conservation Award, UK 

1996 The Caring Institute Award, USA 

1996 The Polar Bear Award, National Alliance for Animals 

1996 William Proctor Prize for Scientific Achievement, Sigma Xi, USA 

1997 Tyler Prize for Environmental Achievement, USA 

1997 David S. Ingalls, Jr. Award for Excellence 

1997 Common Wealth Award for Public Service, USA 

1997 The Field Museum's Award of Merit 

1997 Royal Geographical Society / Discovery Channel Europe Award for A Lifetime of 
Discovery 



Last Updated: June 9, 2016  Page 12 of 27 
 

1997 Global 500 Roll of Honour Award, UNEP, Seoul, Korea 

1998 Disney's Animal Kingdom Eco Hero Award, USA 

1998 National Science Board Public Service Award, USA 

1998 The Orion Society’s John Hay Award, USA 

1999 International Peace Award, Community of Christ, USA 

1999 Botanical Research Institute of Texas International Award of Excellence in 
Conservation, USA 

2000 Reorganized Church of the Latter Day Saints International Peace Award, USA 

2001 Graham J. Norton Award for Achievement in Increasing Community Liability 

2001 Rungius Award of the National Museum of Wildlife Art, USA 

2001 Master Peace Award  

2001 Gandhi/King Award for Non-Violence, USA 

2002 The Huxley Memorial Medal, Royal Anthropological Institute of Great Britain and 
Ireland 

2002 United Nations Messenger of Peace Appointment, USA 

2003 Benjamin Franklin Medal in Life Science, USA 

2003 Harvard Medical School's Center for Health and the Global Environmental Citizen 
Award, USA 

2003 Prince of Asturias Award for Technical and Scientific Achievement, Spain 

2003 Chicago Academy of Sciences’ Honorary Environmental Leader Award, USA 

2003 Commonwealth Club Centennial Medallion Award  

2004 Dame of the British Empire, presented by HRH Prince Charles, UK 

2004 Teachers College Columbia University Medal for Distinguished Service to 
Education, USA 

2004 Nierenberg Prize for Science in the Public Interest, USA 
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2004 Will Rogers Spirit Award, the Rotary Club of Will Rogers and Will Rogers 
Memorial Museums 

2004 Lifetime Achievement Award, the International Fund for Animal Welfare (IFAW), 
USA 

2004 Polar Star Award, Paris, France 

2004 Save Our Species Award, Santa Barbara, Calif., USA 

2004 Time Magazine European Heroes Award 

2004 Extraordinary Service to Humanity Award, The Bear Search and Rescue 
Foundation, USA 

2004 Medal for Distinguished Service to Education, Teachers College, Columbia 
University, N.Y., USA 

2005 Lifetime Achievement Award, Jackson Hole Wildlife Film Festival, USA 

2005 Siemens Academy of Life Award, Austria  

2005 Westminster College President’s Medal, Salt Lake City, Utah, USA 

2005 National Organization for Women’s Intrepid Award, USA 

2005 Honorary Conservation Award, University of Iowa, USA 

2005 Discovery and Imagination Stage Award, USA 

2005 Westminster College President's Medal for Exemplary Achievement, Utah, USA 

2005 Pax Natura Award, Utah, USA 

2005 Two Wings Award, Vienna, Austria 

2006 International Patron of the Immortal Chaplains Foundation, USA 

2006 UNESCO 60th Anniversary Golden Medal Award, Paris, France 

2006 French Legion of Honor, awarded by the President of France, Mr. Jacques Chirac, 
and presented by Prime Minister Dominique de Villepin 

2006 Lifetime Achievement Award, Jules Verne Adventures 

2006 Biophilia Award, Jazzpur Society, Windsor, Canada 
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2006 Genesis Award, Humane Society of the United States, USA 

2007 Lifetime Achievement Award, WINGS WorldQuest 

2007 Honorary Medal of the City of Paris, presented by Mr. Bertrand Delanoë, mayor of 
Paris, France 

2007 Roger Tory Peterson Memorial Medal, Harvard Museum of Natural History, USA 

2008 Presidential Medal for Global and Visionary Leadership, Montana State University, 
Bozeman, Mont., USA 

2008 Prix de la Fondation Prince Albert II de Monaco, presented to David Lefranc by 
Prince Albert II of Monaco 

2008 Prize for Sustainable Community Development, Weidemann Foundation, Calif., 
USA 

2008 State of Rhode Island and Providence Plantations Citation, R.I., USA 

2008 Eurogroup Award, Brussels, Belgium 

2008 Courage of Conscience Award, The Peace Abbey, Sherborn, Mass., USA 

2008 Environmental Education Award of Hebei University of Science and Technology, 
China 

2008 L.S.B Leakey Foundation Prize for Multidisciplinary Research on Ape and Human 
Evolution (Leakey Prize), USA 

2009 United States Department of the Interior, The Secretary’s Lifetime Achievement 
Award, presented by Mr. Ken Salazar, USA 

2009 Minerva Award, USA 

2010 Association of American Geographers Atlas Award, USA 

2010 International Golden Doves for Peace Award, Italy 

2010 Peace Hero, Kids for Peace, USA 

2010 BAMBI Award, Germany 

2010 NEA Award for Outstanding Service to Public Education, NEA Foundation, 
Washington, D.C., USA  
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2011 Order of Merit of the Italian Republic, Italy 

2011 Mayor’s Medallion, Lincoln, Neb., USA 

2011 Heart of Green Award for Lifetime Achievement, TheDailyGreen.com, USA 

2011 Focus magazine’s Greatest Personality of Planete Doc Film Festival, Poland 

2011 Honorary International Ranger Award, The Thin Green Line Foundation and 
International Ranger Federation, Australia 

2011 Inspirational International Award, The Inspiration Awards for Women, USA 

2011 Grand Officer of the Order of Merit of the Italian Republic, presented by the 
President of the Republic’s Counselor Magistrate Dr. Elio Berarducci 

2012 Lifetime Achievement Award, The Observer Ethical Awards, UK 

2012 Outstanding Harmony Award in Rio+20, World Harmony Foundation, Australia 

2012 Anne Marrow Lindberg Award for Living with Grace and Distinction, Huffington 
Center for Aging, USA 

2012 II Monito del Giardino international award, Italy  

2012 AARP Inspire Award, USA  

2013 Varner Vitality Lecture, Oakland University, Michigan, USA 

2013 WildCare Environmental Award, California, USA 

2013, Wyland Icon Award, USA 

2014 Better Malaysia Foundation (BMF) Person of the Year Award, Kuala Lumpur, 
Malaysia 

2014 Animal Defence and Anti-Vivisection Society, Person of the Year Award, British 
Columbia, Canada 

2014 Distinguished Lecturer, the University of Iowa Lecture Committee, Iowa, USA 

2014 Invercargill Vegan Society Award, Dunedin, New Zealand 

2014 BAUM Award, Germany 

2014 Look! World Achievement Award  
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2014 Green Prize Award, Santa Monica Public Library 

2014, Recognition of lifelong contributions to wildlife protection from MOTC, Taiwan  

2014, World Technology Network (WTN) Award for Use of Technology in Policy, New 
York, USA 

2014, President’s Medal from the British Academy, London, UK  

2014, Captain Planet Foundation Exemplar Award, Atlanta, GA USA 

2015, Asia Pacific Brand Foundation, The BrandLaureate Legendary Award, Malaysia  

2015, Premi Internacional Catalunya Prize, Catalonia, Spain   

2015, The Perfect World Foundation, Conservationist of the Year 2015, Stockholm, 
Sweden 

2015, the Orang Utan Republik Foundation, Pongo Environmental Award, Beverly Hills, 
CA USA 

Publications 

Books  

1967 My Friends the Wild Chimpanzees. Washington, D.C.: National Geographic 
Society 

1971 Innocent Killers (with H. van Lawick). Boston: Houghton Mifflin; London: Collins. 

1971 In the Shadow of Man. Boston: Houghton Mifflin; London: Collins.  
Published in 48 languages. 

1986 The Chimpanzees of Gombe: Patterns of Behavior. Boston: Bellknap Press of the 
Harvard University Press. Published also in Japanese and Russian. 

R.R. Hawkins Award for the Outstanding Technical, Scientific or Medical book of 1986, 
to Bellknap Press of Harvard University Press, Boston. 

The Wildlife Society (USA) Award for "Outstanding Publication in Wildlife Ecology and 
Management." 

1990 Through a Window: My Thirty Years with the Chimpanzees of Gombe. London: 
Weidenfeld & Nicolson; Boston: Houghton Mifflin. 
Translated into more than 15 languages. 
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1991 Penguin edition, UK. American Library Association "Best" list among Nine 
Notable Books (Nonfiction) for 1991. 

1993 Visions of Caliban (co-authored with Dale Peterson, Ph.D.). Boston: Houghton 
Mifflin. 
New York Times "Notable Book" for 1993. 
Library Journal "Best Sci-Tech Book" for 1993. 

1999 Brutal Kinship (with Michael Nichols). New York: Aperture Foundation. 

1999 Reason For Hope: A Spiritual Journey (with Phillip Berman). New York: Warner 
Books, Inc. Translated into more than 13 languages. 

1999 40 Years At Gombe. New York: Stewart, Tabori, and Chang. 

2000 Africa In My Blood (edited by Dale Peterson). New York: Houghton Mifflin 
Company. 

2001 Beyond Innocence: An Autobiography in Letters, The Later Years (edited by Dale 
Peterson). New York: Houghton Mifflin Company. 

2002 The Ten Trusts: What We Must Do To Care for the Animals We Love (with Marc 
Bekoff). San Francisco: Harper San Francisco. 

2005 Harvest for Hope: A Guide to Mindful Eating (with Gary McAvoy and Gail 
Hudson). New York: Warner Books. 

2009 Hope for Animals and Their World: How Endangered Species Are Being Rescued 
from the Brink (with Thane Maynard and Gail Hudson).  New York: Grand Central 
Publishing. 

2010 50 Years at Gombe. New York: Stewart, Tabori, and Chang. 

2014 Seeds of Hope: Wisdom and Wonder from the World of Plants (with Gail Hudson). 
New York: Grand Central Publishing. 

Children's Books 

1972 Grub: The Bush Baby (with H. van Lawick). Boston: Houghton Mifflin.  

1988 My Life with the Chimpanzees. New York: Byron Preiss Visual Publications, Inc. 
Translated into French, Japanese and Chinese. 
Parenting's Reading-Magic Award for "Outstanding Book for Children," 1989. 

1989 The Chimpanzee Family Book. Saxonville, MA: Picture Book Studio; Munich: 
Neugebauer Press; London: Picture Book Studio. 
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Translated into more than 15 languages, including Japanese and Kiswahili. 
The UNICEF Award for the best children's book of 1989. 
Austrian state prize for best children's book of 1990. 

1989 Jane Goodall's Animal World: Chimps. New York: Macmillan. 

1989 Animal Family Series: Chimpanzee Family; Lion Family; Elephant Family; Zebra 
Family; Giraffe Family; Baboon Family; Hyena Family; Wildebeest Family. Toronto: 
Madison Marketing Ltd. 

1994 With Love (illustrated by Alan Marks). New York / London: North-South Books. 
Translated into German, French, Italian, and Japanese. 

1999 Dr. White (illustrated by Julie Litty). New York: North-South Books.  

2000 The Eagle & the Wren (illustrated by Alexander Reichstein). New York: North-
South Books.  

2001 Chimpanzees I Love: Saving Their World and Ours. New York: Scholastic Press. 

2004 Rickie and Henri: A True Story (with Alan Marks) New York: Penguin Young 
Readers Group. 

2013 Dr. White (illustrated by Julie Litty) gift book size. Honk Kong: minedition  

2014 The Eagle & the Wren (illustrated by Alexander Reichstein) gift book size. Hong 
Kong: minedition 

2014 With Love (illustrated by Alan Marks) gift book size. Hong Kong: minedition 

2014 Jane Goodall The Chimpanzee Children of Gombe (with Michael Neugebauer). 
Hong Kong: minedition 

2015 Prayer for World Peace (with Michael Neugebauer). Hong Kong: minedition 

Films  

1963 Miss Goodall and the Wild Chimpanzees, National Geographic Society. 

1984 Among the Wild Chimpanzees, National Geographic Special. 

1988 People of the Forest, with Hugo van Lawick. 

1990 Chimpanzee Alert, in the Nature Watch Series, Central Television.  

1990 Chimps, So Like Us, HBO film nominated for 1990 Academy Award. 
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1990 The Life and Legend of Jane Goodall, National Geographic Society. 

1990 The Gombe Chimpanzees, Bavarian Television. 

1995 Fifi's Boys, for the Natural World series for the BBC. 

1995 My Life with the Wild Chimpanzees, National Geographic. 

Chimpanzee Diary for BBC2 Animal Zone. 

Animal Minds for BBC. 

1999 Jane Goodall: Reason For Hope, PBS special produced by KTCA. 

2001 Chimps R Us PBS special Scientific Frontiers. 

2002 Jane Goodall’s Wild Chimpanzees, in collaboration with Science North and Science 
Museum of Minnesota. 

2004 Jane Goodall's Return to Gombe, produced by Tigress Productions for Animal 
Planet/Discovery Communications. 

2004 Jane Goodall's State of the Great Ape, produced by Tigress Productions for Animal 
Planet/Discovery Communications. 

2005 Jane Goodall - When Animals Talk, produced by Tigress Productions for Animal 
Planet/Discovery Communications. 

2006 Jane Goodall's Heroes, produced by Creative Differences for Animal 
Planet/Discovery Communications. 

2007 Almost Human, produced by Creative Differences for Animal Planet/ Discovery 
Communications 

2010 Jane’s Journey, produced by Animal Planet, CC Medien, NEOS Film and Sphinx 
Media 

2014 Jane and Payne, produced by Boy Olmi and LSD Live (Dylan Williams) 

2015 Racing Extinction, produced by Discovery and directed by Louie Psihoyos  

2016 Time to Choose, directed by Charles Ferguson 
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Articles  

1962 Nest building in a group of free-ranging chimpanzees. Ann. N.Y. Acad. Sci. 102: 
455-467. 

1963 Feeding behaviour of wild chimpanzees: a preliminary report. Symp. Zool. Soc. 
Lond. 10: 39-48. 

1963 My life with the wild chimpanzees. National Geographic 124 (2):272-308. 

1964 Tool-using and aimed throwing in a community of free-living chimpanzees. Nature. 
201: 1264-1266. 

1965 Chimpanzees of the Gombe Stream Reserve. In: I. DeVore (Ed). Primate 
Behaviour. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston. 

1965 New discoveries among Africa's chimpanzees. National Geographic 128 (6): 802-
831. 

1965 Infancy, childhood and adolescence in a group of wild chimpanzees. Proc. Roy. 
Inst. Lond.  

1966 (with H. van Lawick). Use of tools by the Egyptian Vulture, Neophron 
porenoptemus. Nature. 212: 1468-1469. 

1967 Mother-offspring relationships in chimpanzees. In: D. Morris (Ed). Primate 
Ethology. London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson. pp. 287-345. 

1967 (with H. van Lawick). Tool-using bird, the Egyptian Vulture. National Geographic 
133 (5): 631-651. 

1968 Behaviour of free-living chimpanzees of the Gombe Stream Area. In: J.M. Cullen 
and C.G. Beer (Eds). Anim. Behav. Monog. Vol. 1, Part 3. London: Bailliere, Tindall, 
and Casell. pp. 165-311. 

1968 Expressive movements and communication in free-ranging chimpanzees: a 
preliminary report. In: P. Jay (Ed). Primates: Studies in Adaptation and Variability. New 
York: Hold, Rinehart and Winston. pp. 313-374. 

1969 Some aspects of reproductive behaviour in free-living chimpanzees. Journ. Reprod. 
Fert. 

1970 Some aspects of mother-infant behaviour in wild chimpanzees. In: R. Schaffer (Ed). 
Determinants of Infant Behaviour. New York: John Wiley and Sons. 

1970 The scratching rocks clan. Animals. 13: 401-407. 
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1970 Tool-using in Primates and other Vertebrates. In: D.S. Lehrman, R.A. Hinde, and E. 
Shaw (Eds). Advances in the Study of Behaviour, Vol. 3. New York and London: 
Academic Press. pp. 195-249. 

1971 Some aspects of aggressive behaviour in a group of free-living chimpanzees. Int. 
Soc. Sci. Journ. 23 (1): 89-97. 

1973 Baboons too use tools. Science News 103: 71-72. 

1973 The behaviour of chimpanzees in their natural habitat. Am. J. Psychiatry. 130 (1): 
1-12. 

1973 (with H. van Lawick and C. Packer). Use of objects as tools in free-living baboons 
in the Gombe National Park, Tanzania. Nature 24: 212-213. 

1973 Cultural elements in a chimpanzee community. In: W.W. Menzel (Ed). Precultural 
Primate Behaviour, Vol I. Karger: Fourth IPV Symposium Proceedings. 

1975 Chimpanzees of Gombe National Park: 13 years of research. In: I. Eibesfeldt (Ed). 
Hominisation und Verhalten. Stuttgart: Gustav Fischer Verlag. pp. 74-136. 

1975 The chimpanzee: a model for the behaviour of early man? In: V. Goodall (Ed). 
Quest for Man. London: Pall Mall Press. pp. 130-169. 

1975 On the contribution of chimpanzee studies to understanding human origins. In: S.L. 
Isaac (Ed). Perspectives on Human Evolution, Vol. 3: Essays on East Africa and Human 
Origins--a tribute to the life's work of the late Louis Leakey. 

1976 (with D.A. Hamburg). New evidence on the origins of human behaviour. In: D. 
Hamburg and K. Brodie (Eds). American Handbook of Psychiatry, Vol. 6, New Frontiers. 
New York: Basic Books. 

1976 Continuities between chimpanzee and human behaviour. In: G.L Isaac and E.R. 
McGown, (Eds). Human Origins: Louis Leakey and the East African Evidence 
California: W.J. Benjamin Inc. 

1976 (with D. Riss). Sleeping behaviour and associations in a group of captive 
chimpanzees. Folia Primatol. 25: 1-11. 

1977 Infant-killing and cannibalism in free-living chimpanzees. In: Folia Primatol. 28: 
59-282. 

1977 (with K. Morris). Competition for meat between chimpanzees and baboons of the 
Gombe National Park. Folia Primatol. 28: 109-121. 
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1977 (with D. Riss). The recent rise to the alpha rank in a population of free-living 
chimpanzees. Folia Primatol. 27: 134-151. 

1978 Chimp Killings: Is it the Man in them? Sci News 113: 276.  

1979 (with A. Bandora, E. Bergmann, C. Busse, H. Matama, E. Mpongo, A. Pierce, D. 
Riss). Inter-community interactions in the chimpanzee population of the Gombe National 
Park. In: D.A. Hamburg and E.R. McGown (Eds). The Great Apes. Menlo Park, 
California: Benjamin/Cummings. pp. 13-53. 

1979 Life and Death at Gombe. National Geographic 155 (5): 592-621. 

1980 (with J. Athumani). An observed birth in a free-living chimpanzee in Gombe 
National Park, Tanzania. Primates. 21 (4): 545-549. 

1982 Order without law. Journal of Social and Biological Structures 5: 353-360. 

1983 Population dynamics during a 15 year period in one community of free-living 
chimpanzees in the Gombe National Park, Tanzania. Zeitscherift fur Tierpsychologie 61: 
1-60. 

1983 (with T. Nishida, R.W. Wrangham, and S. Uehara.) Local differences in plant-
feeding habits of chimpanzees between the Mahale Mountains and Gombe National Park, 
Tanzania. J. Human Evol. 12: 467-480. 

1984 (with D.A. Collins, C.D. Busse and J. Goodall. 1984. Infanticide in two populations 
of Savanna Baboons. In: G. Hausfater and S.B. Hrdy (Eds). Infanticide: Comparative and 
Evolutionary Perspectives. New York: Aldine Publishing Company. pp. 193-216. 

1984 The nature of the mother-child bond and the influence of family on the social 
development of free-living chimpanzees. In: N. Kobayashi and T.B. Brazelton (Eds). The 
Growing Child in Family and Society. Tokyo: University of Tokyo Press. pp. 47-66. 

1985 Chapter. In: P.L. Berman (Ed). The Courage of Conviction. New York: Ballantine 
Books. 

1985 (with H. Kummer, H). Conditions of innovative behaviour in primates. Phil. Trans. 
R. Soc. Lond. 308: 205-214. 

1986 Mountain Warrior. Omni. May 1986, 132-143. 

1986 Social rejection, exclusion, and shunning among the Gombe chimpanzees. Special 
issue: Ostracism: A social and biological phenomenon. Eth. and Sociobiol. 17 (3-4): 227-
236. 
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1987 A Plea for the Chimps. The New York Sunday Times Magazine. May 17, 1987. pp. 
108-110. 

1987 A Plea for the Chimpanzees. Am. Sci. 75 (6): 574-577. 

1988 Ethical concerns in the use of animals as donors. Xenograft 25: Proceedings of the 
International Congress, Xenograft 25. Elsevier Science Publishers. pp. 335-349. 

1988 (with A. Prince, J. Moor-Jankowski, J. Eichberg, H. Schellekens, R. Mauler, and M. 
Girard) Chimpanzees and AIDS research. Nature. 333 (9): 513. 

1989 The Chimpanzee: Man's closest relative in danger. In: Kakakuona, the magazine of 
the Tanzania Wildlife Protection Fund. 1 (1): 5-9. 

1989 (with A. Prince, B. Brotman, H. Dienske, H. Schellekens, and J. Eichberg). 
Appropriate conditions for maintenance of chimpanzees in studies with blood-borne 
viruses: an epidemiologic and psychosocial perspective. J. Med. Primatol. 18: 27-42. 

1989 (with R.W. Wrangham). Chimpanzee use of medicinal leaves. In P. Heltne and L. 
Marquardt (Eds) Understanding Chimpanzees, pp. 22-37. Cambridge: Harvard 
University Press. 

1990 (with A.L. Zihlman, and M.E. Morbeck). Skeletal biology and individual life 
history of Gombe chimpanzees. J. Zool., London 221: 37-61. 

1990 Gombe: Highlights and Current Research. In: In: P.G. Heltne and L.A. Marquard 
(Eds). Understanding Chimpanzees. Boston: Harvard University Press. pp. 2-21. 

1990 ChimpanZoo. In: P.G. Heltne and L.A. Marquard (Eds). Understanding 
Chimpanzees. Boston: Harvard University Press. pp. 148-150. 

1990 Area Status Report: Tanzania. In: P.G. Heltne and L.A. Marquard (Eds). 
Understanding Chimpanzees. Boston: Harvard University Press. pp. 360-361. 

1990 Respect for Life. In: C. Fadiman (Ed). Living Philosophies. New York: Doubleday. 
pp. 81-88. 

1992 Psychosocial needs of laboratory chimpanzees. Proceedings of the Symposium on 
Biomedical Research on Primates. 

1993 Unusual violence surrounding the rise to alpha rank in the Gombe chimpanzee 
community. In: Proc. XIIIth Cong. IPS. 

1993 (with J. Wallis). Anogenetal swelling in pregnant chimpanzees of Gombe National 
Park. Am. J. Primatol. 31(2): 89-98. 



Last Updated: June 9, 2016  Page 24 of 27 
 

1994 (with P.A. Morin, J.J. Moore, R. Chakraborty, L. Jin, and D.S. Woodruff). Kin 
selection, social structure, gene flow and the evolution of chimpanzees. Science 265: 
1193-1201. 

1994 (with C.B. Stanford, Wallis, J., Matama, H.) Patterns of Predation by chimpanzees 
on red colobus monkeys in Gombe National Park, 1982-1991. American Journal of 
Physical Anthropology, 94 (2) 213-228. 

1994 (with C.B. Stanford, Wallis, J, Mpongo, E) Hunting decisions in wild chimpanzees. 
Behaviour, 131, 1-18. 

1995 (with C. Packer, D.A. Collins, and A. Sindimwo). Reproductive constraints on 
aggressive competition in female baboons. Nature 373: 60-63. 

1995 Why is it unethical to use chimpanzees in the laboratory? ATLA. 23: 615-620. 

1995 Chimpanzees and others at play. ReVision 17 (4): 14-20. 

1997 (with A. Pusey and J. Williams). The influence of dominance rank on the 
reproductive success of female chimpanzees. Science. 277: 828-831. 

1999 (with A. Whiten, McGew, W.C., Nishida, T., Reynolds, V., Sugiyama, Y. Tutin, 
C.E.G., Wrangham, R.W., Boesch, C.) Cultures in chimpanzees. Nature 399, 682-5. 

2001 (with Marc Bekoff). Primate Origins of Human Cognition and Behavior, edited by 
Tetsuro Matsuzawa. (Book review). Science. 411: 995-996. 

2001 (with Bekoff, M.). The view from Japan. Nature 411, 995-996. 

2001 (with Mario L. Santiago, Cynthia M. Rodenburg, Shadrack Kamenya et. al.) 
Noninvasive Detection and Molecular Identification at Simian Immunodeficiency Virus 
in Wild-living Chimpanzees. Nature.  

2001 (with A. Whiten, McGew, W.C., Nishida, T., Reynolds, V., Sugiyama, Y. Tutin, 
C.E.G., Wrangham, R.W., Boesch, C.) Charting cultural variation in chimpanzees. 
Behavior 138, 1489-1525. 

2001 (with Constable, J., Ashley, M., & Pusey, A.) Noninvasive paternity assignment in 
Gombe chimpanzees. Molecular. Ecology, 10:1279-1300. 

2001 (with Hill, K., Goodall, J, Pusey, A., Williams, J., Boesch, C., Boesch, H., & 
Wrangham, R.W.) Chimpanzee mortality in the wild. Journal of Human Evolution. 
40:437-450. 
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2002 (with RW Wrangham and D Pilbeam). Apes as time machines. In BMF Galdikas, 
N Briggs, LK Sheeran, GL Shapiro, and J Goodall eds, All Apes Great and Small 
Volume 1: Chimpanzees, Bonobos, and Gorillas. Plenum/Kluwer Publication 

2002 (with Anne Pusey, Shadrack Kamenya, Anthony Collins, Richard Wrangham, 
Beatrice H. Hahn et. al.) SIV cpz in Wild Chimpanzees. Science.  

2002 (with Lonsdorf, E. V.) Cultures in chimpanzees. Encyclopedia of Evolution. Oxford 
UK, Oxford University Press.  

2002 (with Santiago, M.L. Rodenburg, C.M., Kamenya, S., Bibollet-Ruche, F., Gao,F., 
Bailes, E., Meth, S., Soong, S-J., Kilby, J.M., Moldoveanu, Z., Fahey, B., Muller, M.N., 
Ayouba, A., Nerrienet, E., McClure, H.M., Heeny, J.L., Pusey, A.E., Collins, D.A., 
Boesch, C., Wrangham, R.W. Goodall, J. Sharp, P.M., Shaw, G.M. & Hahn, B.H.) 
SIVcpz in wild chimpanzees. Science 295:465. 

2002 (with Williams, J.M., Pusey, A.E., Carlis, J.V., & Farm, B.) Female competition 
and male territorial behaviour influence female chimpanzees’ ranging patterns. Animal 
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ANNEX B 



Declaration of Dereck Joubert 

 

Botswana  )  

   ) 

Okavango  ) 

 

 I, Dereck Joubert, hereby declare as follows: 

 

1.  I reside at Duba Plains camp, in the Okavango Delta in Botswana.   

 

2.  After my studies at University of Witwatersrand in Johannesburg, South Africa, I 

started work at the Chobe Lion Research Institute in Botswana researching and, later, 

filming big cats, for the major broadcasters of the world (e.g., BBC, National Geographic).  

 

3. During our 30 years with the National Geographic Society so far, my wife Beverly and I 

have made over 25 films for National Geographic that have garnered 9 Emmy Awards, a 

Peabody award, and other international recognition. I have also published 11 books, 

multiple scientific papers, and dozens of articles for National Geographic Magazine and 

other publications, focusing on the plight of wildlife in southern Africa.  

 

4. In 2006 Beverly and I were awarded the status of National Geographic Explorers in 

Residence, two of only 10 people that carry that title around the world.   

 

5. In 2009, we founded the Big Cats Initiative, a National Geographic program dedicated to 

the preservation of big cats (including leopards, lions, tigers, jaguars, and cheetahs) 

through education, conservation projects, and a worldwide awareness campaign. To date, 

the Big Cats Initiative has funded over 90 grants across more than 27 countries. Further, 

the Big Cats Initiative has supported research, including the most recent and most 

comprehensive study of leopard populations across their range. 

 

6. In 2011, I received a Presidential Order of Meritorious Service by the President of 

Botswana for my conservation efforts in Botswana. I am currently a member of the 

International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) African Lion Working Group.  

 

7. I am also the founder and CEO of Great Plains Conservation, a company that manages 

approximately 1,800,000 acres of land in Botswana and Kenya for conservation purposes. 

Through this effort I have converted large tracts of land that were formerly open to hunting 

to wildlife preserves that benefit surrounding communities and provide opportunities for 

low-impact eco-tourism. For example, the Selinda Reserve is a 350,000 acre private wildlife 

sanctuary in the northern part of Botswana that provides habitat for leopards and dozens of 

other species. Through this effort we increased the economic benefit to the nation of 

Botswana from that concession by 2,500% by switching from hunting to photographic 

tourism.  I also sit on the board of The Big Life Foundation in Kenya. 

 

7. I have made four films about leopards: “Eye of the Leopard,”  “The Unlikely Leopard,” 

“Living with Big Cats “ and “Big Cat Odyssey” all of which required Beverly and I to follow 

individual leopards on a daily basis for multiple years to capture natural leopard behavior. 

For example, for “Eye of the Leopard,” from 2003-2007 Beverly and I following a leopard 

cub – named Legadema – from eight days of age, a journey that exposed us to the often 



mysterious lives of leopards and gave us an insight into just how fragile and complex their 

societies are. Making these films – which involves hundreds of hours in the field, tracking 

leopards, highlighted the need to engage in policy decisions to protect the world’s remaining 

big cats. 

 

8. Based on my substantial experience in field biology and wildlife filmmaking, it is my 

expert opinion that leopards are in danger of extinction across their African and Asian 

range, and that governments must take all actions within their authority to promote the 

conservation of this species before it disappears. 

 

9. Because of the secretive and solitary nature of leopards, it is exceedingly difficult get an 

accurate census of leopards across the species’ African range. There were estimates of about 

700,000 leopards in Africa in the 1980s, but the most recent science states that such 

estimates were flawed. There is no reason to believe that the population trend for leopards 

is significantly different to those of other big cats in Africa, all of which indicate a 95% 

decline over the past 50 years. Our own findings coincide with that hypothesis and in many 

areas I have surveyed, in particular where there is hunting, leopard have declined 

significantly. Territories have been disrupted and breeding has been suppressed.  It is 

unlikely that there are more than 50,000 leopards in Africa today. Indeed, based on my 

experience over the last 30 years working with leopards, the population has significantly 

decreased in that time.  For example, in the Selinda and Kwando areas of Botswana where 

we estimated a home range of 12 sq km per leopard and studied 26 females, once trophy 

hunting increased, we reached a point where we saw no leopards in 5 years and heard none 

either. Overhunting is a huge threat to this species.  

 

10. Leopards are severely impacted by habitat loss and human encroachment, with the 

most recent data revealing that the African leopard has lost 48-67% of its historical range. I 

have actively worked to reduce those threats through protecting leopard habitat, educating 

surrounding communities on how to peacefully coexist with these predators, and 

implementing a program to reimburse local people for any loss of livestock caused by 

leopards, via our foundations and initiative (Great Plains Foundation, Big Cats Initiative 

and The Big Life Foundation.)  However, the habitat loss is often linked to over population 

of humans and a task best tackled at a different level of policy and leadership discussion. 

Hunting, however, is something we can actually do something about with rational 

legislation today.   

 

11. Despite their imperiled status, leopards continue to be targeted by trophy hunters, most 

of whom are American. I estimated that in the five years I followed Legadema, 10,000 

leopards were legally shot by trophy hunters, (according to issued CITES permits) in 

addition to the immense amount of leopard poaching during the same period. The African 

leopard simply cannot sustain losses of thousands or even hundreds of individuals per year 

– at this rate the subspecies could go to the very edge of extinction in 10-15 years. 

 

12. In my expert opinion, trophy hunting is a dire threat to the continued survival of the 

African leopard. My own observations across six hunting concessions in Botswana are 

consistent with this observation. Scientific papers (Palazy et al) on the relationship between 

lions and trophy hunters are also indicative of that basic fact that trophy hunting is the 

direct cause of cat population declines wherever it is carried out.  



13. In addition, the activity undermines conservation, fuels corruption at the local levels in 

particular and often higher up, and causes the loss of the healthiest animals in the 

populations, animals that are key for reproduction and social cohesion of those species. 

Leopards are no exception. A single young male has enormous obstacles to overcome to 

survive on his own, to learn how to hunt, to fight for territory and to earn the status to 

breed. But it is exactly these qualities that trophy hunting targets the young male for, and 

selects the finest breeders, and carriers of the best genetic qualities for the survival of the 

species. This selection process often condemns them to death before they can breed. In 

addition, the cubs of prime breeding males that are shot are left unprotected and 

vulnerable to incoming territorial males, whose first order of business is to kill cubs from 

other males. Each leopard that is shot as a trophy cannot be considered in isolation but as 

just the tip of the iceberg in a trickle down effect of destruction to the family and society of 

leopards he influences.  

 

14. Hunting is often cited as being a deterrent to poaching, but it was clearly demonstrated 

in Botswana, that the presence and occurrence of gunshots by legal hunters in an area only 

served to confuse anti poaching forces in their efforts to detect illegal hunters (poachers.) 

Once trophy hunting was stopped the wildlife authorities and the military (carrying out 

anti-poaching duties) were significantly more effective in finding and stopping poachers, to 

the degree where poaching in the border sections of Botswana went from ‘rampant’ to ‘zero’ 

over a six year period.     

 

15. As a revenue resource, not only has hunting been shown to contribute less than 0.27% 

to the GDP’s of African countries that still allow hunting today, it cannot co-exist with 

tourism for obvious reasons, so it actually erodes the potential for an alternative land use. 

The replacement of hunting, in particular of big cats, with tourism, however, is a very 

viable way to use the land more kindly. For example, before I acquired the Selinda 

concession in Botswana it was used almost exclusively for trophy hunting. On the first day 

of purchase I stopped all the hunting.  Since then I have seen a steady regrowth and benefit 

to the wildlife, both in terms of population recovery, and of course the attitude of wildlife 

towards humans (tourists). We have no attacks, no charges, animals don’t run in fear that 

we have been able to create a facility that is wild again but that allows people from around 

the world to see wildlife and become engaged with the life changing experiences that a 

safari in Africa can offer. We converted the concession into a Reserve and it now employs 20 

times the number of local staff, pays taxes, and delivers a benefit to the nation of over 

2,500% more that it was doing under the hunting regime, while providing food on a daily 

basis to many thousands of dependents of people we employ.   

 

16. Claims that trophy hunting promotes conservation through financial contributions are 

not supported, nor are the claims that hunting is the only land use that creates value in 

marginal wildlife areas. The Selinda Reserve is a classic example of what was once 

considered a marginal piece of land. The value of these animals is a combination of 

“intangible” and “real.” Who can quantify the impact on a young person, of seeing their first 

leopard in a tree in the wild, or the disappearance of any knowledge of a leopard to the 

Ingwe people of the Zulu nation, who take the leopard as their spiritual totem? For tourism, 

however, it is tangible. For example, I did a survey in Savuti in Botswana to calculate the 

value of one male lion trophy versus the value of that male lion as a living eco-tourism 

asset. At the time (in1995), the value of the dead lion was US$15,000, whereas its value 

alive was approximately US$2,000,000. A male leopard that may live 12 years in the wild is 



an enduring revenue stream, a single hunt of that leopard ends, not just its genetic lineage, 

but its earnings potential for conservation, forever.  Most trophy hunting operations, are 

owned by foreign interests and do not share money with local communities. Responsible 

eco-tourism – like that operated by Great Plains Conservation – shares the benefit with 

governments and local communities. For example, most hunting concessions can only 

service 12-15 hunters per year, whereas an eco-tourism operated concessions can service 

thousands with much less of an ecological impact. In each of our concessions we pay over 

more than US$30,000 per year in leases and benefits.  

 

17. Because of our income from tourism and because of our influence on our guests, many of 

whom come specifically to see leopards, we have been able to solicit support in being able to 

rescue and move 100 rhinos from the highest poaching areas in South Africa to the 

protection in Botswana. This is an added and often hidden benefit of protecting the iconic 

cats of Africa: the extended holistic conservation ethic born from protection rather than 

selfish eradication.  

   

18. Trophy hunting is little more than a bloodlust and thrill of killing and has no longer any 

place in sound wildlife management, especially in association with declining and 

threatened species. Studies also show that we cannot rely on the hunting fraternity to make 

wise conservation decisions around threatened species and that, in fact, as species decline 

and become more threatened or even endangered, they become even more valuable and 

desired by hunters. We have to ask if we want to project to the next generation that the 

best way for us to interact with nature is via violent actions like this and if that will lead to 

more or less harmony in an already troubled world. 

 

19. The effort to protect leopards from extinction is vital – we no longer have the luxury of 

time to use or abuse these big cats for our own desires. Poaching of leopards – primarily for 

the fur trade – continues at unsustainable rates, and the African leopard is under immense 

threats from habitat loss and human conflict. To allow the trophy hunting of leopards for 

recreational purposes to continue unchecked is scientifically and ethically unjustified.  

 

20. In my opinion, leopards across their African range are in danger of extinction and the 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service should strictly regulate the import of hunting trophies and 

other leopard parts in order to not continue to contribute to the decline of this endangered 

species. 

 

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the 

United States of America that the foregoing is, in my professional opinion, true and correct. 

 

 

       

         
 

        Dereck Joubert 

 

Executed on 1st day of July, 2016.    



 

 

 

 

 

ANNEX C 



CITES Establishment of Leopard Export Quotas 1987-2013 

 

 
Source: https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/06/doc/E06-27.pdf, 1987. 

 
 
 

 
Source: https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/07/doc/E07-27.pdf, 1989. 

 
 

 
Source: https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/08/doc/E-20.pdf, 1992. 
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https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/08/doc/E-20.pdf
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Source: Proposal by Botswana, Malawi, Namibia, Zambia and Zimbabwe to transfer Panthera pardus from CITES Appendix I to Appendix II 
and to establish export quotas for eleven countries https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/08/prop/E08-Prop-EQ1_to_EQ5_Panthera.PDF, 

1992. The proposal was rejected by vote but the quotas approved.1 
 
 

 
Source: In session document, https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/08/E-In-session.pdf, 1992. 

 
 

 
Source: https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/09/E9-ComI.pdf, 1994. 

 
 

 
Source: https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/10/doc/E10-41to43.pdf, 1997 

 

                                                           
1 https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/08/E-Com-I.pdf  

https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/08/prop/E08-Prop-EQ1_to_EQ5_Panthera.PDF
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/08/E-In-session.pdf
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/09/E9-ComI.pdf
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/10/doc/E10-41to43.pdf
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/08/E-Com-I.pdf
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Source: https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/12/doc/E12-23-1-1.pdf, 2002. 

 
 

 
Source: https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/16/doc/E-CoP16-52.pdf 

 
 

 
Source: Resolution Conf. 10.14 (Rev. CoP16), https://cites.org/eng/res/10/10-14R16.php 

  

https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/12/doc/E12-23-1-1.pdf
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/16/doc/E-CoP16-52.pdf
https://cites.org/eng/res/10/10-14R16.php


 

 

 

 

 

ANNEX D 



4 

 

Information from the CITES Trade Database 

Table 1: International trade in leopards and their parts for all sources and all purposes. 
 

Term 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Totals 

bodies 7 0 9 10 22 19 24 24 9 11 135 
bone pieces 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

bones 0 1 2 299 8 12 41 16 13 13 405 
carvings 1 1 1 0 4 1 1 3 1 0 13 

claws 0 70 20 3 64 18 65 72 68 1 381 
cloth 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

derivatives 3,470 1,770 3,146 1,722 1,593 821 1,442 2 1 1 13,968 
feet 0 2 0 29 0 0 0 4 0 0 35 

garments 2 2 2 1 6 6 0 5 5 2 31 
hair 0 6 0 10 209 0 2 2 8 1 238 

hair products 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
leather products (L) 0 8 0 0 2 1 0 1 0 0 12 
leather products (S) 3 2 4 2 3 6 2 3 262 0 287 

live 37 44 45 42 48 75 79 68 68 44 550 
medicine 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 383 56 99 538 

plates 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 
shoes 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

skeletons 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 
skin pieces 9 1 1 65 10 2 2 17 8 4 119 

skins 72 162 61 74 233 234 353 466 228 45 1,928 
skulls 26 132 17 48 238 277 437 479 277 114 2,045 

specimens 132 108 119 262 361 445 324 1,421 143 1,037 4,352 
tails 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 10 12 
teeth 31 4 9 2 1 40 31 4 13 11 146 

trophies 1,229 1,126 1,060 1,279 1,400 990 769 985 722 651 10,211 
unspecified 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Grand Total: 5,023 3,439 4,500 3,852 4,202 2,949 3,573 3,957 1,882 2,044 35,421 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net imports” of Panthera pardus, all sources, all purposes, on 04/04/2016. 

 
Table 2: International trade in wild source leopards and their parts for all purposes. 

 

Term 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
bodies 6 0 7 10 21 19 19 20 9 10 121 
bones 0 1 0 259 6 12 41 16 13 13 361 

carvings 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
claws 0 66 18 0 62 12 63 72 67 0 360 

derivatives 521 246 154 4 20 20 50 0 0 0 1015 
feet 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 6 

garments 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 3 
hair 0 6 0 10 209 0 0 2 7 1 235 

leather 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
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Term 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
products 
(large) 
leather 

products 
(small) 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

live 5 5 5 2 7 2 13 11 9 2 61 
plates 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
shoes 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

skeletons 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 
skin pieces 4 0 0 2 4 1 1 12 1 3 28 

skins 46 148 36 46 210 222 345 442 214 34 1743 
skulls 25 128 16 47 235 270 437 477 276 112 2023 

specimens 132 108 119 257 18 442 291 1419 106 905 3797 
tails 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 10 11 
teeth 31 4 8 0 0 18 27 4 4 4 100 

trophies 1211 1098 1041 1255 1387 977 748 968 706 643 10034 
unspecified 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Grand Total 1984 1812 1406 1894 2181 1997 2036 3448 1413 1738 19909 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net imports” of Panthera pardus, wild sources, all purposes, on 03/23/2016. 
 

Table 3. Imports of wild source leopards and their parts for all purposes, by country. 
 

Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014  
leather 

products 
(small) 

 
AE 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

 

live 
 

AE 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
skins 

 
AE 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 5 0 0  

skulls 
 

AE 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 1  
trophies 

 
AE 4 6 6 2 1 4 7 1 3 1  

skins 
 

AR 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 1 0  
skulls 

 
AR 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 4 1  

trophies 
 

AR 1 4 7 1 8 2 4 10 5 4  
bodies 

 
AT 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

skins 
 

AT 7 14 15 0 3 4 4 3 4 0  
skulls 

 
AT 6 0 11 0 3 4 3 3 3 0  

teeth 
 

AT 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
trophies 

 
AT 17 27 15 22 21 11 12 18 15 14  

trophies 
 

AT 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  
hair 

 
AU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0  

leather 
products 
(small) 

 
AU 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 

skins 
 

AU 1 9 1 0 1 5 2 1 0 0  
skulls 

 
AU 0 0 0 0 0 4 2 1 0 0  

trophies 
 

AU 0 4 0 2 1 0 1 2 0 1  
skins 

 
BE 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 1 0 0  

skulls 
 

BE 0 0 0 0 2 3 0 1 0 0  
trophies 

 
BE 11 6 11 10 10 11 4 4 2 1  

skins 
 

BG 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0  
skulls 

 
BG 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0  

trophies 
 

BG 4 6 7 3 1 5 3 6 1 2  
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014  
trophies 

 
BH 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

feet 
 

BR 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
skins 

 
BR 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  

skulls 
 

BR 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0  
teeth 

 
BR 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

trophies 
 

BR 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 4  
skulls 

 
BS 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  

trophies 
 

BS 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0  
skins 

 
BW 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 0  

skulls 
 

BW 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 5 0  
trophies 

 
BW 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0  

bodies 
 

CA 0 0 0 7 9 0 6 4 1 5  
bones 

 
CA 0 1 0 2 2 0 2 0 0 0  

skin pieces 
 

CA 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  
skins 

 
CA 15 24 0 18 33 10 10 12 3 3  

skulls 
 

CA 8 19 0 30 39 12 15 11 4 5  
skulls 

 
CA 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  

trophies 
 

CA 19 17 3 15 17 22 9 11 10 15  
CA total   42 61 3 72 101 44 43 38 18 28 450 

skins 
 

CG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2  
bodies 

 
CH 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  

claws 
 

CH 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 0 0 0  
hair 

 
CH 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

skins 
 

CH 1 0 2 1 2 1 4 4 1 0  
skulls 

 
CH 1 0 0 1 3 1 4 4 1 0  

specimens ml CH 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
specimens 

 
CH 0 100 46 25 0 0 0 27 6 3  

teeth 
 

CH 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 0  
trophies 

 
CH 10 2 10 4 6 0 21 3 7 5  

skulls 
 

CL 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  
trophies 

 
CL 4 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 3 0  

bodies 
 

CN 1 0 1 0 0 1 2 2 1 0  
skins 

 
CN 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0  

skulls 
 

CN 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
specimens g CN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 36  
specimens 

 
CN 5 0 0 1 1 5 0 0 0 1  

trophies 
 

CN 3 1 1 2 1 6 0 2 2 0  
skulls 

 
CO 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0  

trophies 
 

CO 0 1 0 0 1 5 0 1 0 1  
skins 

 
CR 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

trophies 
 

CR 1 3 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 0  
trophies 

 
CS 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  

live 
 

CU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6 0  
bodies 

 
CZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0  

skins 
 

CZ 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 3 4 0  
skulls 

 
CZ 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 3 4 0  

trophies 
 

CZ 9 7 2 5 4 4 7 7 7 3  
bodies 

 
DE 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 

bones 
 

DE 0 0 0 257 2 0 0 2 0 3  
claws 

 
DE 0 0 0 0 18 0 0 0 0 0  

skin pieces 
 

DE 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  
skins 

 
DE 1 0 7 0 5 3 14 15 8 0 53 
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014  
skulls 

 
DE 0 0 0 0 5 1 13 19 8 0  

specimens ml DE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 0 0  
specimens 

 
DE 126 0 53 44 1 100 5 1233 0 901  

teeth 
 

DE 31 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
trophies 

 
DE 66 65 42 38 67 37 32 51 38 36 472 

DE Total   224 65 102 340 100 142 64 1380 54 940 3411 
bodies 

 
DK 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 2 0  

bones 
 

DK 0 0 0 0 0 2 4 0 0 0  
derivatives 

 
DK 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

skins 
 

DK 0 0 0 2 0 2 5 1 2 1  
skulls 

 
DK 0 1 0 1 2 4 8 1 2 2  

teeth 
 

DK 0 0 0 0 0 0 27 0 0 0  
trophies 

 
DK 7 10 11 11 24 23 45 6 3 6  

trophies 
 

EC 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  
skins 

 
EE 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

skulls 
 

EE 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
trophies 

 
EE 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1  

trophies 
 

EG 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
bodies 

 
ES 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 3 

skeletons 
 

ES 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 
skins 

 
ES 0 3 0 0 19 27 32 12 7 1 6 

skulls 
 

ES 0 4 1 0 20 28 38 14 8 3  
trophies 

 
ES 90 91 100 76 72 54 40 29 28 22 602 

ES Total   90 98 101 76 111 111 111 56 43 26 823 
skins 

 
FI 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0  

skulls 
 

FI 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 1 0  
trophies 

 
FI 6 5 3 3 24 6 5 5 2 5  

bodies 
 

FR 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 
carvings 

 
FR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.33 0 0 

hair kg FR 0.486 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
skeletons 

 
FR 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

skins 
 

FR 4 1 1 0 29 26 19 23 11 3 117 
skulls 

 
FR 1 1 0 0 30 29 18 26 17 9 131 

tails 
 

FR 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
teeth g FR 65 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

trophies kg FR 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
trophies 

 
FR 191 73 64 186 110 97 43 91 45 35 935 

FR Total             1188 
bodies 

 
GB 0 0 0 0 4 3 1 2 4 0  

claws 
 

GB 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0  
derivatives 

 
GB 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 0 0 0  

garments 
 

GB 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  
hair 

 
GB 0 0 0 0 209 0 0 0 0 0  

skin pieces 
 

GB 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0  
skins 

 
GB 0 3 0 8 9 4 9 5 5 0  

skulls 
 

GB 0 2 0 3 8 7 9 9 4 1  
specimens 

 
GB 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 0  

trophies 
 

GB 6 6 7 12 6 6 4 7 3 7  
live 

 
GM 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0  

bodies 
 

HK 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
leather 

products 
(small) 

 
HK 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014  
skins 

 
HK 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  

skulls 
 

HK 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  
skins 

 
HN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  

skulls 
 

HN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  
trophies 

 
HR 6 3 3 3 4 1 1 0 0 1  

skins 
 

HU 0 0 0 0 8 0 3 2 5 0  
skulls 

 
HU 0 0 0 0 8 0 3 2 5 1  

trophies 
 

HU 0 0 6 11 21 11 12 16 13 11  
trophies 

 
ID 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  

trophies 
 

IE 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
specimens ml IL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.5 0  
specimens 

 
IL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  

bodies 
 

IS 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
skins 

 
IS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1  

skulls 
 

IS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1  
trophies 

 
IS 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 1 1 0  

bodies 
 

IT 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  
bones 

 
IT 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0  

skins kg IT 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  
skins 

 
IT 0 0 0 0 5 5 4 3 2 0  

skulls kg IT 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  
skulls 

 
IT 0 0 0 0 6 6 10 5 7 1  

trophies 
 

IT 20 12 15 18 23 18 22 19 15 7  
skins 

 
JM 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0  

skulls 
 

JM 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0  
trophies 

 
JM 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

live 
 

JO 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  
skins 

 
JO 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  

hair kg JP 0 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0  
specimens g JP 0 300 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
specimens kg JP 0 0.3 0 0 0 15 0 0 0 0  
specimens 

 
JP 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

skins 
 

KE 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  
specimens 

 
KE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  

bodies 
 

KR 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  
live 

 
KR 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  

bodies 
 

KW 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  
specimens 

 
KW 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

trophies 
 

KW 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  
live 

 
KZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0  

bodies 
 

LB 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  
skins 

 
LB 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  

skulls 
 

LB 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0  
trophies 

 
LB 1 0 1 2 1 2 4 0 1 0  

trophies 
 

LI 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
skins 

 
LK 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  

skins 
 

LT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0  
skulls 

 
LT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0  

trophies 
 

LT 1 1 2 2 5 3 0 2 2 4  
skins 

 
LU 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  

skulls 
 

LU 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0  
trophies 

 
LU 2 1 6 4 0 4 4 0 1 3  
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014  
derivatives 

 
LV 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0  

trophies 
 

LV 2 4 3 4 2 1 0 1 3 3  
leather 

products 
(small) 

 
LY 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 

 

skins 
 

LY 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  
bodies 

 
MA 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  

skins 
 

MA 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0  
skulls 

 
MA 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0  

trophies 
 

MA 0 2 0 1 1 1 2 0 0 1  
trophies 

 
MC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  

skins 
 

MG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  
skulls 

 
MG 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0  

trophies 
 

MG 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  
skulls 

 
MU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  

trophies 
 

MU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  
live 

 
MW 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 2 0 0  

bodies 
 

MX 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  
bones 

 
MX 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 0 0  

claws 
 

MX 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 18 0  
derivatives 

 
MX 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0  

skins 
 

MX 0 0 0 0 3 4 3 4 5 1  
skulls 

 
MX 0 2 0 0 3 5 11 4 4 2  

trophies 
 

MX 40 68 54 64 50 47 38 49 33 31  
trophies 

 
MX 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  

MX Total   40 70 54 64 57 60 55 76 60 34 570 
skins 

 
MZ 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0  

skulls 
 

MZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2  
trophies 

 
MZ 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0  

bodies 
 

NA 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  
skins 

 
NA 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0  

skulls 
 

NA 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0  
trophies 

 
NA 3 5 0 2 1 1 1 1 1 0  

skins 
 

NC 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
trophies 

 
NC 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1  

bodies 
 

NG 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0  
skins 

 
NG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0  

skulls 
 

NG 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0  
trophies 

 
NG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0  

live 
 

NI 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  
trophies 

 
NI 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  

bodies 
 

NL 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  
hair 

 
NL 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0  

skins 
 

NL 3 0 0 0 1 0 2 1 0 0  
skulls 

 
NL 0 0 0 1 2 0 2 0 0 0  

trophies 
 

NL 2 1 0 0 3 2 0 0 0 2  
bodies 

 
NO 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3  

skins 
 

NO 0 0 0 0 1 2 2 1 0 1  
skulls 

 
NO 0 0 0 1 2 3 4 1 0 3  

specimens 
 

NO 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  
trophies 

 
NO 2 5 2 7 5 6 6 3 3 3  

trophies 
 

NP 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
bodies 

 
NZ 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0  
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014  
hair 

 
NZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  

skin pieces 
 

NZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  
skins 

 
NZ 1 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0  

skulls 
 

NZ 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 2 1 0  
trophies 

 
NZ 2 1 0 1 4 6 3 3 1 2  

skins 
 

PA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0  
skulls 

 
PA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 0  

trophies 
 

PA 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0  
leather 

products 
(large) 

 
PH 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

 

skulls 
 

PH 0 0 0 0 1 2 2 0 0 0  
trophies 

 
PH 1 0 0 3 41 5 2 0 0 0  

live 
 

PK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2  
skulls 

 
PK 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 0 0  

trophies 
 

PK 3 1 1 0 1 0 5 3 0 0  
trophies 

 
PK 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  

bodies 
 

PL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  
skins 

 
PL 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 2 0 0  

skulls 
 

PL 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 1 0 0  
trophies 

 
PL 5 10 8 8 8 6 8 6 6 6  

leather 
products 
(small) 

 
PT 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 

skins 
 

PT 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 5 2 0  
skulls 

 
PT 0 0 0 0 3 6 10 7 2 0  

trophies 
 

PT 18 12 12 7 16 6 9 5 2 1  
trophies 

 
PY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3  

skulls 
 

QA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 4  
trophies 

 
QA 2 0 0 0 0 2 3 4 3 0  

skins 
 

RO 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  
skulls 

 
RO 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  

trophies 
 

RO 1 0 4 2 1 1 0 0 2 1  
trophies 

 
RS 0 1 1 2 1 1 1 0 2 0  

bodies 
 

RU 0 0 3 0 1 2 1 1 0 1  
live 

 
RU 0 0 0 0 4 2 4 0 0 0  

skins 
 

RU 0 0 0 0 7 6 8 7 2 1  
skulls 

 
RU 0 0 0 0 6 5 11 6 2 7  

trophies 
 

RU 15 8 18 36 40 35 29 43 21 36  
live 

 
SA 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0  

trophies 
 

SA 0 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  
skins 

 
SB 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  

skulls 
 

SB 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  
skins 

 
SD 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  

skulls 
 

SD 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  
trophies 

 
SD 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2  

bodies 
 

SE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  
claws 

 
SE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 0 0  

skins 
 

SE 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 6 2 0  
skulls 

 
SE 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 6 4 1  

teeth 
 

SE 0 0 0 0 0 18 0 0 0 0  
trophies 

 
SE 2 7 9 5 29 7 3 8 12 3  

bones 
 

SG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0  
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014  
skulls 

 
SG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  

trophies 
 

SG 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  
trophies 

 
SI 1 4 5 2 4 1 0 2 0 0  

bones 
 

SK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  
skins 

 
SK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4  

skulls 
 

SK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4  
trophies 

 
SK 3 3 2 8 5 2 5 5 5 2  

trophies 
 

SL 0 1 0 0 1 2 1 2 0 0  
live 

 
SV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  

trophies 
 

SV 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
live 

 
SY 1 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

skins 
 

SY 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
skins 

 
SZ 0 2 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0  

trophies 
 

SZ 6 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 2  
live 

 
TJ 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

specimens 
 

TN 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  
skins 

 
TR 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

trophies 
 

TR 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0  
skins 

 
TW 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  

skins 
 

TZ 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0  
skulls 

 
TZ 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0  

trophies 
 

TZ 1 1 1 1 1 5 0 0 0 0  
bodies 

 
UA 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  

skulls 
 

UA 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  
trophies 

 
UA 0 1 2 1 1 1 0 0 2 3  

bodies 
 

US 0 0 0 0 0 6 2 5 0 0 13 
bones 

 
US 0 0 0 0 2 4 31 9 11 9 66 

claws 
 

US 0 66 18 0 44 12 27 38 44 0 249 
derivatives 

 
US 511 246 154 4 20 16 0 0 0 0 951 

garments 
 

US 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 
hair 

 
US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 7 

leather 
products 
(small) 

 
US 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

plates 
 

US 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
shoes 

 
US 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

skin pieces 
 

US 4 0 0 2 0 1 0 2 1 3 13 
skins 

 
US 4 29 3 12 47 83 153 262 108 11 712 

skulls 
 

US 2 46 4 9 70 96 186 275 129 47 864 
specimens g US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 0 0 
specimens ml US 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 
specimens 

 
US 0 0 0 186 0 286 286 150 39 0 947 

specimens 
 

US 0 0 0 0 0 51 0 0 0 0 51 
tails 

 
US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 10 

teeth 
 

US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 
trophies 

 
US 507 524 506 581 648 447 298 474 352 319 4656 

trophies 
 

US 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
unspecified 

 
US 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

US Total             8553 
trophies 

 
VG 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

skins 
 

XX 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 2  
skulls 

 
XX 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

trophies 
 

XX 15 2 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 2  
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014  
skins 

 
YE 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

skins 
 

YU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  
skulls 

 
YU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  

bones 
 

ZA 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 4 0 0 8 
claws 

 
ZA 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 0 0 0 18 

feet 
 

ZA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 
live 

 
ZA 1 0 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 5 

skin pieces 
 

ZA 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 4 0 0 6 
skins 

 
ZA 6 52 0 0 22 28 41 40 27 3 219 

skulls 
 

ZA 6 51 0 1 11 34 56 51 44 17 271 
specimens ml ZA 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
specimens 

 
ZA 0 0 0 0 16 0 0 2 60 0 78 

trophies 
 

ZA 89 74 73 74 85 48 44 55 43 30 615 
ZA Total             1224 

skulls 
 

ZM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  
trophies 

 
ZM 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 1  

skins 
 

ZW 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 3 6 0  
skulls 

 
ZW 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 6 0  

trophies 
 

ZW 5 5 3 2 4 2 0 0 0 1  
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” to U.S. of Panthera pardus, wild sources, all purposes, on 

06/06/2016. 
 

Table 5. Exports of wild source leopards and their parts for all purposes, by country. 
 

Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014  
leather 

products 
(small) 

 
AE 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 

 

live 
 

AE 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 0  
skins 

 
AE 6 2 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0  

skulls 
 

AE 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
specimens 

 
AE 0 0 35 1 0 0 0 2 0 0  

trophies 
 

AE 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  
trophies 

 
AR 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 3 0  

skulls 
 

AT 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  
trophies 

 
AT 4 0 0 3 1 0 2 1 1 1  

skins 
 

AU 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0  
trophies 

 
AU 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

bodies 
 

BE 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1  
trophies 

 
BE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  

trophies 
 

BH 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  
trophies 

 
BR 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  

bodies 
 

BW 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
claws 

 
BW 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 0 0  

hair 
 

BW 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
skins 

 
BW 0 2 2 0 3 0 3 6 0 0  

skulls 
 

BW 0 0 0 0 2 0 21 22 13 1  
specimens ml BW 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
specimens 

 
BW 0 4 11 25 16 0 0 27 60 0  

trophies kg BW 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
trophies 

 
BW 54 47 50 58 39 34 19 30 33 3  

bodies 
 

CA 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0  
garments 

 
CA 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014  
plates 

 
CA 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0  

skins 
 

CA 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 1 0 0  
skulls 

 
CA 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0  

trophies 
 

CA 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0  
skins 

 
CD 0 0 0 3 2 0 0 5 0 0  

bones 
 

CF 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0  
claws 

 
CF 0 0 0 0 18 0 18 0 0 0  

skins 
 

CF 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0  
skulls 

 
CF 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0  

specimens 
 

CF 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 3  
trophies 

 
CF 37 28 28 33 90 66 17 23 4 0  

bodies 
 

CH 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0  
skin pieces 

 
CH 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  

skins 
 

CH 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
specimens 

 
CH 125 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0  

trophies 
 

CH 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
trophies 

 
CL 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0  

skins 
 

CM 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
derivatives 

 
CN 18 202 85 4 0 14 0 0 0 0  

live 
 

CZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0  
bodies 

 
DE 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

derivatives 
 

DE 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
live 

 
DE 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

skins 
 

DE 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
skulls 

 
DE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0  

trophies 
 

DE 2 1 0 6 1 0 5 1 8 1  
hair kg DJ 0.486 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
teeth g DJ 65 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

trophies 
 

DK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  
skins 

 
ES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  

trophies 
 

ES 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  
skins 

 
ET 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 1 0 0  

skulls 
 

ET 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 0  
trophies 

 
ET 3 2 0 2 1 2 1 0 1 2  

bodies 
 

FI 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  
trophies 

 
FI 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

bodies 
 

FR 2 0 1 0 2 0 3 2 0 1  
claws 

 
FR 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 0 0 0  

leather 
products 
(small) 

 
FR 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

 

skins 
 

FR 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0  
skulls 

 
FR 0 0 0 0 3 2 5 1 0 0  

trophies 
 

FR 6 6 9 6 9 9 24 11 16 7  
skin pieces 

 
GA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0  

specimens 
 

GA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 0  
bodies 

 
GB 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  

leather 
products 
(small) 

 
GB 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 

skin pieces 
 

GB 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0  
skins 

 
GB 3 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

skulls 
 

GB 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0  
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014  
trophies 

 
GB 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

skin pieces 
 

GH 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0  
specimens 

 
GQ 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0  

live 
 

GT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  
specimens 

 
IL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  

live 
 

IN 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
plates 

 
IN 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

live 
 

IR 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0  
skins 

 
IR 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

skins 
 

IT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  
trophies 

 
IT 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0  

live 
 

JO 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
derivatives 

 
JP 477 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

skins 
 

KE 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2  
specimens ml KE 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.5 0  
specimens 

 
KE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  

specimens 
 

KE 0 0 0 0 0 51 0 0 0 0  
trophies 

 
KE 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0  

live 
 

KG 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 1 0 0  
specimens kg KH 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 0 0 0  
derivatives 

 
KW 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

skin pieces 
 

LA 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
unspecified 

 
LA 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

specimens 
 

LR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  
skins 

 
LT 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

leather 
products 
(small) 

 
LY 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

 

skins 
 

LY 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
live 

 
ML 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0  

skins 
 

MW 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0  
trophies 

 
MX 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0  

bodies 
 

MZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  
skeletons 

 
MZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  

skin pieces 
 

MZ 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 0  
skins 

 
MZ 1 6 1 0 11 7 70 92 62 4  

skulls 
 

MZ 1 5 0 0 4 7 76 92 70 13  
trophies 

 
MZ 76 58 59 52 56 49 21 56 31 49  

bodies 
 

NA 0 0 1 2 1 13 3 1 0 4 25 
bones 

 
NA 0 0 0 0 4 0 2 0 2 6 14 

claws 
 

NA 0 22 0 0 0 4 0 0 18 0 44 
hair 

 
NA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

live 
 

NA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6 0 12 
skin pieces 

 
NA 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

skins 
 

NA 7 18 12 1 14 8 14 5 2 1 82 
skulls 

 
NA 6 12 8 2 12 5 8 6 4 4 67 

specimens ml NA 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 60 0 0 66 
specimens 

 
NA 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 1233 1 900 2234 

teeth 
 

NA 31 0 8 0 0 18 27 0 0 0 84 
trophies 

 
NA 168 197 176 226 343 150 100 111 100 105 1676 

trophies 
 

NA 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 
NA Total             4308 

claws 
 

NL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0  
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014  
skins 

 
NL 0 0 3 7 0 0 0 0 0 0  

skins 
 

NO 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0  
skulls 

 
NO 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0  

trophies 
 

NO 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 0 0  
skins 

 
NZ 1 6 1 4 0 1 0 0 0 0  

trophies 
 

NZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  
derivatives 

 
PH 0 13 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

trophies 
 

PT 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
trophies 

 
QA 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0  

hair kg RU 0 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0  
live 

 
RU 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  

skins 
 

RU 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  
specimens g RU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 36  
specimens 

 
RU 0 0 20 186 0 286 286 0 0 0  

live 
 

SA 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
skin pieces 

 
SA 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

live 
 

SD 2 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
shoes 

 
SD 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

skins 
 

SD 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  
specimens 

 
SN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 0  

skins 
 

SY 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
skins 

 
SZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0  

specimens 
 

SZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0  
live 

 
TH 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  

live 
 

TM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  
skins 

 
TN 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  

skulls 
 

TN 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  
derivatives 

 
TW 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

skin pieces 
 

TW 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
skins 

 
TW 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  

trophies 
 

TW 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0  
bodies 

 
TZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 0 5 

bones 
 

TZ 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 8 0 13 
feet 

 
TZ 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

hair 
 

TZ 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 
live 

 
TZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

skins 
 

TZ 11 25 1 1 135 108 56 79 39 7 462 
skulls 

 
TZ 6 19 2 1 134 114 54 73 41 6 450 

skulls 
 

TZ 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
specimens 

 
TZ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

tails 
 

TZ 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies 

 
TZ 340 301 260 371 275 200 138 201 145 178 2409 

TZ Total             3355 
skins 

 
UG 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0  

skulls 
 

UG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0  
specimens 

 
UG 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

trophies 
 

UG 0 0 0 0 5 0 1 0 0 2  
bodies 

 
US 0 0 0 4 2 0 1 0 0 0  

carvings 
 

US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.33 0  
hair 

 
US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0  

skins 
 

US 2 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 1 0  
skulls 

 
US 0 0 0 4 0 0 1 1 0 1  
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014  
specimens g US 0 300 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
specimens kg US 0 0.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
specimens 

 
US 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0  

trophies 
 

US 3 5 3 6 8 8 2 14 6 1  
bodies 

 
UY 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  

skins 
 

UY 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  
derivatives 

 
VN 16 18 60 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

skins 
 

XX 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0  
skulls 

 
XX 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  

trophies 
 

XX 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 5  
bodies 

 
ZA 1 0 0 2 9 6 9 13 3 2 45 

bones 
 

ZA 0 1 0 2 0 8 35 8 2 5 61 
claws 

 
ZA 0 44 18 0 36 8 26 18 18 0 168 

derivatives 
 

ZA 0 0 0 0 20 6 50 0 0 0 76 
garments 

 
ZA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 

hair 
 

ZA 0 0 0 0 209 0 0 0 0 0 209 
leather 

products 
(large) 

 
ZA 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

1 

leather 
products 
(small) 

 
ZA 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

2 

live 
 

ZA 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 2 0 2 10 
skins 

 
ZA 5 40 1 7 9 67 84 53 4 5 275 

skulls 
 

ZA 3 53 3 6 37 101 145 75 26 68 517 
specimens 

 
ZA 4 0 0 1 1 2 0 151 0 1 160 

teeth 
 

ZA 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 8 
trophies 

 
ZA 113 103 111 147 184 143 125 128 108 109 1271 

ZA Total             2805 
bodies 

 
ZM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  

bones 
 

ZM 0 0 0 257 0 1 0 0 0 0  
hair 

 
ZM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0  

skins 
 

ZM 4 8 3 6 7 5 13 4 2 0  
skulls 

 
ZM 1 7 0 2 5 7 25 5 4 1  

specimens g ZM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 0  
specimens 

 
ZM 0 104 53 44 0 0 0 0 0 0  

trophies 
 

ZM 74 62 69 92 88 94 88 165 60 5  
trophies 

 
ZM 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0  

bodies 
 

ZW 3 0 1 2 5 0 0 1 0 0 12 
bones 

 
ZW 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 1 2 11 

claws 
 

ZW 0 0 0 0 8 0 1 38 23 0 70 
feet 

 
ZW 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 

skeletons 
 

ZW 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skin pieces 

 
ZW 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 2 5 

skins kg ZW 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
skins 

 
ZW 2 34 2 11 18 21 95 188 101 14 486 

skulls kg ZW 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
skulls 

 
ZW 2 32 3 28 33 30 101 199 112 18 558 

specimens 
 

ZW 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 3 
tails 

 
ZW 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 10 

teeth 
 

ZW 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 0 8 
trophies 

 
ZW 320 284 271 251 280 217 195 219 188 175 2400 

ZW Total             3568 
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Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross exports” to U.S. of Panthera pardus, wild sources, all purposes, on 
06/06/2016. 

 
Table 6: International trade in “captive-bred” leopards and their parts for all purposes. 

 
Term 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
bodies 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 2 0 1 8 

live 32 38 34 39 41 70 67 53 56 43 473 
skins 0 1 0 0 14 0 0 0 2 1 18 

specimens 0 3 0 5 343 0 32 2 37 132 554 
trophies 0 0 2 2 1 0 2 1 3 0 11 

Grand Total 32 42 36 46 399 70 106 58 98 177 1064 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net imports” of Panthera pardus, captive sources, all purposes, on 03/23/2016. 

 
Table 7: International trade in “captive-bred” leopards and their parts for all purposes: 

Exporting countries. 
 

Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
bodies 

 
BE 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 1 

bodies 
 

DE 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 
bodies 

 
NL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 

live 
 

BE 4 1 1 0 1 0 2 2 6 0 
live 

 
BW 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 

live 
 

BY 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
live 

 
CH 0 1 0 3 2 0 0 0 1 0 

live 
 

CN 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
live 

 
CY 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 

live 
 

CZ 1 0 2 3 1 1 1 2 4 0 
live 

 
DE 1 0 1 0 1 3 5 4 0 0 

live 
 

DK 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 3 
live 

 
EE 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 0 

live 
 

ES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 
live 

 
FR 1 0 2 6 0 1 1 2 2 0 

live 
 

GA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 4 
live 

 
GB 0 2 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 

live 
 

GE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
live 

 
GT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 

live 
 

HU 2 3 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 
live 

 
ID 2 0 0 0 2 1 2 0 0 0 

live 
 

IR 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 
live 

 
IT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

live 
 

JO 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
live 

 
KG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

live 
 

KR 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
live 

 
KZ 0 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

live 
 

LB 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
live 

 
LV 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 

live 
 

MC 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
live 

 
MX 0 0 0 6 0 11 1 0 0 7 

live 
 

NL 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
live 

 
PL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

live 
 

PT 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 
live 

 
RO 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 

live 
 

RS 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 2 



18 

 

Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
live 

 
RU 1 0 0 1 3 4 19 0 0 1 

live 
 

SE 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 
live 

 
SG 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

live 
 

SI 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
live 

 
SK 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

live 
 

SZ 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
live 

 
TH 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

live 
 

TN 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 
live 

 
TR 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 5 1 0 

live 
 

UA 0 2 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 
live 

 
US 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

live 
 

UZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 
live 

 
XX 0 0 1 3 1 0 0 1 0 0 

live 
 

ZA 0 1 0 5 0 7 0 2 0 3 
live 

 
ZW 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 

skins 
 

CH 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
skins 

 
MZ 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 

skins 
 

NL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skins 

 
SZ 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

skins 
 

ZA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 
specimens flasks SG 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
specimens 

 
AE 0 0 0 5 0 0 20 0 2 2 

specimens 
 

DK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 
specimens 

 
NA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 33 128 

specimens 
 

RU 0 0 0 0 343 0 0 0 0 0 
specimens 

 
US 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 

trophies 
 

NA 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
trophies 

 
NL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 

trophies 
 

TZ 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 
trophies 

 
ZA 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 

trophies 
 

ZW 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net imports” of Panthera pardus, captive sources, all purposes, on 06/06/2016. 

 
Table 8: International trade in “captive-born” leopards and their parts for all purposes. 

 
Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 

live 3 1 9 1 1 5 0 2 2 1 25 
skulls 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

trophies 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 4 0 6 
Grand 
Total 3 1 10 2 2 5 0 2 6 1 32 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net imports” of Panthera pardus, F1 sources, all purposes, on 03/23/2016. 
 

Table 9: International trade in “pre-Convention” leopards and their parts from “pre-
Convention” for all purposes. 

 
Term 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
bodies 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 2 0 0 5 

carvings 0 1 1 0 4 1 1 2 1 0 11 
claws 0 0 2 0 0 4 0 0 1 0 7 

derivatives 0 0 5 2 0 2 0 2 1 1 13 
garments 1 2 1 1 0 3 0 1 2 0 11 
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leather 
products 
(large) 

0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 3 

leather 
products 
(small) 

3 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 8 

skin pieces 3 0 0 2 2 0 1 2 2 1 13 
skins 10 6 14 14 7 8 4 21 10 7 101 
skulls 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 1 1 7 

specimens 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 
tails 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
teeth 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 6 5 14 

trophies 2 0 1 1 3 1 6 3 2 2 21 
Grand 
Total 20 9 27 20 18 26 16 37 27 17 217 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net imports” of Panthera pardus, pre-Convention sources, all purposes, on 

03/23/2016. 
 

Table 10: International trade in “ranched” leopards and their parts for all purposes. 
 

Term 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
live 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 4 0 8 

skins 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skulls 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

trophies 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Grand Total 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 8 4 0 16 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net imports” of Panthera pardus, ranched sources, all purposes, on 03/23/2016. 
 

Table 11: International trade in leopards and their parts from “confiscations/seizures” and 
for all purposes. 

 
Term 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
bodies 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

bone pieces 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
bones 0 0 2 40 4 0 0 0 4 0 50 

carvings 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
claws 0 4 0 3 2 2 2 0 0 1 14 
cloth 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

derivatives 2939 1504 2987.5 1712 1573 799 1392 0 0 0 12906.5 
feet 0 0 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 29 

garments 1 0 2 0 2 2 0 1 2 1 11 
hair 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 3 
hair 

products 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
leather 

products 
(large) 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 
leather 

products 
(small) 0 0 0 2 1 4 2 0 260 0 269 

medicine 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 383 56 99 538 
plates 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
shoes 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

skin pieces 2 1 1 61 1 1 0 3 4 0 74 
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skins 10 4 4 8 2 5 1 1 2 1 38 
skulls 0 2 1 1 2 3 0 1 0 1 11 

specimens 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
teeth 0 0 1 2 1 21 2 0 1 0 28 

trophies 22 35 19 31 15 11 14 18 10 5 180 
Grand 
Total 2977 1558 3019.5 1891 1603 848 1415 410 340 108 14169.5 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net imports” of Panthera pardus, seized/confiscated sources, all purposes, on 

03/23/2016. 
 

Table 12: International trade in leopards and their parts from “source unknown” and for 
all purposes. 

 
Term Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
bodies BE 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

derivatives CN 0 0 7 4 0 14 0 0 0 0 25 
leather products 

(small) GB 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 

live KG 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 1 0 0 6 
plates IN 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

skin pieces GB 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 
skins CH 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 
skins GB 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
skins LT 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skins NL 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 
skins RU 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
skulls GB 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

specimens AE 0 0 35 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 35 
trophies GB 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Grand Total            91 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross exports” of Panthera pardus, unknown sources, all purposes, on 03/23/2016. 

 
Table 13: International trade in leopards and their parts for “commercial” purposes and 

from all sources. 
 

Term 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
bodies 0 0 1 0 1 0 5 3 0 1 11 

carvings 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 3 0 0 7 
claws 0 4 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 7 
cloth 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

derivatives 512 244 847 568 317 147 0 2 1 0 2638 
feet 0 0 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 29 

garments 1 2 1 0 1 2 0 4 3 0 14 
leather 

products 
(large) 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
leather 

products 
(small) 0 0 2 1 1 1 1 0 260 0 266 

live 6 4 4 5 2 5 1 1 7 4 39 
medicine 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 260 26 45 331 

skin pieces 4 0 0 55 2 0 0 3 4 1 69 
skins 7 5 24 5 4 4 3 10 6 4 72 
skulls 3 0 0 0 2 1 1 1 0 0 8 
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Term 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
specimens 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 

teeth 0 0 0 2 0 1 1 0 8 2 14 
trophies 1 1 2 3 2 1 0 1 1 1 13 
Grand 
Total 534 261 882 670 334 162 15 289 317 58 3522 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net exports” of Panthera pardus, all sources, hunting trophy purpose, on 
03/23/2016. 

 
Table 14: International trade in leopards and their parts for “commercial” purposes and 

from all sources: Importing countries (range States in bold). 
 

Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
AE 2 2 1 0 2 1 0 0 4 1 13 
AL 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
AU 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 1 5 0 10 
CA 4 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 6 
CH 2 0 7 1 0 1 2 5 1 0 19 
CN 0 0 2 1 2 0 4 3 4 1 17 
DE 0 1 7 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 12 
EG 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 
ES 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 3 
FR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 5 0 9 
GB 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 
HK 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 4 
HU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
ID 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 3 
IN 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 
IS 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
JP 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
KR 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 4 
LY 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 
MO 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
MX 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 
NZ 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
PK 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
QA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 3 7 
RU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 
SA 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
SG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
SY 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
TR 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 
TW 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
UA 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
UG 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
US 522 253 850 657 320 151 5 265 289 46 3358 
ZA 0 2 0 1 1 0 1 2 2 3 12 
ZW 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Grand Total 534 261 882 670 334 162 15 289 317 58 3522 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net exports” of Panthera pardus, all sources, commercial purposes, on 03/23/2016. 

 
Table 15. International trade in leopards and their parts for commercial purposes, where 

specimens were confiscated or seized, by importing country. 
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
claws 

 
US 0 4 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0  

cloth 
 

US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  
derivatives g US 0 562 0 0 0 435 0 0 0 0 997 
derivatives 

 
US 35 238 847 568 317 146 0 0 0 0 2151 

feet 
 

US 0 0 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 0  
garments 

 
AU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  

garments 
 

DE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  
garments 

 
US 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0  

leather 
products 
(small) 

 
US 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 260 0 

 

medicine 
 

US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 260 26 45 331 
skin 

pieces 
 

AU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
 

skin 
pieces 

 
US 1 0 0 55 0 0 0 1 1 0 

 

skins 
 

IS 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
skins 

 
NZ 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0  

skins 
 

US 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0  
skulls 

 
US 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

teeth 
 

US 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0  
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus, commercial purposes, purpose is confiscated or 

seized, on 06/06/2016. 
 

Table 16. Gross exports of Panthera pardus derivatives and medicines to the U.S., 
commercial purposes, where the source is confiscated or seized. 

 
Term Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 

derivatives CH 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 10 
derivatives CN 0 201 847 568 307 146 0 0 0 0 2069 
derivatives KR 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 
derivatives VN 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 29 
derivatives XX 6 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 36 
medicine CN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 260 26 0 286 
medicine HK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 45 45 

Totals  35 238 847 568 317 146 0 260 26 45 2482 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross exports” of Panthera pardus to the U.S. for commercial purposes, where the 

specimens were confiscated or seized, on 03/23/2016. 
 

Table 17. International trade in leopards and their parts for commercial purposes, where 
specimens were confiscated or seized, by exporting country. 

 
Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
cloth 

 
AE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  

garments 
 

CA 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  
skins 

 
CD 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

derivatives 
 

CH 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0  
skins 

 
CH 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

skin 
pieces 

 
CI 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

 

teeth 
 

CI 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0  
derivatives g CN 0 0 0 0 0 435 0 0 0 0 435 
derivatives 

 
CN 0 201 847 568 307 146 0 0 0 0 2069 
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
leather 

products 
(small)  CN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 260 0 

260 

medicine 
 

CN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 260 26 0 286 
skins 

 
CN 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 

garments 
 

FR 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
skins 

 
FR 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

garments 
 

GB 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  
skin 

pieces 
 

GB 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 

skins 
 

GB 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  
medicine 

 
HK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 45  

leather 
products 
(small)  IR 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

 

derivatives 
 

KR 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
claws 

 
NA 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

skins 
 

NA 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  
skulls 

 
NA 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

skin 
pieces 

 
NG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 

 

derivatives g TW 0 562 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
skin 

pieces 
 

UG 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 

teeth 
 

UG 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0  
garments 

 
US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0  

skin 
pieces 

 
US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

 

derivatives 
 

VN 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
derivatives 

 
XX 6 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

claws 
 

ZA 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0  
feet 

 
ZA 0 0 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 0  

leather 
products 
(small)  ZA 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 

skin 
pieces 

 
ZA 0 0 0 54 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross exports” of Panthera pardus, commercial purposes, purpose is confiscated or 
seized, on 06/06/2016. 

 
Table 18: International trade in leopards and their parts for “commercial” purposes and 

from all sources: Exporting countries (range States in bold). 
 

Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
AE 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 4 
AR 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
AT 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
AU 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 4 
BE 2 1 1 0 1 0 2 1 6 1 15 
CA 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
CD 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
CH 0 0 15 0 11 1 0 0 2 0 29 
CI 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 3 



24 

 

Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
CN 0 207 847 571 307 146 0 260 286 0 2624 
CZ 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 3 
DE 7 4 8 1 1 1 5 2 1 1 31 
ES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
ET 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
FR 3 0 0 1 3 2 2 5 0 3 19 
GB 1 0 4 1 2 0 2 13 7 0 30 
HK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 45 45 
ID 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
IN 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
IR 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
JO 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 
JP 477 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 477 
KR 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 
KZ 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
LT 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
LY 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 
MZ 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
NA 0 5 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 7 
NG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
NL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 4 
TZ 4 0 1 0 3 0 2 1 0 0 11 
UA 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
UG 1 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 
US 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 3 8 2 15 
VN 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 29 
XX 6 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 36 
ZA 0 0 0 88 0 5 0 0 0 0 93 
ZM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 
ZW 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 3 5 

Grand 
Total 534 261 882 670 334 162 15 289 317 58 3522 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net exports” of Panthera pardus, all sources, commercial purposes, on 03/23/2016. 
 

Table 19: International trade in leopards and their parts for “hunting trophy” purposes 
from all sources. 

 
Term 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
bodies 2 0 3 8 15 18 12 14 4 8 84 
bones 0 1 0 2 6 12 41 16 13 13 104 
claws 0 66 18 0 62 12 45 72 59 0 334 

derivatives 0 0 0 0 20 6 0 0 0 0 26 
feet 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 6 

garments 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
hair 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

leather 
products 
(large) 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 
leather 

products 
(small) 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

live 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 
plates 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
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Term 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
skeletons 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 

skin pieces 0 0 0 0 4 1 1 5 1 2 14 
skins 22 112 6 23 191 215 336 423 209 27 1564 
skulls 11 131 6 42 229 267 431 473 273 111 1974 
tails 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 10 11 
teeth 31 4 0 0 0 18 27 4 4 4 92 

trophies 1202 1099 1010 1115 1277 929 696 888 645 634 9495 
Grand Total 1269 1424 1043 1192 1804 1481 1590 1899 1208 811 13721 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net imports” of Panthera pardus, all sources, hunting trophy purpose, on 
03/23/2016. 

 
Table 20: International trade in leopards and their parts for “hunting trophy” purposes 

and from all sources: Importing countries (range States in bold). 
 

Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
AE 0 1 1 2 1 0 10 0 3 2 20 
AR 1 4 7 1 8 4 4 17 10 5 61 
AT 23 26 9 21 23 19 19 24 20 13 197 
AU 0 4 0 2 0 6 4 3 0 1 20 
BE 11 6 11 10 14 15 4 6 2 1 80 
BG 4 6 7 3 1 8 3 8 1 2 43 
BH 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
BR 1 10 0 1 3 2 0 0 0 4 21 
BW 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 4 5 0 12 
BY 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
CA 33 59 3 70 97 44 43 31 20 24 424 
CH 14 2 12 2 11 2 9 15 12 5 84 
CL 4 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 3 0 9 
CN 1 1 0 1 0 3 0 1 1 0 8 
CO 0 1 0 0 2 6 0 2 0 1 12 
CR 2 1 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 7 
CS 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
CZ 9 7 2 5 4 6 16 14 15 3 81 
DE 96 64 39 38 95 38 55 86 54 39 604 
DK 7 11 11 14 26 32 91 9 7 9 217 
EC 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
EE 1 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 7 
EG 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
ES 90 98 101 76 109 111 110 56 33 26 810 
FI 6 4 3 3 24 5 10 7 3 5 70 
FR 191 73 42 47 114 114 47 72 38 39 777 
GB 6 11 7 16 27 18 22 23 18 8 156 
HN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 
HR 6 3 3 3 4 1 1 0 0 1 22 
HU 0 0 6 11 37 11 18 20 23 12 138 
ID 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
IE 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 
IS 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 1 7 2 14 
IT 20 12 15 18 34 32 38 27 21 8 225 
JM 1 0 1 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 6 
KW 0 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 
LB 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 4 
LT 1 1 2 2 5 3 0 4 4 4 26 
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Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
LU 2 1 6 4 0 4 7 0 1 3 28 
LV 2 4 3 4 2 3 0 1 3 3 25 
MA 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
MC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
MG 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 4 
MU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 
MX 39 70 53 63 56 61 61 76 60 34 573 
MZ 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 0 2 7 
NA 3 2 0 2 0 1 4 5 0 0 17 
NC 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 
NI 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
NL 5 1 0 1 4 3 4 0 0 2 20 
NO 2 5 2 8 8 11 12 5 3 10 66 
NP 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
NZ 2 0 0 1 4 6 4 7 3 3 30 
PA 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 6 0 9 
PH 1 0 0 3 2 4 4 0 0 0 14 
PK 3 1 1 0 2 0 6 5 0 0 18 
PL 5 10 8 8 12 6 10 8 6 6 79 
PT 18 13 12 7 19 13 24 17 6 1 130 
QA 2 0 0 0 0 2 1 6 5 4 20 
RO 1 0 4 2 1 1 0 2 2 1 14 
RS 0 1 1 2 1 1 1 0 2 0 9 
RU 15 8 21 31 48 48 46 53 11 40 321 
SA 0 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 5 
SB 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
SD 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 
SE 2 6 9 5 29 31 7 34 14 4 141 
SG 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 4 
SI 1 4 5 1 2 1 0 2 0 0 16 
SK 3 3 2 8 5 2 5 5 5 11 49 
SL 0 1 0 0 1 2 1 2 0 0 7 
SV 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
SZ 2 0 3 2 1 0 0 0 0 2 10 
TR 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 3 
TZ 1 1 1 1 1 11 1 0 0 0 17 
UA 0 1 2 2 1 2 0 0 2 3 13 
US 522 693 538 606 840 663 707 1074 644 408 6695 
VG 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
XX 15 2 0 0 0 5 0 1 0 2 25 
YU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 
ZA 87 178 74 75 117 112 158 148 114 50 1113 
ZM 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 0 1 6 
ZW 4 5 3 2 4 2 4 6 12 1 43 

Grand 
Total 1269 1424 1043 1192 1804 1481 1590 1899 1208 811 13,721 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net imports” of Panthera pardus, all sources, hunting trophy purpose, on 
03/23/2016. 

 
Table 21: International trade in leopards and their parts for “hunting trophy” purposes 

from all sources: Exporting countries (range States in bold). 
 

Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
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Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
AE 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
AR 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 3 0 5 
AT 3 0 0 1 1 0 2 1 1 1 10 
AU 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
BE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
BH 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
BR 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
BW 54 51 59 58 40 34 42 66 28 4 436 
CA 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 8 
CF 38 28 29 17 110 70 29 23 3 0 347 
CH 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 
CL 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 
DE 2 0 3 1 0 0 0 1 8 1 16 
DK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
ES 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 
ET 3 2 0 1 6 2 2 2 1 2 21 
FI 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 
FR 4 1 2 1 3 0 0 3 0 0 14 
GB 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 4 
IR 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 
IT 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 4 

MX 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 5 
MZ 73 68 58 42 71 60 168 241 161 67 1009 
NA 208 236 174 216 362 202 154 122 122 121 1917 
NZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
PT 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
QA 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
TN 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
TW 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 
TZ 351 344 239 294 511 394 235 310 222 188 3088 
UG 0 0 0 0 5 0 1 2 0 2 10 
US 2 5 3 12 10 8 5 15 6 2 68 
UY 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
XX 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 4 
ZA 114 254 131 160 242 331 422 286 159 192 2291 
ZM 77 77 72 96 101 105 128 170 65 4 895 
ZW 329 356 269 287 334 266 397 649 428 220 3535 

Grand 
Total 1269 1424 1043 1192 1804 1481 1590 1899 1208 811 13721 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net exports” of Panthera pardus, all sources, hunting trophy purpose, on 
03/23/2016. 

 
Table 22: International trade in leopards trophies for “personal” purposes from all 

sources: Importing countries (range States in bold). 
 

Term Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
trophies AE 4 7 5 0 0 4 0 1 2 0  
trophies AT 3 2 6 12 4 1 2 0 2 2 34 
trophies AU 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1  
trophies BG 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  
trophies BH 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
trophies BS 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0  
trophies CA 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 2  



28 

 

Term Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
trophies CH 0 0 0 2 0 0 20 0 1 0 23 
trophies CL 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  
trophies CN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0  
trophies CR 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
trophies CS 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  
trophies DE 4 0 3 0 3 3 0 1 0 0  
trophies EC 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  
trophies EE 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  
trophies ES 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 11 0 15 
trophies FI 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  
trophies FR 0 0 34 141 75 62 16 75 28 27 458 
trophies GB 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  
trophies IM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  
trophies IS 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  
trophies IT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0  
trophies LB 0 0 1 3 2 2 2 0 0 0  
trophies LI 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
trophies MA 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 0 0 1  
trophies MX 1 0 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 0  
trophies NG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0  
trophies NL 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  
trophies NZ 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  
trophies PH 0 0 0 0 41 5 0 0 0 0 46 
trophies PK 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  
trophies PL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  
trophies QA 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  
trophies RU 0 0 0 5 5 2 2 4 14 5 37 
trophies SE 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0  
trophies SG 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0  
trophies SI 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0  
trophies SZ 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
trophies US 3 3 3 2 1 0 0 11 7 1 31 
trophies ZA 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 9 0 0  

Total  25 21 55 174 141 82 53 114 68 40 773 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net imports” of Panthera pardus trophies, all sources, hunting trophy purpose, on 

06/06/2016. 
 

Table 23: International trade in leopards trophies for “personal” purposes from all 
sources: Exporting countries (range States in bold). 

 
Term Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 

trophies AE 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  
trophies AR 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0  
trophies AU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  
trophies BH 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  
trophies BW 0 0 0 2 4 0 3 22 21 1 53 
trophies CF 0 0 13 16 19 18 10 8 1 0 85 
trophies DE 0 0 0 5 0 0 3 0 5 1  
trophies ET 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1  
trophies FR 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
trophies GB 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  
trophies KE 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0  
trophies MX 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
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trophies MZ 4 0 1 12 2 4 2 6 1 6 38 
trophies NA 3 2 8 27 19 7 6 4 7 3 86 
trophies NL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  
trophies NO 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 0 0  
trophies NZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  
trophies TZ 6 4 22 94 36 35 16 54 17 19 303 
trophies UG 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  
trophies US 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  
trophies ZA 3 4 2 7 44 11 0 0 4 2 77 
trophies ZM 2 0 2 2 5 2 3 4 4 1  
trophies ZW 7 2 7 8 8 4 6 11 7 5 65 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net exports” of Panthera pardus trophies, all sources, hunting trophy purpose, on 

06/06/2016. 
 

Table 24: International trade in leopards and their parts for “scientific” purposes from all 
sources 

 
Term Unit 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
bodies 

 
0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

bones 
 

0 0 0 257 0 0 0 0 0 0 257 
derivatives 

 
0 0 0 0 0 0 50 0 0 0 50 

hair kg 0.486 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.686 
hair  0 6 0 10 209 0 0 2 7 0 234 
live 

 
2 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 4 

skin pieces 
 

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skins 

 
0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 

specimens flasks 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
specimens g 0 300 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 36 352 
specimens kg 0 0.3 0 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 15.3 
specimens ml 0 5.5 0 0 0 6 0 60 1.5 0 73 
specimens  126 108 99 260 360 437 311 1384 140 1034 4259 

teeth g 65 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 65 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net imports” of Panthera pardus, all sources, scientific purpose, on 06/06/2016. 

 
Table 25: International trade in leopards and their parts for “scientific” purposes from all 

sources: Importing countries (range States in bold). 
 

Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
hair 

 
AU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 

hair 
 

CH 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
specimens ml CH 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
specimens 

 
CH 0 100 46 30 0 0 0 0 6 3 

specimens g CN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 36 
bones 

 
DE 0 0 0 257 0 0 0 0 0 0 

specimens ml DE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 0 0 
specimens 

 
DE 126 0 53 44 1 100 30 1233 0 901 

hair kg FR 0.486 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
teeth g FR 65 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

derivatives 
 

GB 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 0 0 0 
hair 

 
GB 0 0 0 0 209 0 0 0 0 0 

specimens flasks GB 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
specimens 

 
GB 0 8 0 0 343 0 0 0 0 0 

live 
 

GT 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
specimens ml IL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.5 0 



30 

 

live 
 

JO 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
hair kg JP 0 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
live 

 
JP 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

specimens g JP 0 300 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
specimens kg JP 0 0.3 0 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 

bodies 
 

KR 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
hair 

 
NL 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 

specimens 
 

NO 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
hair 

 
US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 

skin pieces 
 

US 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
skins 

 
US 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 

specimens g US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 0 
specimens ml US 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 
specimens 

 
US 0 0 0 186 0 286 281 150 39 0 

specimens 
 

US 0 0 0 0 0 51 0 0 0 0 
specimens ml ZA 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
specimens 

 
ZA 0 0 0 0 16 0 0 0 95 130 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net imports” of Panthera pardus, all sources, scientific purpose, on 06/06/2016. 
 

Table 26: International trade in leopards and their parts for “scientific” purposes from all 
sources: Exporting countries (range States in bold). 

 
Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
live 

 
AE 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

specimens 
 

AE 0 0 35 5 0 0 20 0 2 0 
bodies 

 
BE 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

hair 
 

BW 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
specimens ml BW 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
specimens 

 
BW 0 4 11 25 16 0 0 0 60 0 

specimens 
 

CF 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 3 
specimens 

 
CH 125 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

hair kg DJ 0.486 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
teeth g DJ 65 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

specimens 
 

DK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 
specimens 

 
GA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 0 

specimens 
 

GQ 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 
live 

 
ID 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

specimens ml KE 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.5 0 
specimens 

 
KE 0 0 0 0 0 51 0 0 0 0 

specimens kg KH 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 
specimens 

 
LR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

live 
 

MX 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
specimens ml NA 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 60 0 0 
specimens 

 
NA 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 1233 34 1030 

skin pieces 
 

NL 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
skins 

 
NL 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 

hair kg RU 0 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
specimens g RU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 36 
specimens 

 
RU 0 0 0 186 343 286 286 0 0 0 

specimens flasks SG 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
specimens 

 
SN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 0 

hair 
 

TZ 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 
specimens 

 
UG 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

hair 
 

US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
specimens g US 0 300 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
specimens kg US 0 0.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
specimens 

 
US 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

derivatives 
 

ZA 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 0 0 0 
hair 

 
ZA 0 0 0 0 209 0 0 0 0 0 

specimens 
 

ZA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 149 0 0 
bones 

 
ZM 0 0 0 257 0 0 0 0 0 0 

hair 
 

ZM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 
specimens g ZM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 0 
specimens 

 
ZM 0 104 53 44 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net exports” of Panthera pardus, all sources, scientific purpose, on 06/06/2016. 
 

Table 26: International trade in leopards and their parts for “breeding in captivity” 
purposes from all sources: Exporting countries (range States in bold). 

 
Term Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
live AE 0 0 0 1 0 5 0 1 0 0 7 
live BE 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 4 0 6 
live CA 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
live CZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 4 
live DE 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 3 
live FR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
live GB 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
live ID 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
live ML 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
live SZ 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
live UA 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
live YE 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 
live ZA 1 2 2 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 8 

Total            43 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net exports” of Panthera pardus, all sources, breeding in captivity purpose, on 

06/06/2016. 
 

Table 27: International trade in leopards and their parts for “breeding in captivity” 
purposes from all sources: Importing countries. 

 
Term Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
live AE 2 3 8 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 16 
live AM 0 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 0 6 
live BH 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
live EG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
live GA 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 4 
live GM 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
live JP 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
live PK 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
live RU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 
live SA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 
live SY 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
live TH 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 
live ZA 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net imports” of Panthera pardus, all sources, breeding in captivity purpose, on 

06/06/2016. 
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Table 28: International trade in leopards and their parts for “educational” purposes from 
all sources: Exporting countries. 

 
Term Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
bodies BW 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
bodies ZA 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 4 1 0 9 
bodies ZW 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

derivatives DK 0 0 635 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 635 
derivatives SL 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 

leather 
products 
(small) AE 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

1 

live CY 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 
live GT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

skins AE 0 1 1 1 3 1 0 0 0 0 7 
skins CH 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
skins TZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
skins US 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 
skulls GB 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
skulls TN 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skulls TZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
skulls ZA 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 3 

specimens AE 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
specimens TH 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
specimens ZA 4 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 9 
specimens ZW 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 

teeth SY 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 12 
trophies ZA 2 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 2 0 9 
trophies ZW 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 4 

Total            712 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net exports” of Panthera pardus, all sources, breeding in educational purpose, on 

06/06/2016. 
 

Table 29: International trade in leopards and their parts for “law 
enforcement/judicial/forensic” purposes from all sources: Exporting countries. 

 
Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
skin 

pieces 
 

GA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 
skins kg GA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.19 0 0 
skins 

 
GB 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

skins 
 

NL 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
skins 

 
SZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 

specimens 
 

SZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net exports” of Panthera pardus, all sources, law enforcement/judicial/forensic 

purpose, on 06/06/2016. 
 

Table 29: International trade in leopards and their parts for “medical” purposes from all 
sources: Exporting countries. 

 
Term Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

specimens AE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
specimens BW 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 27 0 0 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net exports” of Panthera pardus, all sources, medical purpose, on 06/06/2016. 
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Table 30: International trade in leopards and their parts for “reintroduction or 
introduction into the wild” purposes from all sources: Exporting countries. 

 
Term Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
live TM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 
live ZA 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6 0 0 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net exports” of Panthera pardus, all sources, reintroduction or introduction into the 
wild purpose, on 06/06/2016. 

 
Table 31: International trade in leopards and their parts for “personal” purposes from all 

sources. 
 

Term Unit 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
bodies  3 0 3 2 5 0 4 3 4 2 26 
bone 

pieces  0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 

bones  0 0 2 40 2 0 0 0 6 0 50 
carvings  1 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 5 

claws  0 0 2 1 2 6 20 0 0 1 32 
derivatives kg 0 0 0.04 0.062 2.9562 11.35 0 0 0 0 14.4082 
derivatives g 0 0 0 0 120 2315 0 0 0 0 2435 
derivatives  1091 1386 1588.5 1096 1256 666 1392 0 0 1 8476.5 
garments  1 0 2 0 1 4 0 1 2 1 12 

hair  0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 3 
hair 

products  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
1 

leather 
products 
(large)  0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 

3 

leather 
products 
(small)  3 1 2 1 0 4 1 2 1 0 

15 

live  3 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 7 
medicine kg 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.45 1.45 
medicine  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 123 30 54 207 

plates  2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
shoes  0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

skin pieces kg 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 10 
skin pieces  5 0 1 8 1 1 1 4 3 1 25 

skins kg 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.9 1.9 
skins  24 34 27 22 16 12 10 25 11 10 191 
skulls kg 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.65 0.65 
skulls  10 1 11 3 6 6 7 2 3 3 52 

specimens  2 0 0 0 0 1 0 5 1 0 9 
tails  0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
teeth  0 0 9 0 1 9 3 0 0 1 23 

trophies  25 21 55 174 141 82 53 114 68 40 773 
unspecified  1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Total #  1171 1443 1706.5 1349 1439 794 1493 281 130 114 9920.5 
Total g  0 0 0 0 120 2315 0 0 0 0 2435 

Total kg  0 0 0.04 0.062 12.9562 11.35 0 0 0 4 28.4082 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net exports” of Panthera pardus, all sources, personal purpose, on 06/06/2016. 
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Table 32: International trade in leopards and their parts for “personal” purposes from all 
sources: Exporting countries. 

 
Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
bodies 

 
BE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

bodies 
 

CA 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 
bodies 

 
CH 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 

bodies 
 

FR 3 0 1 0 0 0 3 1 0 1 
bodies 

 
NA 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

bodies 
 

NL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
bodies 

 
US 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

bodies 
 

ZA 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 1 0 
bone 

pieces 
 

ZA 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
bones 

 
CN 0 0 2 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 

bones 
 

NA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 
bones 

 
TZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 

bones 
 

ZA 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 
carvings 

 
JE 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

carvings 
 

NZ 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 
carvings 

 
ZA 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

claws 
 

CR 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
claws 

 
FR 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 0 0 0 

claws 
 

KH 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
claws 

 
NP 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

claws 
 

US 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
claws 

 
VN 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 

claws 
 

ZA 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 
derivatives 

 
AU 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 

derivatives 
 

CA 0 61 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
derivatives 

 
CI 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

derivatives g CN 0 0 0 0 120 2200 0 0 0 0 
derivatives kg CN 0 0 0.04 0.026 2.9562 11.35 0 0 0 0 
derivatives 

 
CN 1019 1166 1344.5 858 1241 632 1392 0 0 0 

derivatives 
 

DE 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
derivatives 

 
GB 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 

derivatives 
 

HK 0 30 5 65 6 25 0 0 0 0 
derivatives kg ID 0 0 0 0.036 0 0 0 0 0 0 
derivatives 

 
ID 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

derivatives 
 

JP 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
derivatives 

 
KH 0 0 49 24 0 7 0 0 0 0 

derivatives 
 

KR 15 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 
derivatives 

 
LA 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

derivatives g MY 0 0 0 0 0 115 0 0 0 0 
derivatives 

 
MY 0 0 0 13 2 0 0 0 0 0 

derivatives 
 

NG 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
derivatives 

 
PH 0 13 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

derivatives 
 

PT 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
derivatives 

 
SG 0 0 0 62 2 0 0 0 0 0 

derivatives 
 

TH 0 0 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 
derivatives 

 
TW 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

derivatives 
 

US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
derivatives 

 
VN 16 37 60 20 3 0 0 0 0 0 
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
derivatives 

 
XX 41 50 114 26 0 1 0 0 0 0 

garments 
 

AT 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
garments 

 
CA 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 

garments 
 

DK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
garments 

 
GB 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

garments 
 

MX 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
garments 

 
ZA 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 

hair 
 

GB 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
hair 

 
KH 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 

hair 
products 

 
NG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 

leather 
products 
(large) 

 
CA 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

leather 
products 
(large) 

 
GB 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 

leather 
products 
(large) 

 
ZA 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

leather 
products 
(small) 

 
AU 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

leather 
products 
(small) 

 
GB 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 

leather 
products 
(small) 

 
GH 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

leather 
products 
(small) 

 
LR 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

leather 
products 
(small) 

 
NZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 

leather 
products 
(small) 

 
SD 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 

leather 
products 
(small) 

 
ZA 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

live 
 

BE 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
live 

 
SD 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

live 
 

UA 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 
live 

 
ZA 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 

medicine kg CN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.45 
medicine 

 
CN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 123 29 6 

medicine 
 

HK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 48 
plates 

 
CH 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

plates 
 

IN 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
shoes 

 
SD 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

skin pieces 
 

CH 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skin pieces 

 
CN 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
skin pieces kg FR 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 
skin pieces 

 
GB 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 

skin pieces 
 

GH 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
skin pieces 

 
LA 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

skin pieces 
 

NG 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 
skin pieces 

 
NI 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

skin pieces 
 

NZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
skin pieces 

 
PH 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

skin pieces 
 

SA 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
skin pieces 

 
TH 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 

skin pieces 
 

TW 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
skin pieces 

 
ZA 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 1 2 0 

skins 
 

AE 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
skins 

 
AU 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 

skins kg BE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.9 
skins 

 
CA 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 1 2 0 

skins 
 

CD 1 0 0 3 1 0 0 5 0 0 
skins 

 
CH 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

skins 
 

CI 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
skins 

 
CM 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

skins 
 

CY 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
skins 

 
DE 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

skins 
 

FR 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 
skins 

 
GB 3 4 4 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 

skins 
 

GH 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
skins 

 
HK 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

skins 
 

IE 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
skins 

 
IR 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

skins 
 

KE 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
skins 

 
LR 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

skins 
 

ML 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
skins 

 
MW 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 

skins 
 

MZ 0 1 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 
skins 

 
NA 2 8 12 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 

skins 
 

NG 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 
skins 

 
NL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

skins 
 

NO 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 
skins 

 
NP 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

skins 
 

NZ 0 4 0 6 1 2 0 4 0 0 
skins 

 
PT 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

skins 
 

SA 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
skins 

 
SD 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

skins 
 

SG 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
skins 

 
SZ 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 

skins 
 

TZ 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
skins 

 
UY 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

skins 
 

XX 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
skins 

 
ZA 0 5 2 3 0 5 2 0 4 4 

skins 
 

ZM 2 2 3 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 
skins 

 
ZW 2 2 2 1 2 0 0 10 2 1 

skulls 
 

AE 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
skulls 

 
AT 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
skulls 

 
CA 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

skulls 
 

CG 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
skulls 

 
CH 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

skulls 
 

FR 0 0 0 0 1 2 5 1 0 0 
skulls 

 
MX 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

skulls 
 

NA 1 0 8 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
skulls 

 
NO 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 

skulls 
 

TZ 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skulls kg ZA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.65 
skulls 

 
ZA 0 1 0 0 3 1 2 0 1 1 

skulls 
 

ZM 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
skulls 

 
ZW 2 0 2 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 

specimens 
 

AE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 
specimens 

 
CH 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 

specimens 
 

TZ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
specimens 

 
US 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

specimens 
 

ZA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
specimens 

 
ZW 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

tails 
 

ZA 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
teeth 

 
FR 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 

teeth 
 

KE 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
teeth 

 
NA 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

teeth 
 

NG 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 
teeth 

 
US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

teeth 
 

VN 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 
teeth 

 
ZW 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

trophies 
 

AE 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
trophies 

 
AR 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 

trophies 
 

AU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
trophies 

 
BH 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

trophies 
 

BW 0 0 0 2 4 0 3 22 21 1 
trophies 

 
CF 0 0 13 16 19 18 10 8 1 0 

trophies 
 

DE 0 0 0 5 0 0 3 0 5 1 
trophies 

 
ET 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

trophies 
 

FR 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
trophies 

 
GB 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 

trophies 
 

KE 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 
trophies 

 
MX 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

trophies 
 

MZ 4 0 1 12 2 4 2 6 1 6 
trophies 

 
NA 3 2 8 27 19 7 6 4 7 3 

trophies 
 

NL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
trophies 

 
NO 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 

trophies 
 

NZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies 

 
TZ 6 4 22 94 36 35 16 54 17 19 

trophies 
 

UG 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
trophies 

 
US 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

trophies 
 

ZA 3 4 2 7 44 11 0 0 4 2 
trophies 

 
ZM 2 0 2 2 5 2 3 4 4 1 

trophies 
 

ZW 7 2 7 8 8 4 6 11 7 5 
unspecified 

 
LA 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net exports” of Panthera pardus, all sources, personal purpose, on 06/06/2016. 
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Table 33: International trade in leopards and their parts for “personal” purposes from all 
sources: Importing countries. 

 
Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
bodies 

 
CA 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 

bodies 
 

CH 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
bodies 

 
CN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 

bodies 
 

DE 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
bodies 

 
FR 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

bodies 
 

GB 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 
bodies 

 
IS 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

bodies 
 

LB 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
bodies 

 
MA 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

bodies 
 

NG 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 
bodies 

 
NZ 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 

bodies 
 

PL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
bodies 

 
RU 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

bodies 
 

US 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 
bone 

pieces 
 

US 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
bones 

 
NZ 0 0 2 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 

bones 
 

SG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 
bones 

 
US 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 4 0 

carvings 
 

GB 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 
carvings 

 
US 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

carvings 
 

XX 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
claws 

 
CA 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

claws 
 

CH 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 0 0 0 
claws 

 
GB 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 

claws 
 

NZ 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
claws 

 
US 0 0 0 1 1 2 2 0 0 1 

derivatives g NZ 0 0 0 0 120 1815 0 0 0 0 
derivatives g US 0 0 0 0 0 500 0 0 0 0 
derivatives kg NZ 0 0 0.04 0.062 0.6262 11.35 0 0 0 0 
derivatives kg US 0 0 0 0 2.33 0 0 0 0 0 
derivatives 

 
CA 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

derivatives 
 

DE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
derivatives 

 
NZ 0 0 454.5 745 817 427 0 0 0 0 

derivatives 
 

US 1091 1386 1134 349 439 239 1392 0 0 0 
garments 

 
GB 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 

garments 
 

IT 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
garments 

 
NO 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

garments 
 

NZ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
garments 

 
US 0 0 2 0 1 3 0 0 1 1 

hair 
 

US 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 
hair 

products 
 

US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
leather products 

(large) NZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
leather products 

(large) PH 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
leather products 

(large) US 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
leather products AU 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
(small) 

leather products 
(small) NZ 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

leather products 
(small) RU 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

leather products 
(small) US 0 0 0 1 0 4 1 2 0 0 

live 
 

AE 2 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 
live 

 
SA 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

medicine kg US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.45 
medicine 

 
US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 123 30 54 

plates 
 

US 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
shoes 

 
US 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

skin pieces kg US 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 
skin pieces 

 
GR 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

skin pieces 
 

NZ 0 0 0 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 
skin pieces 

 
US 5 0 1 2 0 1 0 4 3 1 

skins kg AU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.9 
skins 

 
AE 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 

skins 
 

AR 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
skins 

 
AT 4 14 15 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

skins 
 

AU 3 10 2 5 1 6 0 1 0 0 
skins 

 
BE 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

skins 
 

CA 2 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
skins 

 
CG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

skins 
 

CH 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 3 1 0 
skins 

 
CN 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 0 2 

skins 
 

DE 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 0 
skins 

 
DK 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

skins 
 

FR 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 2 2 
skins 

 
GB 0 0 0 2 4 1 1 0 0 0 

skins 
 

IN 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
skins 

 
IT 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

skins 
 

LK 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 
skins 

 
MA 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 

skins 
 

NC 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
skins 

 
NG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 

skins 
 

NL 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 
skins 

 
NZ 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

skins 
 

PF 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
skins 

 
PT 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

skins 
 

RU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 
skins 

 
SE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

skins 
 

SZ 0 2 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 
skins 

 
TR 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

skins 
 

US 4 5 2 6 2 3 2 6 3 1 
skins 

 
XX 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

skins 
 

ZA 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 
skulls kg BE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.65 
skulls 

 
AE 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

skulls 
 

AT 3 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
skulls 

 
AU 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

skulls 
 

BE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
skulls 

 
BS 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 

skulls 
 

CA 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 
skulls 

 
CH 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

skulls 
 

DE 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
skulls 

 
FI 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

skulls 
 

FR 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skulls 

 
LB 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 

skulls 
 

MA 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 
skulls 

 
NA 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

skulls 
 

NG 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 
skulls 

 
NZ 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

skulls 
 

RU 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
skulls 

 
SE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 

skulls 
 

SG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
skulls 

 
US 1 0 0 1 1 2 0 1 0 0 

skulls 
 

ZA 5 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
specimens 

 
CN 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

specimens 
 

GB 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 
specimens 

 
KW 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

specimens 
 

US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
tails 

 
GB 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

teeth 
 

AT 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
teeth 

 
NZ 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

teeth 
 

SG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
teeth 

 
US 0 0 0 0 1 9 3 0 0 0 

trophies 
 

AE 4 7 5 0 0 4 0 1 2 0 
trophies 

 
AT 3 2 6 12 4 1 2 0 2 2 

trophies 
 

AU 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
trophies 

 
BG 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

trophies 
 

BH 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
trophies 

 
BS 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 

trophies 
 

CA 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 
trophies 

 
CH 0 0 0 2 0 0 20 0 1 0 

trophies 
 

CL 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
trophies 

 
CN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 

trophies 
 

CR 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
trophies 

 
CS 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

trophies 
 

DE 4 0 3 0 3 3 0 1 0 0 
trophies 

 
EC 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

trophies 
 

EE 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
trophies 

 
ES 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 11 0 

trophies 
 

FI 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
trophies 

 
FR 0 0 34 141 75 62 16 75 28 27 

trophies 
 

GB 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
trophies 

 
IM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

trophies 
 

IS 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
trophies 

 
IT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 

trophies 
 

LB 0 0 1 3 2 2 2 0 0 0 
trophies 

 
LI 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

trophies 
 

MA 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 0 0 1 
trophies 

 
MX 1 0 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 

trophies 
 

NG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
trophies 

 
NL 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

trophies 
 

NZ 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
trophies 

 
PH 0 0 0 0 41 5 0 0 0 0 

trophies 
 

PK 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
trophies 

 
PL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 

trophies 
 

QA 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
trophies 

 
RU 0 0 0 5 5 2 2 4 14 5 

trophies 
 

SE 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 
trophies 

 
SG 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 

trophies 
 

SI 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 
trophies 

 
SZ 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

trophies 
 

US 3 3 3 2 1 0 0 11 7 1 
trophies 

 
ZA 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 9 0 0 

unspecified 
 

US 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net imports” of Panthera pardus, all sources, personal purpose, on 06/06/2016. 

 
Table 34: International trade in leopards and their parts for “circus and travelling 

exhibition” purposes from all sources: Exporting countries. 
 

Term Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Totals 
bodies BE 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 3 
bodies ZW 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
claws NL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 8 

garments US 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
leather 

products 
(small) AU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

1 

live BW 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 
live BY 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 
live CH 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
live DE 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 4 
live FR 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
live GE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
live GT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
live HU 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 
live JP 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
live KG 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 1 1 0 7 
live LB 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
live LV 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
live MX 0 0 0 6 0 9 1 0 0 7 23 
live NL 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
live RO 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 11 
live RU 1 0 2 0 3 6 15 0 0 1 28 
live TH 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
live TR 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 5 1 0 7 
live UA 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 5 
live US 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
live UZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 
live XX 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 

skin pieces BR 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 
skin pieces DE 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

skins AT 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
skins AU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
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skins CH 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skins DE 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skins GB 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
skins IT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
skins RU 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
skins TW 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

specimens NA 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
specimens RU 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 

teeth FR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5 
trophies CH 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Total            168 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net exports” of Panthera pardus, all sources, circus and travelling exhibition 

purpose, on 06/06/2016. 
 

Table 35: International trade in leopards and their parts for “zoo” purposes from all 
sources: Exporting countries. 

 
Term Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
live BE 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 6 
live CH 0 0 0 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 5 
live CN 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
live CZ 1 0 2 2 1 1 0 1 4 0 12 
live DE 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 4 0 0 8 
live DK 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 3 7 
live EE 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 2 0 5 
live ES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 
live FR 0 0 2 6 0 1 1 2 2 1 15 
live GA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 
live GB 0 2 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 6 
live GT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
live HU 2 3 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 8 
live ID 1 0 0 0 2 1 2 0 0 0 6 
live IN 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
live IR 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 
live IT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
live JO 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
live KR 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
live KZ 0 2 3 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 7 
live MC 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 
live MX 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 
live NA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6 0 12 
live PL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
live PT 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 5 
live RS 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 2 5 
live RU 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
live SD 1 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 
live SE 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
live SG 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
live SI 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
live SK 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
live TH 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 
live TN 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 
live UA 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 3 
live US 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 
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Term Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
live XX 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 
live ZA 0 0 0 3 2 3 0 1 3 6 18 

trophies ZA 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Total            182 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net exports” of Panthera pardus, all sources, zoo purpose, on 06/06/2016. 
 

Table 36. Gross Imports of Panthera pardus from Botswana, 2005-2014, all purposes and all 
sources. 

 
Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
bodies  CN 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
claws  SE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 0 0 16 
hair  CH 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 
live  ZA 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 

skins  CH 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
skins  DK 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
skins  ES 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
skins  GB 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skins  SE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
skins  US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 5 
skins  ZA 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 5 
skulls  DK 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
skulls  ES 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 5 
skulls  FR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 5 
skulls  GB 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skulls  IT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 
skulls  SE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
skulls  US 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 11 6 0 18 
skulls  ZA 0 1 0 0 1 0 15 9 1 0 27 

specimens ml CH 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 
specimens  CH 0 4 11 25 0 0 0 27 0 0 67 
specimens  ZA 0 0 0 0 16 0 0 0 60 0 76 
trophies kg FR 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 
trophies  AE 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
trophies  DE 4 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 7 
trophies  DK 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
trophies  ES 6 3 3 6 1 4 3 1 11 0 38 
trophies  FR 3 1 1 2 4 0 0 0 5 1 17 
trophies  GB 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  HU 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 4 0 6 
trophies  IT 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 5 
trophies  MX 3 4 6 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 16 
trophies  RO 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  RU 1 0 0 3 1 1 2 2 0 0 10 
trophies  SA 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  SE 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 
trophies  US 21 35 35 33 28 15 1 13 8 2 191 
trophies  ZA 13 4 5 11 2 13 12 12 1 0 73 
bodies 
total   0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

claws 
total   0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 0 0 16 

hair total   0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 
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live total   0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 
skins total   0 2 2 0 3 0 3 6 0 0 16 

skulls 
total   0 1 0 0 2 0 21 22 13 1 60 

specimens 
total   0 4 11 25 16 0 0 27 60 0 143 

specimens 
total ml  0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 

trophies 
total   54 48 53 60 39 34 19 30 33 3 373 

trophies 
total kg  0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

Grand 
Total no  108 146 168 220 162 76 134 312 358 10 1084 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus from Botswana, all sources, all purposes, on 
03/23/2016. 

 
Table 37. Gross Imports of Panthera pardus from Cameroon, 2005-2014, all purposes and all 

sources. 
 

Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
skins  DE 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus from Cameroon, all sources, all purposes, on 
03/23/2016. 

 
Table 38. Gross Imports of Panthera pardus from Central African Republic, 2005-2014, all 

purposes and all sources. 
 

Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
bones  DE 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 
bones  ZA 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
claws  DE 0 0 0 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 18 
claws  ZA 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 0 0 0 18 
skins  FR 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
skins  ZA 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 
skulls  FR 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 
skulls  ZA 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 

specimens  CH 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 3 9 
trophies  AT 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 1 0 6 
trophies  AU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
trophies  BE 2 1 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 7 
trophies  CH 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 
trophies  CO 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  DE 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 4 
trophies  DK 0 0 1 1 0 4 0 0 0 0 6 
trophies  ES 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 
trophies  FI 0 0 0 0 22 0 0 0 0 0 22 
trophies  FR 31 19 22 27 34 44 10 12 1 0 200 
trophies  HU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
trophies  IT 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 
trophies  LU 0 0 0 0 0 4 3 0 0 0 7 
trophies  MA 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
trophies  MX 1 2 1 2 0 0 0 5 0 0 11 
trophies  NZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 
trophies  RU 0 1 2 1 0 2 1 0 0 0 7 
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
trophies  SE 1 0 0 0 22 4 0 0 0 0 27 
trophies  US 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 
trophies  ZA 0 0 0 0 6 2 0 1 1 0 10 

Bones total   0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 4 
Claws total   0 0 0 0 18 0 18 0 0 0 36 
Skins total   1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 4 
Skulls total   0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 4 
Specimens 

total   0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 3 9 

Trophies 
total   37 28 28 33 90 66 17 23 4 0 326 

Grand Total   38 28 29 33 110 70 39 23 10 3 383 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus from Central African Republic, all sources, all 

purposes, on 03/23/2016. 
 

Table 39. Gross Imports of Panthera pardus from Congo, 2005-2014, all purposes and all sources. 
 

Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
skins  GB 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
skulls  US 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Grand 
Total 

  
0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus from Congo, all sources, all purposes, on 
03/23/2016. 

 
Table 40. Gross Imports of Panthera pardus from Côte d’Ivoire, 2005-2014, all purposes and all 

sources. 
 

Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
derivatives  US 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 

skin 
pieces  US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

skins  FR 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
teeth  US 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 

Grand 
Total 

  

2 5 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 10 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus from Côte d’Ivoire, all sources, all purposes, on 

03/23/2016. 
 

Table 41. Gross Imports of Panthera pardus from the Democratic Republic of the Congo, 2005-
2014, all purposes and all sources. 

 
Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
skins  AE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 5 
skins  BE 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skins  CH 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skins  GB 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
skins  US 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 
skins  XX 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Grand 
Total 

  
1 0 0 3 2 1 0 5 0 0 12 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus from the Democratic Republic of the Congo, all 
sources, all purposes, on 03/23/2016. 

 
Table 42. Gross Imports of Panthera pardus from Ethiopia, 2005-2014, all purposes and all sources. 
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
skins  CA 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 
skins  NO 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
skins  TZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
skins  ZA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
skulls  CA 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 
skulls  ZA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

trophies  AE 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
trophies  BH 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
trophies  DE 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
trophies  DK 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  FR 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 4 
trophies  IT 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  MX 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 3 
trophies  TZ 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  ZA 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Skins 
Total 

  
0 0 0 0 3 0 1 1 0 1 6 

Skulls 
Total 

  
0 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 4 

Trophies 
Total 

  
3 6 0 2 1 2 1 0 1 2 18 

Grand 
Total 

  
3 6 0 2 7 2 2 2 1 3 28 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus from Ethiopia, all sources, all purposes, on 
03/23/2016. 

 
Table 43. Gross Imports of Panthera pardus from Gabon, 2005-2014, all purposes and all sources. 

 
Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
live  TN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 8 
skin 

pieces  GB 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 5 

skins  HU 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
specimens  US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 0 20 

Grand 
Total 

  

2 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 24 4 35 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus from Gabon, all sources, all purposes, on 

03/23/2016. 
 

Table 44. Gross Imports of Panthera pardus from Ghana, 2005-2014, all purposes and all sources. 
 

Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
leather 

products 
(small)  US 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

skin 
pieces  US 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

skins  US 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Grand 
Total 

  

1 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus from Ghana, all sources, all purposes, on 

03/23/2016. 
 

Table 45. Gross Imports of Panthera pardus from Kenya, 2005-2014, all purposes and all sources. 
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
skins  AU 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skins  GB 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
skins  XX 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 

specimens ml IL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.5 0 1.5 
specimens ml ZA 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.5 
specimens  IL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
specimens  US 0 0 0 0 0 51 0 0 0 0 51 

teeth  US 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
trophies  AU 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 

Skins 
Total 

  

0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 4 

Specimens 
Total 

  

0 0 0 0 0 51 0 1 0 0 52 

Specimens 
Total ml 

 

0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.5 0 2 

Teeth 
Total 

  

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Trophies 
Total 

  

0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 

Grand 
Total no 

 

0 0 0 0 2 51 3 1 0 2 59 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus from Kenya, all sources, all purposes, on 
03/23/2016. 

 
Table 46. Gross Imports of Panthera pardus from Liberia, 2005-2014, all purposes and all sources. 

 
Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
leather 

products 
(small)  US 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

skins  US 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
specimens  DE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Grand 
Total 

  

0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 3 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus from Liberia, all sources, all purposes, on 

03/23/2016. 
 

Table 47. Gross Imports of Panthera pardus from Malawi, 2005-2014, all purposes and all sources. 
 

Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
skins  LK 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 
skins  NL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
Grand 
Total 

  

0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 3 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus from Malawi, all sources, all purposes, on 

03/23/2016. 
 

Table 48. Gross Imports of Panthera pardus from Mali, 2005-2014, all purposes and all sources. 
 

Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
live  GM 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

skins  US 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Grand 
Total 

  0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 



48 

 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus from Mali, all sources, all purposes, on 
03/23/2016. 

 
Table 49. Gross Imports of Panthera pardus from Mozambique, 2005-2014, all purposes and all 

sources. 
 

Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
bodies  NO 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

skeletons  ES 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
skin 

pieces 
 DE 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 

skin 
pieces 

 ZA 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 4 0 0 6 

skins  AR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
skins  CA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
skins  CH 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 0 6 
skins  DE 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 0 5 
skins  ES 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 1 5 1 14 
skins  FR 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 8 1 1 13 
skins  GB 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 2 0 0 6 
skins  HU 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
skins  IS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 4 
skins  IT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
skins  MX 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 
skins  MZ 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skins  NA 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 4 
skins  NL 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
skins  NO 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 
skins  PT 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 4 2 0 10 
skins  RU 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
skins  SE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
skins  SZ 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 
skins  US 0 0 0 0 0 1 34 48 22 0 105 
skins  XX 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
skins  ZA 0 5 0 0 9 3 6 17 22 0 62 
skins  ZW 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 3 5 0 11 
skulls  AR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 
skulls  CA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
skulls  CH 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 0 6 
skulls  DE 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 0 5 
skulls  ES 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 2 5 1 16 
skulls  FR 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 8 1 1 13 
skulls  GB 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 0 0 8 
skulls  HU 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
skulls  IS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 4 
skulls  IT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 
skulls  MX 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 
skulls  NA 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 4 
skulls  NL 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
skulls  NO 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 3 
skulls  PT 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 5 2 0 10 
skulls  RU 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
skulls  SE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
skulls  US 0 0 0 0 3 1 37 41 23 0 105 
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
skulls  XX 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
skulls  ZA 0 5 0 0 0 3 8 19 28 8 71 
skulls  ZW 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 5 0 10 

trophies  AR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
trophies  BG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
trophies  CA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
trophies  DE 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 1 3 8 
trophies  DK 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
trophies  ES 15 11 8 4 10 5 2 7 0 3 65 
trophies  FR 0 3 2 14 4 4 2 6 2 5 42 
trophies  GB 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 3 
trophies  HU 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 
trophies  IS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
trophies  LT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
trophies  LU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 
trophies  MX 2 8 12 6 1 0 0 1 1 1 32 
trophies  NA 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 
trophies  NO 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 3 
trophies  PL 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 
trophies  PT 6 7 6 4 8 4 2 3 2 1 43 
trophies  RU 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 3 
trophies  SZ 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 
trophies  US 6 4 14 15 21 16 7 18 12 20 133 
trophies  XX 15 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 2 20 
trophies  ZA 21 19 13 6 9 9 9 19 11 8 124 
trophies  ZW 5 4 3 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 16 
Bodies 
Total 

  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Skeletons 
Total 

  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Skin 
Pieces 
Total 

  
0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 8 

Skins 
Total 

  2 6 1 0 13 7 70 92 62 4 257 

Skulls 
Total 

  1 5 0 0 4 7 76 92 70 13 268 

Trophies 
Total 

  76 58 59 52 56 49 23 59 31 49 512 

Grand 
Total 

  79 69 60 52 77 63 170 247 163 67 1047 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus from Mozambique, all sources, all purposes, on 

03/23/2016. 
 

Table 50. Gross Imports of Panthera pardus from Namibia, 2005-2014, all purposes and all sources. 
 

Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
bodies  AT 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
bodies  CA 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 2 5 
bodies  DE 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 
bodies  ES 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
bodies  GB 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 4 
bodies  IS 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
bodies  IT 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
bodies  NL 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
bodies  NO 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 
bodies  RU 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 3 
bodies  UA 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
bodies  US 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 
bones  CA 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 4 
bones  DE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 
bones  SG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 
bones  US 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 3 5 
claws  US 0 26 0 0 0 4 0 0 18 0 48 
hair  NZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
live  CU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6 0 12 

skin pieces  CA 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
skins  AT 5 8 12 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 27 
skins  CA 2 4 0 1 6 1 3 2 0 0 19 
skins  CH 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 
skins  DE 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 1 0 5 
skins  ES 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 
skins  FR 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 
skins  GB 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 3 
skins  RU 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 3 
skins  SE 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 3 
skins  SK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
skins  US 0 1 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 5 
skins  ZA 0 5 0 0 1 1 4 0 0 0 11 
skulls  AT 4 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 
skulls  CA 2 4 0 1 7 1 4 2 0 1 22 
skulls  CH 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 
skulls  DE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 
skulls  DK 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skulls  GB 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 
skulls  NL 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 
skulls  PA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
skulls  SE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 
skulls  SG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
skulls  SK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
skulls  US 0 2 1 0 3 2 0 1 0 1 10 
skulls  ZA 0 5 0 0 0 1 4 0 2 1 13 

specimens ml DE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 0 0 60 
specimens ml US 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 6 
specimens  DE 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 1233 0 900 2233 
specimens  TH 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
specimens  US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
specimens  ZA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 35 130 165 

teeth  AT 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 
teeth  DE 31 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 31 
teeth  DK 0 0 0 0 0 0 27 0 0 0 27 
teeth  SE 0 0 0 0 0 18 0 0 0 0 18 

trophies  AR 0 0 0 1 4 1 1 1 1 3 12 
trophies  AT 12 19 8 15 14 2 3 4 11 6 94 
trophies  BE 2 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 5 
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
trophies  BG 4 3 3 2 1 3 1 3 0 0 20 
trophies  BR 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  CA 1 3 0 1 5 3 3 3 1 6 26 
trophies  CH 2 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 7 
trophies  CR 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
trophies  CS 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
trophies  CZ 4 3 2 3 1 0 1 1 2 3 20 
trophies  DE 38 43 29 28 43 17 3 23 16 19 259 
trophies  DK 3 4 3 3 7 4 29 0 1 1 55 
trophies  EE 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  EG 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  ES 5 8 14 12 15 4 3 4 0 4 69 
trophies  FI 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 3 1 3 12 
trophies  FR 18 2 2 18 18 7 6 4 7 2 84 
trophies  GB 1 2 2 2 0 2 0 1 1 0 11 
trophies  HR 1 2 3 3 4 1 1 0 0 0 15 
trophies  HU 0 0 5 4 6 2 0 1 2 1 21 
trophies  IT 0 1 1 2 5 4 0 2 1 0 16 
trophies  LT 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 4 
trophies  LU 1 1 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 5 
trophies  LV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 4 
trophies  MX 1 6 6 4 7 0 2 2 9 4 41 
trophies  NA 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  NL 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 4 
trophies  NO 0 1 0 2 3 1 1 0 1 0 9 
trophies  NZ 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 
trophies  PA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
trophies  PL 5 4 4 5 5 2 1 1 2 2 31 
trophies  PT 4 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 8 
trophies  RO 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  RS 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
trophies  RU 0 1 2 8 11 10 6 6 3 8 55 
trophies  SE 0 2 5 3 3 0 0 2 0 1 16 
trophies  SG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
trophies  SI 1 2 2 2 4 1 0 2 0 0 14 
trophies  SK 1 2 1 2 3 1 2 1 2 1 16 
trophies  SL 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 2 0 0 5 
trophies  SZ 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
trophies  UA 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 
trophies  US 51 71 71 87 157 76 30 40 29 33 645 
trophies  VG 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  XX 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
trophies  ZA 7 8 12 9 18 8 6 4 5 1 78 
trophies  ZW 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 
trophies  AT 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
trophies  US 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
Bodies 
Total 

  0 0 1 2 1 13 3 1 0 4 25 

Bones 
Total 

  0 0 0 0 4 0 2 0 2 6 14 

Claws 
Total 

  0 26 0 0 0 4 0 0 18 0 48 

Hair Total   0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
Live Total   0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6 0 12 

Skin 
Pieces 
Total 

  
0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Skins 
Total 

  7 18 13 1 14 8 14 5 2 1 83 

Skulls 
Total 

  6 12 9 2 14 6 8 7 4 4 72 

Specimens 
Total 

  0 0 0 0 0 101 0 1233 36 1030 2400 

Specimens 
Total 

ml  0 0 0 0 0 6 0 60 0 0 66 

Teeth 
Total 

  31 0 8 0 0 18 27 0 0 0 84 

Trophies 
Total 

  168 197 181 226 344 155 103 111 100 105 1690 

Grand 
Total 

no  212 253 212 231 377 305 158 1363 168 1151 4430 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus from Namibia, all sources, all purposes, on 

03/23/2016. 
 

Table 51. Gross Imports of Panthera pardus from Nigeria, 2005-2014, all purposes and all sources. 
 

Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
derivatives  US 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 

hair 
products 

 US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

skin 
pieces 

 US 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 3 

skins  HU 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skins  US 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 5 
teeth  US 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 8 
Skins 
Total 

  1 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 6 

Grand 
Total 

  1 3 3 0 1 10 0 2 1 0 21 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus from Nigeria, all sources, all purposes, on 
03/23/2016. 

 
Table 52. Gross Imports of Panthera pardus from Senegal, 2005-2014, all purposes and all sources. 

 
Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 

specimens  US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 0 18 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus from Senegal, all sources, all purposes, on 

03/23/2016. 
 

Table 53. Gross Imports of Panthera pardus from Sierra Leone, 2005-2014, all purposes and all 
sources. 

 
Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 

derivatives  DK 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus from Sierra Leone, all sources, all purposes, on 

03/23/2016. 
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Table 54. Gross Imports of Panthera pardus from South Africa, 2005-2014, all purposes and all 
sources. 

 
Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
bodies  CA 0 0 0 1 1 0 4 2 1 2 11 
bodies  CN 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 2 1 0 7 
bodies  CZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 
bodies  DK 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 
bodies  ES 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 
bodies  FR 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 
bodies  GB 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 4 
bodies  KW 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
bodies  MX 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
bodies  NA 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
bodies  NZ 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 3 
bodies  PL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
bodies  US 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 4 0 0 8 
bone 

pieces 
 US 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

bones  CA 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
bones  DE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 
bones  DK 0 0 0 0 0 2 4 0 0 0 6 
bones  MX 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 0 0 5 
bones  SK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
bones  US 0 0 0 0 2 4 29 5 2 4 46 

carvings  US 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
claws  GB 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 
claws  NZ 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
claws  US 0 44 18 2 36 8 26 18 18 0 170 

derivatives  GB 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 0 0 0 50 
derivatives  LV 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 
derivatives  MX 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 
derivatives  US 0 0 0 0 20 2 0 0 0 0 22 

feet  US 0 0 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 29 
garments  GB 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
garments  IT 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
garments  NZ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
garments  US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

hair  GB 0 0 0 0 209 0 0 0 0 0 209 
leather 

products 
(large) 

 PH 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

leather 
products 
(small) 

 AU 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 

leather 
products 
(small) 

 PT 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

leather 
products 
(small) 

 US 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

live  AE 2 2 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 8 
live  BE 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
live  CA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
live  EG 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 2 1 2 12 
live  ES 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
live  GA 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 4 0 10 
live  JP 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 4 
live  MW 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6 0 0 12 
live  PK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 
live  SA 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
live  TH 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 
live  UG 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

skin pieces  NZ 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 
skin pieces  US 0 0 0 54 0 0 0 1 2 0 57 

skins  AT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
skins  AU 2 3 0 1 0 3 1 0 0 0 10 
skins  BE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
skins  BR 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skins  BW 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
skins  CA 1 5 0 6 4 0 0 2 0 1 19 
skins  CG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 
skins  CH 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skins  CR 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skins  CZ 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 0 0 5 
skins  DE 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 5 1 0 8 
skins  DK 0 0 0 1 0 2 1 0 0 0 4 
skins  EE 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skins  ES 0 3 0 0 0 11 12 3 0 0 29 
skins  FI 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 
skins  FR 2 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 8 
skins  GB 2 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 0 1 7 
skins  IT 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skins  MX 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 6 
skins  MZ 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 
skins  NL 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 
skins  NO 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 4 
skins  PA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
skins  PL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
skins  PT 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 4 
skins  RU 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 2 0 5 
skins  SE 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
skins  SK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
skins  SZ 0 2 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 6 
skins  TZ 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
skins  US 0 27 0 0 2 40 52 37 3 2 163 
skulls kg BE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.65 0.65 
skulls  AE 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 4 
skulls  AR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 4 
skulls  AU 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 3 
skulls  BE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 
skulls  BR 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
skulls  BW 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
skulls  CA 1 2 0 4 5 0 4 4 1 2 23 
skulls  CN 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skulls  CO 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 3 
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
skulls  CZ 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 0 0 5 
skulls  DE 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 6 1 0 8 
skulls  DK 0 0 0 1 1 4 3 0 0 2 11 
skulls  EE 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skulls  ES 0 4 1 0 1 13 15 3 0 2 39 
skulls  FI 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 4 
skulls  FR 1 0 0 0 2 4 3 0 2 6 18 
skulls  GB 0 1 0 1 2 3 2 2 0 0 11 
skulls  HU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
skulls  IT 0 0 0 0 1 1 4 3 2 1 12 
skulls  MG 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
skulls  MX 0 2 0 0 1 4 7 0 0 0 14 
skulls  MZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 3 
skulls  NA 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 
skulls  NO 0 0 0 0 1 2 4 0 0 1 8 
skulls  NZ 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 4 
skulls  PA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
skulls  PH 0 0 0 0 1 2 2 0 0 0 5 
skulls  PK 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 0 0 4 
skulls  PT 0 0 0 0 3 6 7 0 0 0 16 
skulls  QA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 4 8 
skulls  RU 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 6 11 
skulls  SE 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 1 7 
skulls  SK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
skulls  TZ 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 5 
skulls  UA 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
skulls  US 0 43 2 0 16 50 74 45 11 37 278 
skulls  ZM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

specimens  CN 4 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 9 
specimens  NO 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
specimens  US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 150 0 0 150 

tails  GB 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
teeth  BR 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 
teeth  US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 

trophies  AE 0 1 1 0 1 0 7 0 0 1 11 
trophies  AR 0 0 3 0 1 0 2 1 4 1 12 
trophies  AT 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 
trophies  AU 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 
trophies  BE 3 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 1 8 
trophies  BR 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 5 
trophies  BW 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  CA 1 0 1 4 1 0 2 2 6 4 21 
trophies  CH 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 3 
trophies  CL 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
trophies  CN 2 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 2 0 9 
trophies  CO 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 4 
trophies  CR 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 
trophies  CZ 1 0 0 2 1 1 3 2 0 0 10 
trophies  DE 2 1 1 0 2 0 4 7 5 3 25 
trophies  DK 0 0 3 2 5 7 3 1 1 1 23 
trophies  EE 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 
trophies  ES 9 6 5 8 11 11 4 2 2 5 63 
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
trophies  FI 1 0 0 0 1 2 2 0 1 1 8 
trophies  FR 3 6 1 7 1 6 3 2 4 2 35 
trophies  GB 1 1 2 4 3 2 2 2 0 2 19 
trophies  GT 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  HU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 3 
trophies  ID 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
trophies  IE 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  IS 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 4 
trophies  IT 1 0 1 1 4 2 6 3 2 1 21 
trophies  KW 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
trophies  LB 1 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 5 
trophies  LT 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 1 1 5 
trophies  LV 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  MG 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
trophies  MX 2 4 3 11 3 9 7 6 2 6 53 
trophies  MZ 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 3 
trophies  NA 1 4 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 8 
trophies  NC 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  NL 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 
trophies  NO 0 1 0 1 0 0 4 2 2 1 11 
trophies  NP 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  NZ 1 0 0 0 2 4 1 2 0 0 10 
trophies  PH 1 0 0 1 38 4 2 0 0 0 46 
trophies  PK 2 1 1 0 1 0 1 3 0 0 9 
trophies  PL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 5 
trophies  PT 0 1 2 1 6 2 7 0 0 0 19 
trophies  QA 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 2 0 6 
trophies  RO 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
trophies  RS 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 3 
trophies  RU 4 0 1 0 2 2 5 9 4 18 45 
trophies  SA 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  SE 0 3 1 0 0 3 2 0 2 0 11 
trophies  SI 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  SK 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 4 
trophies  SV 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  SZ 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  TZ 1 1 1 1 1 4 0 0 0 0 9 
trophies  UA 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  US 68 85 76 98 89 74 53 69 64 53 729 
trophies  ZM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 
trophies  ZW 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 
Bodies 
Total 

  1 0 0 2 9 6 9 13 3 2 44 

Bone 
Pieces 
Total 

  0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

Bones 
Total 

  0 1 0 2 2 8 35 8 2 5 63 

Carvings 
Total 

  1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Claws 
Total 

  0 44 18 2 37 12 26 18 18 0 175 

Derivatives   0 0 0 0 20 6 50 0 0 0 76 
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
Total 

Feet Total   0 0 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 29 
Garments 

Total 
  1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 3 

Hair Total   0 0 0 0 209 0 0 0 0 0 209 
Leather 
Products 
(large) 
Total 

  0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Leather 
Products 
(small) 
Total 

  0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 

Live Total   2 2 2 5 3 11 11 11 5 6 56 
Skin 

Pieces 
Total 

  0 0 0 60 0 0 0 1 2 0 63 

Skins Total   9 42 2 10 13 70 85 53 8 7 290 
Skulls 
Total 

  3 54 3 6 37 103 145 75 27 69 519 

Skulls 
Total 

kg  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.65 0.65 

Specimens 
Total 

  4 0 0 1 1 2 0 151 0 1 156 

Tails Total   0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
Teeth 
Total 

  0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 8 

Trophies 
Total 

  115 119 113 148 185 145 129 129 112 109 1189 

Grand 
Total 

no  136 268 138 268 517 365 490 460 178 204 3024 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus from South Africa, all sources, all purposes, on 
03/23/2016. 

 
Table 55. Gross Imports of Panthera pardus from Sudan, 2005-2014, all purposes and all sources. 

 
Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
leather 

products 
(small) 

 US 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 

live  SA 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
live  SY 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 
live  ZA 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

shoes  US 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 
skins  AE 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Live 
Total 

  2 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 

Grand 
Total 

  2 3 6 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 16 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus from Sudan, all sources, all purposes, on 
03/23/2016. 

 
Table 56. Gross Imports of Panthera pardus from Swaziland, 2005-2014, all purposes and all 

sources. 
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
live  ZA 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

skins  CN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 
skins  ZA 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 2 0 0 9 

specimens  ZA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 
Skins 
Total 

  

0 0 0 0 7 0 0 4 0 0 11 

Grand 
Total 

  

0 0 0 0 8 0 0 6 0 0 14 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus from Swaziland, all sources, all purposes, on 

03/23/2016. 
 

Table 57. Gross Imports of Panthera pardus from Togo, 2005-2014, all purposes and all sources. 
 

Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
skins  ES 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus from Togo, all sources, all purposes, on 
03/23/2016. 

 
Table 58. Gross Imports of Panthera pardus from the United Republic of Tanzania, 2005-2014, all 

purposes and all sources. 
 

Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
bodies  DK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 3 
bodies  GB 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
bodies  RU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
bones  IT 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 
bones  US 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 8 0 10 
bones  ZA 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
feet  BR 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
hair  NL 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 
live  NI 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

skin pieces  AT 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skins  AR 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
skins  AT 0 3 1 0 3 4 0 0 1 0 12 
skins  AU 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 3 
skins  BE 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 3 
skins  BG 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 
skins  BR 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skins  CA 8 3 0 1 8 1 1 5 0 0 27 
skins  CH 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 4 
skins  CZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
skins  DE 0 0 0 0 4 1 3 3 3 0 14 
skins  DK 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 
skins  ES 0 0 0 0 16 14 3 3 1 0 37 
skins  FR 1 1 0 0 28 20 11 10 6 2 79 
skins  GB 0 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 5 
skins  HU 0 0 0 0 8 0 2 0 3 0 13 
skins  IT 0 0 0 0 5 5 2 2 0 0 14 
skins  JM 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
skins  MG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
skins  MX 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 2 0 5 
skins  NL 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
skins  NO 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
skins  PA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
skins  PL 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 
skins  RU 0 0 0 0 6 4 4 1 2 0 17 
skins  SB 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
skins  SE 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
skins  US 0 0 0 0 41 40 10 47 14 3 155 
skins  ZA 0 15 0 0 9 11 12 5 3 0 55 
skins  ZW 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
skulls  AR 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
skulls  AT 0 0 1 0 3 4 0 0 1 0 9 
skulls  AU 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 3 
skulls  BE 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 3 
skulls  BG 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
skulls  BR 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skulls  CA 5 3 0 1 7 1 1 3 0 0 21 
skulls  CH 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 4 
skulls  CZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
skulls  DE 0 0 0 0 4 1 3 3 3 0 14 
skulls  DK 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
skulls  ES 0 0 0 0 16 14 3 3 1 0 37 
skulls  FR 0 1 0 0 28 22 11 10 5 1 78 
skulls  GB 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 3 
skulls  HU 0 0 0 0 8 0 2 0 3 0 13 
skulls  IT 0 0 0 0 5 5 2 1 0 0 13 
skulls  JM 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
skulls  MG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
skulls  MX 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 2 0 5 
skulls  NO 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
skulls  PA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
skulls  PL 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 
skulls  RU 0 0 0 0 6 4 4 1 2 0 17 
skulls  SB 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
skulls  US 1 0 1 0 41 40 10 43 14 1 151 
skulls  ZA 0 15 0 0 9 15 11 6 6 4 66 
skulls  ZW 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
skulls  CA 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

specimens  KW 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
tails  FR 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

trophies  AE 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 3 
trophies  AR 0 2 2 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 7 
trophies  AT 0 2 4 1 3 3 4 6 1 4 28 
trophies  BE 3 3 5 7 9 3 0 0 0 0 30 
trophies  BG 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 5 
trophies  BR 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  BY 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  CA 4 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 9 
trophies  CH 2 0 8 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 
trophies  CN 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 4 
trophies  CZ 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 5 
trophies  DE 11 8 7 5 11 7 8 6 3 7 73 
trophies  DK 0 1 1 1 2 2 2 0 0 1 10 
trophies  ES 27 40 40 19 16 20 11 4 6 6 189 
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
trophies  FI 2 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 6 
trophies  FR 102 30 28 106 37 32 16 53 16 19 439 
trophies  GB 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 
trophies  HR 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 6 
trophies  HU 0 0 0 4 9 4 8 6 5 7 43 
trophies  IE 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
trophies  IT 14 8 8 7 7 7 8 9 6 5 79 
trophies  JM 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  LT 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 3 
trophies  LU 1 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 6 
trophies  LV 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 
trophies  MX 20 26 22 27 21 16 15 7 14 13 181 
trophies  NL 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 
trophies  NO 1 3 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 
trophies  PL 0 1 0 1 2 0 1 0 0 0 5 
trophies  PT 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  RO 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 5 
trophies  RS 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 3 
trophies  RU 1 3 7 8 12 10 8 9 0 4 62 
trophies  SE 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 
trophies  SK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
trophies  TR 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 
trophies  US 137 149 107 173 134 84 59 98 80 97 1118 
trophies  ZA 7 19 13 17 8 6 0 4 12 10 96 
trophies  ZM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
Bodies 
Total 

  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 0 5 

Bones 
Total 

  0 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 8 0 13 

Feet Total   0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
Hair Total   0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 
Live Total   0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Skin Pieces 

Total 
  0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Skins Total   11 25 1 1 135 108 56 79 39 7 462 
Skulls 
Total 

  6 19 2 1 135 114 54 73 41 7 452 

Specimens 
Total 

  1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Tails Total   0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
Trophies 

Total 
  342 305 261 386 280 201 141 210 148 181 2455 

Grand 
Total 

  360 352 264 398 550 427 254 364 239 195 3403 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus from the United Republic of Tanzania, all 
sources, all purposes, on 03/23/2016. 

 
Table 59. Gross Imports of Panthera pardus from Zambia, 2005-2014, all purposes and all sources. 

 
Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
bodies  DK 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
bones  DE 0 0 0 257 0 0 0 0 0 0 257 
bones  ZA 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
hair  US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 7 
skins  CA 2 3 0 0 4 1 2 0 0 0 12 
skins  ES 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
skins  GB 0 1 0 2 3 1 0 1 1 0 9 
skins  LU 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
skins  MX 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
skins  SZ 0 0 3 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 
skins  US 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
skins  ZA 0 4 0 0 0 3 8 3 0 0 18 
skulls  BW 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
skulls  CA 0 1 0 0 4 1 2 0 0 0 8 
skulls  DK 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
skulls  GB 0 1 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 0 7 
skulls  IT 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
skulls  LU 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
skulls  MX 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 
skulls  US 1 1 0 0 0 0 6 0 1 0 9 
skulls  ZA 0 4 0 0 0 5 8 4 1 1 23 

specimens g US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 0 16 
specimens  CH 0 96 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 96 
specimens  DE 0 0 53 44 0 0 0 0 0 0 97 
specimens  GB 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 
trophies  AT 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 6 1 1 11 
trophies  AU 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 
trophies  BE 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 2 1 0 7 
trophies  BW 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
trophies  CA 2 1 0 0 3 14 2 0 1 0 23 
trophies  CZ 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 3 
trophies  DE 0 0 0 1 4 6 6 4 2 0 23 
trophies  DK 0 0 1 1 0 0 6 2 1 0 11 
trophies  ES 4 2 4 8 6 2 6 3 3 0 38 
trophies  FI 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  FR 3 2 0 4 5 2 2 4 3 0 25 
trophies  GB 2 2 2 3 2 1 1 2 0 0 15 
trophies  HU 0 0 1 2 3 4 3 6 0 0 19 
trophies  IT 0 0 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 10 
trophies  JM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  LT 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
trophies  LV 0 4 3 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 12 
trophies  MX 1 0 0 3 7 6 11 11 1 0 40 
trophies  NO 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 
trophies  PK 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 
trophies  PT 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
trophies  RU 1 0 3 5 1 0 0 3 0 0 13 
trophies  SE 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 4 0 6 
trophies  SI 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
trophies  SK 0 0 0 3 2 0 3 2 0 0 10 
trophies  SL 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  SZ 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
trophies  UA 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 
trophies  US 54 46 39 48 42 48 36 112 39 2 466 
trophies  ZA 7 6 6 7 9 4 6 7 3 0 55 
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
trophies  ZW 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  MX 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
trophies  PK 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Bodies 
Total 

  

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Bones 
Total 

 
 0 0 0 257 0 1 0 0 0 0 258 

Hair Total 
  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 7 

Skins Total 
  4 8 3 6 7 5 13 4 2 0 52 

Skulls 
Total 

 
 1 7 0 2 5 7 25 5 4 1 57 

Specimens 
Total 

  
0 104 53 44 0 0 0 0 0 0 201 

Specimens 
Total g 

 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 0 16 

Trophies 
Total 

  
75 64 71 94 91 94 91 165 63 5 813 

Grand Total 
  

80 183 127 403 103 107 130 174 76 6 1389 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus from Zambia, all sources, all purposes, on 

03/23/2016. 

 
Table 60. Gross Imports of Panthera pardus from Zimbabwe, 2005-2014, all purposes and all 

sources. 
 

Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
bodies  CA 0 0 0 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 6 
bodies  GB 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
bodies  HK 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
bodies  KR 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
bodies  SE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
bones  US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 2 7 
bones  ZA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 
claws  GB 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 5 
claws  MX 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 18 0 36 
claws  US 0 0 0 0 8 0 1 20 0 0 29 

derivatives  AT 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
feet  ZA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 

leather 
products 
(large)  US 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 

live  ZA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 
skeletons  FR 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

skin pieces  NZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
skin pieces  US 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 4 

skins kg IT 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
skins  AR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 
skins  AT 2 3 2 0 0 0 3 3 2 0 15 
skins  BG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
skins  BR 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
skins  BW 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 
skins  CA 0 9 0 9 7 7 4 3 3 1 43 
skins  CH 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
skins  CN 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
skins  CZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 4 0 6 
skins  DE 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5 4 0 14 
skins  DK 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 1 0 4 
skins  ES 0 0 0 0 2 1 7 5 1 0 16 
skins  FI 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
skins  FR 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 5 4 0 12 
skins  GB 0 0 0 0 2 1 2 2 3 0 10 
skins  HK 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skins  HN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
skins  HU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 4 
skins  IT 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 4 
skins  LT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 
skins  MX 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 1 1 6 
skins  NG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 6 
skins  NZ 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 
skins  PL 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 
skins  PT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
skins  RO 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
skins  RU 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 0 1 7 
skins  SE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 
skins  SK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 
skins  US 0 0 0 0 3 2 55 128 68 6 262 
skins  YU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
skins  ZA 0 20 0 0 1 9 8 12 2 3 55 
skulls kg IT 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
skulls  AR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 
skulls  AT 2 0 2 0 0 0 3 3 2 0 12 
skulls  BE 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 
skulls  BG 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 
skulls  BW 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 
skulls  CA 0 9 0 19 12 9 4 2 3 1 59 
skulls  CH 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2 
skulls  CL 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
skulls  CZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 4 0 6 
skulls  DE 0 0 0 0 1 0 6 6 4 0 17 
skulls  DK 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 4 
skulls  ES 0 0 0 0 3 1 8 5 2 0 19 
skulls  FI 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 
skulls  FR 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 8 5 0 15 
skulls  GB 0 0 0 0 3 1 2 2 2 1 11 
skulls  HK 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skulls  HN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
skulls  HU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 4 
skulls  IT 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 4 
skulls  LT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 
skulls  MU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
skulls  MX 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 1 5 
skulls  NO 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 
skulls  NZ 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 3 
skulls  PA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
skulls  PL 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 
skulls  PT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
skulls  RO 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
skulls  RU 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 0 1 7 
skulls  SE 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 3 
skulls  SK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 
skulls  US 0 3 1 7 9 5 58 134 74 9 300 
skulls  YU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
skulls  ZA 0 22 0 1 1 9 8 11 6 3 61 

specimens  CN 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 3 
tails  US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 10 
teeth  CH 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 0 8 
teeth  NZ 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

trophies  AR 1 2 2 0 1 0 1 7 0 0 14 
trophies  AT 4 6 2 4 3 1 4 2 1 2 29 
trophies  AU 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 
trophies  BE 1 2 2 2 1 3 1 0 1 0 13 
trophies  BG 0 1 4 1 0 1 2 1 0 2 12 
trophies  BR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 
trophies  CA 9 10 2 8 4 4 1 5 3 2 48 
trophies  CH 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 2 6 
trophies  CL 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 
trophies  CN 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 1 1 0 5 
trophies  CR 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
trophies  CZ 3 3 0 0 2 1 3 1 4 0 17 
trophies  DE 9 12 4 4 5 5 8 8 8 4 67 
trophies  DK 3 3 2 3 10 6 4 3 0 1 35 
trophies  EE 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 
trophies  ES 25 20 26 18 13 8 10 8 6 4 138 
trophies  FI 2 2 1 2 1 2 3 1 0 1 15 
trophies  FR 30 9 8 8 5 2 2 10 7 5 86 
trophies  GB 1 1 1 2 0 1 1 2 2 2 13 
trophies  HR 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  HU 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 2 1 6 
trophies  IT 4 2 4 7 4 3 6 3 1 0 34 
trophies  LT 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 5 
trophies  LU 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 
trophies  LV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 
trophies  MU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
trophies  MX 8 15 2 4 6 13 8 5 5 5 71 
trophies  NO 1 0 1 2 1 3 0 1 0 0 9 
trophies  NZ 1 0 0 0 2 2 1 0 1 0 7 
trophies  PA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
trophies  PH 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 5 
trophies  PK 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  PL 0 5 4 2 1 3 6 2 1 4 28 
trophies  PT 2 3 1 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 10 
trophies  QA 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 
trophies  RO 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 3 
trophies  RS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
trophies  RU 5 1 3 6 7 6 4 10 0 1 43 
trophies  SA 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  SD 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 
trophies  SE 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 1 2 2 12 
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Term Unit Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
trophies  SG 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  SI 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  SK 2 0 1 3 0 1 0 0 1 1 9 
trophies  SL 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies  SZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 
trophies  UA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 4 
trophies  US 185 156 178 143 180 143 126 132 129 117 1489 
trophies  XX 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
trophies  ZA 30 19 23 24 28 6 11 8 10 11 170 
trophies  ZM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
Bodies 
Total 

  

3 0 1 2 5 0 0 1 0 0 12 

Bones 
Total 

  

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 1 2 11 

Claws 
Total 

  

0 0 0 0 8 0 1 38 23 0 70 

Derivatives 
Total 

  

0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Feet Total 
  

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 
Leather 
Products 
(large) 
Total 

  

0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 

Live Total 
  

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 
Skeletons 

Total 
  

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Skin 
Pieces 
Total 

  

0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 2 5 

Skins Total 
  2 34 2 11 18 21 95 192 101 14 490 

Skins Total kg 
 

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Skulls 
Total  

 

2 34 3 28 33 30 101 199 112 18 560 

Skulls 
Total kg 

 

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Specimens 
Total 

 
 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 3 

Tails Total 
  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 10 

Teeth 
Total 

 
 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 4 0 9 

Trophies 
Total 

 
 333 285 277 253 281 220 204 220 192 177 2442 

Grand 
Total 

  

342 361 285 294 345 274 401 667 434 226 3629 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus from Zimbabwe, all sources, all purposes, on 

03/23/2016. 
 

Table 61: Imports of Panthera pardus into Austria, all sources, all purposes 2005-2014. 
 

Term Purpose Source Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
bodies H W AT 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
skins H W AT 3 0 0 0 3 4 4 3 4 0 21 

trophies H W AT 17 26 9 10 17 10 11 18 13 10 141 
trophies H W AT 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
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Term Purpose Source Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
skins P O AT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
skins P W AT 4 14 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 33 

trophies P W AT 0 1 6 12 4 1 1 0 2 4 31 
skins Q O AT 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

bodies total 
   

0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
skins total 

   
7 14 15 0 4 4 4 3 5 0 56 

trophies total 
   

17 27 15 22 21 11 13 18 15 14 173 
Grand Total 

   
24 41 30 22 25 16 17 21 20 14 230 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus into Austria by individual sources and purposes, 
on 03/16/2016. 

 
Table 62: Imports of Panthera pardus into Canada, all sources, all purposes 2005-2014. 

 
Term Purpose Source Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
bodies E W CA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 
skins E W CA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

trophies H C CA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 
bodies H W CA 0 0 0 6 8 0 6 2 1 4 27 
skins H W CA 11 22 0 18 32 10 10 11 3 2 119 

trophies H W CA 16 17 3 15 16 22 9 10 8 13 129 
trophies H F CA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 
trophies P I CA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

skins P O CA 0 0 0 2 1 0 1 1 0 1 6 
bodies P W CA 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 3 
skins P W CA 2 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 6 

trophies P W CA 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 6 
bodies T O CA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
skins T W CA 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
live Z C CA 0 1 2 1 0 1 0 1 2 2 10 

bodies total 
   

0 1 2 7 9 1 6 5 1 5 33 
live total 

   
0 1 2 1 0 1 0 1 2 2 10 

skins total 
   

15 24 0 20 34 10 11 13 3 4 134 
trophies total 

   
34 43 3 51 69 22 32 33 21 34 141 

Grand Total 
   

34 42 5 43 60 33 26 30 18 26 318 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus into Canada by individual sources and purposes, 

on 03/17/2016. 
 

Table 63: Imports of Panthera pardus into France, all sources, all purposes 2005-2014. 
 

Term Purpose Source Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
bodies H W FR 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skins H W FR 2 1 1 0 28 25 19 23 11 0 110 

trophies H W FR 188 74 33 47 52 44 10 11 10 4 473 
skins P O FR 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 5 

bodies P W FR 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 
skins P W FR 2 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 2 2 9 

trophies P W FR 4 2 33 138 60 51 32 76 33 30 459 
live Q C FR 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 6 
live Z C FR 0 1 3 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 7 

bodies total    0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 
live total    0 3 3 1 0 2 0 0 0 4 13 

skins total    7 1 1 1 29 26 20 24 13 2 124 
trophies total    192 76 66 185 112 95 42 87 43 34 932 
Grand Total    199 80 70 187 144 123 62 111 56 40 1,072 
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Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus into France by individual sources and purposes, 
on 03/17/2016. 

 
Table 64: Imports of Panthera pardus into Germany, all sources, all purposes 2005-2014. 

 
Term Purpose Source Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
live B C DE 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 

bodies H W DE 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
skins H W DE 0 0 0 0 5 2 12 15 8 0 42 

trophies H W DE 62 66 30 41 60 34 30 46 38 36 443 
bodies P O DE 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skins P O DE 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 

trophies P O DE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
bodies P W DE 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skins P W DE 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 3 

trophies P W DE 4 1 3 0 4 3 2 1 0 0 18 
live Q C DE 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

trophies Q O DE 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skins T O DE 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skins T U DE 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 
skins T W DE 0 0 7 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 8 
live Z C DE 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 7 

bodies total    0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 
live total    0 1 2 0 3 0 2 2 0 0 10 

skins total    1 1 14 0 5 4 14 15 9 0 63 
trophies total    66 67 33 42 64 37 32 48 38 36 463 
Grand Total 

   
67 69 50 43 72 42 48 65 47 36 539 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus into Germany by individual sources and 
purposes, on 03/17/2016. 

 
Table 65: Imports of Panthera pardus into Italy, all sources, all purposes 2005-2014. 

 
Term Purpose Source Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 

trophies H R IT 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
bodies H W IT 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
skins H W IT 0 0 0 0 5 5 4 3 2 0 19 

trophies H W IT 20 12 15 18 23 18 22 18 12 7 165 
skins P O IT 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

trophies P W IT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 
skins Q O IT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
live Z C IT 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

bodies total 
   

0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
live total 

   
0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

skins total 
   

0 0 0 1 5 5 4 4 2 0 21 
trophies total 

   
20 12 15 19 23 18 22 18 15 7 169 

Grand Total 
   

20 12 15 20 29 24 26 22 17 7 192 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus into Italy by individual sources and purposes, on 

03/17/2016. 
 

Table 66: Imports of Panthera pardus into Mexico, all sources, all purposes 2005-2014. 
 

Term Purpose Source Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
trophies H C MX 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 
trophies H F MX 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 
trophies H I MX 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 
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trophies H O MX 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 6 
bodies H W MX 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skins H W MX 0 0 0 0 3 4 3 4 5 0 19 

trophies H W MX 39 68 50 57 49 46 38 48 30 29 454 
trophies H W MX 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
trophies P W MX 1 0 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 5 

live Q C MX 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 3 
trophies T W MX 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 

live Z C MX 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 
bodies total 

   
0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

live total 
   

0 0 0 4 0 2 0 0 1 1 8 
skins total 

   
0 0 0 0 3 4 3 4 6 0 20 

trophies total 
   

40 68 52 60 56 48 45 49 34 29 481 
Grand Total 

   
40 68 52 64 59 54 48 53 41 30 510 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus into Mexico by individual sources and purposes, 
on 03/17/2016. 

 
Table 67: Imports of Panthera pardus into Russia, all sources, all purposes 2005-2014. 

 
Term Purpose Source Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
live B C RU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 

bodies H W RU 0 0 3 0 0 2 1 1 0 1 8 
live H W RU 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 

skins H W RU 0 0 0 0 7 6 8 7 2 0 30 
trophies H W RU 15 8 20 29 36 35 23 51 15 31 263 

live N W RU 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 
skins P C RU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 

bodies P W RU 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
trophies P W RU 0 0 0 5 5 2 2 4 14 5 37 

live Q U RU 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 
live Q W RU 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 

skins T O RU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 
live Z C RU 0 5 3 3 0 0 2 2 6 3 24 
live Z F RU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

bodies total 
   

0 0 3 0 1 2 1 1 0 1 9 
live total 

   
0 5 3 3 4 2 10 5 6 3 41 

skins total 
   

0 0 0 0 7 6 8 11 4 0 36 
trophies total 

   
15 8 20 34 41 37 25 55 29 36 300 

Grand Total 
   

15 13 26 37 53 47 44 72 39 40 386 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus into Russia by individual sources and purposes, 

on 03/17/2016. 
 

Table 68: Imports of Panthera pardus into South Africa, all sources, all purposes 2005-2014. 
 

Term Purpose Source Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
live B C ZA 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 1 0 0 5 
live B F ZA 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
live B F ZA 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
live B W ZA 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
live E C ZA 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 

trophies H C ZA 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
trophies H F ZA 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
trophies H R ZA 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

skins H W ZA 0 51 0 0 22 28 41 38 27 0 207 
trophies H W ZA 87 74 73 76 80 43 40 46 43 25 587 



69 

 

Term Purpose Source Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
skins L W ZA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 
skins P C ZA 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 7 
skins P O ZA 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 
skins P W ZA 6 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 10 

trophies P W ZA 2 0 0 0 1 0 4 12 1 0 20 
live Q C ZA 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 
live T C ZA 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 3 8 
live T W ZA 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 

trophies T W ZA 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 
live Z C ZA 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 2 2 2 9 
live Z W ZA 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

live total    1 2 2 4 6 4 4 4 4 5 36 
skins total    8 52 0 0 32 28 42 40 27 0 229 

trophies total    89 75 74 78 81 43 45 59 44 25 613 
Grand Total    98 129 76 82 119 75 91 103 75 30 878 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus into South Africa by individual sources and 
purposes, on 03/17/2016. 

 
Table 69: Imports of Panthera pardus into Spain, all sources, all purposes 2005-2014. 

 
Term Purpose Source Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
bodies H W ES 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 3 
skins H W ES 0 3 0 0 18 27 32 12 7 0 99 

trophies H W ES 90 91 100 76 72 53 39 29 18 20 588 
trophies P W ES 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 11 0 15 

live Q C ES 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 
live T C ES 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

skins T W ES 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
bodies total 

   
0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 3 

live total    0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 3 
skins total 

   
0 3 0 0 19 27 32 12 7 0 101 

trophies total 
   

90 91 100 76 72 53 42 30 29 20 602 
Grand Total 

   
90 94 100 76 91 84 75 43 36 20 709 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus into Spain by individual sources and purposes, 
on 03/17/2016. 

 
Table 70: Imports of Panthera pardus into the United States of America, all sources, all purposes 2005-2014. 

 
Term Purpose Source Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 

trophies E W US 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
trophies H C US 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 
trophies H I US 21 31 19 30 14 13 14 18 10 5 175 

skins H R US 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
bodies H W US 1 0 0 0 0 6 1 4 0 0 12 
skins H W US 1 26 4 1 46 83 152 262 106 2 683 

trophies H W US 497 512 494 566 642 445 296 460 345 316 4,573 
trophies H W US 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

skins L W US 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
trophies P I US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

skins P O US 1 2 0 1 0 2 1 6 1 1 15 
trophies P O US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

skins P U US 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
bodies P W US 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 
skins P W US 4 2 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 11 
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Term Purpose Source Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 
trophies P W US 4 3 4 4 1 0 1 10 6 2 35 

live Q C US 0 0 0 1 1 2 2 0 1 0 7 
skins Q O US 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
skins Q W US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
skins S U US 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 
skins T I US 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 5 
skins T O US 3 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 6 
skins T U US 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

trophies T U US 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
skins T W US 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 3 

trophies T W US 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 
live Z C US 0 0 0 6 3 0 1 1 3 3 17 
live Z F US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
live Z F US 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

bodies total 
   

1 0 0 0 0 6 2 5 0 0 14 
live total 

   
0 0 0 7 4 2 3 3 4 3 26 

skins total 
   

13 35 7 15 48 87 154 269 110 3 741 
trophies total 

   
522 547 522 600 657 459 312 489 362 324 4,794 

Grand Total 
   

536 582 529 622 709 554 471 766 476 330 5,575 
Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “gross imports” of Panthera pardus into the United States of America by individual 

sources and purposes, on 03/17/2016. 
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January 30, 2017 

 

Janine Van Norman 

Chief, Branch of Foreign Species 

Endangered Species Program 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

5275 Leesburg Pike, MS: ES 

Falls Church, VA 22041 

 

Re: Petitioners’ Comments on the Status Review for Panthera pardus 
(Docket No. FWS–HQ–ES–2016–0131) 

 

Dear Chief Van Norman, 

On July 25, 2016 a coalition of wildlife protection and conservation organizations – The Humane Society of 

the United States, Humane Society International, Center for Biological Diversity, International Fund for Animal 

Welfare, and the Fund for Animals (“Petitioners”) – petitioned the Secretary of the Interior and the U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service (“FWS” or “the Service”) to list all leopards of the species Panthera pardus as endangered 

under the Endangered Species Act (“ESA”, 16 U.S.C. §§ 1531 et seq.).  Petitioners applaud the Service for its 

positive 90-day finding and for initiating a status review to determine if African leopards living south of and 

including Gabon, Congo, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Uganda, and Kenya1 qualify as endangered. See 

                                                           
1 Petitioners note that the Federal Register notice initiating the status review (81 Fed. Reg. at 86317) incorrectly states that 
the range of the leopard is “Democratic Republic of the Congo, Gabon, Kenya, and Uganda” – however, as the Service is 
aware, the range of Panthera pardus extends beyond these four countries, across the African continent and into Asia. 
Petitioners urge the Service to focus its status review on leopards that are currently listed as threatened (i.e., those living 
south of or in Gabon, Congo, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Uganda, and Kenya), so that FWS can determine 
whether listing all leopards as endangered is warranted.  
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81 Fed. Reg. 86315 (Nov. 30, 2016); 50 C.F.R. § 17.11. Since Petitioners submitted their detailed petition just 

six months ago, even more scientific and commercial evidence has emerged demonstrating that listing all 

African leopards as endangered is warranted. Therefore, it is imperative that the Service proceed expeditiously 

to conclude its review of the species and commence a rulemaking to promote the conservation of leopards, as 

required by law. See 16 U.S.C. § 1533(b)(3)(B) (providing that when the Service determines a petitioned action 

is warranted, it “shall promptly publish…a proposed regulation to implement such action…”). 

The Service is required to make such listing determinations “solely on the basis of the best scientific and 

commercial data available...” 16 U.S.C. § 1533(b)(1)(A). See also New Mexico Cattle Growers v. U.S. Fish & Wildlife 

Service, 248 F.3d 1277, 1284-85 (10th Cir. 2001) (quoting H.R. Rep. No. 97-567, pt. 1 at 29 (1982), “‘The addition 

of the word ‘solely’ is intended to remove from the process of listing or delisting of species any factor not 

related to the biological status of the species.’”); H.R. Conf. Rep. No. 835, 97th Cong. 2d Sess. 19-20 (1982) 

(the limitations on the factors the Service may consider in making listing decisions were intended to “ensure 

that decisions . . . pertaining to listing . . . are based solely upon biological criteria and to prevent nonbiological 

considerations from affecting such decisions.”); 16 U.S.C. § 1531(b) (the primary purpose of the ESA is to 

“provide a program for the conservation of such endangered species”); 16 U.S.C. § 1532(3) (the term 

“conservation” means “to use…all methods and procedures which are necessary to bring any endangered 

species or threatened species to the point at which the measures provided pursuant to this chapter are no longer 

necessary”).  

New Scientific and Commercial Evidence Supports Uplisting Sub-Saharan African Leopards 

The ESA requires the Secretary to list a subspecies as endangered if it is in danger of extinction in all or a 

significant portion of its range based on the following five factors: (1) the present or threatened destruction, 

modification, or curtailment of its habitat or range; (2) overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, 

or educational purposes; (3) disease or predation; (4) the inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms; and (5) 

“other natural or manmade factors affecting its continued existence.” 16 U.S.C. § 1533(a)(1)(A-E). The Service 

is required to list a species if any one of these criteria is met.  Southwest Center for Biological Diversity v. Babbitt, 215 

F.3d 58, 60 (D.C. Cir. 2000)).   

As an initial matter, there is no question that Panthera pardus in Asia and North and West Africa are endangered. 

For example, one recent study of the population of leopards in Nigeria (Eniang et al. (2016)) characterizes the 

leopard in Nigeria as apparently very rare and having been driven to extinction across much of the country (as 

depicted in the range map from the International Union for Conservation of Nature (“IUCN”) below). In the 

Niger Delta, Eniang et al. found that the species is considered “extremely threatened” and may be “functionally 

extinct” (p. 1). Indeed, the authors found only six confirmed records of leopard in the Delta in the past 15 

years, and no records of females with cubs, leading them to conclude that only a few vagrant individuals occur 

there (which further calls into question the scientific underpinnings (i.e., Eaton (1977)) of the 1982 FWS leopard 

listing rule, which claimed that a “realistic estimate” for the number of leopard in Nigeria was 20,000, as noted 

in Petitioners’ petition (p. 44)). 

 



3 

 

 

In addition to the copious information included in our July 2016 Petition, the few studies released in recent 

months further demonstrate that listing all Panthera pardus as endangered is warranted. Indeed, Wolf and Ripple 

(2016) found that, globally, the leopard  is one of five large carnivores with the highest proportions of prey with 

decreasing population trends, with 56%,  of its prey base diminishing, indicating the importance of conserving 

prey to conserve leopards and revealing the dire plight of the species. 

Edwards et al. (2016) studied leopards on farmlands in Namibia and found very low leopard densities: 0.59 

leopards / 100 m2 in one study area and 0.9 / 100 m2 in a second area. These densities are even lower than the 

so-called “low” mean density of 1.2 leopards / 100 m2 found in a previous study of leopard density in Namibia 

(citing to Stein et al. 2011). They also compared leopard population size estimates from farmers to estimates 

derived from camera trap data and found that most farmers overestimated the number of leopards on their 

farmlands; the authors state that this result further calls into question the use of questionnaires to estimate 

population sized rather than field work (a concern that Petitioners’ raised with respect to the outdated 1982 

listing at issue here).  

In addition to being imperiled by habitat loss and modification, African leopards are endangered by 

overutilization for commercial and recreational purposes, which is exacerbated by inadequate regulatory 

mechanisms governing offtake and trade in leopard parts. For example, Rosenblatt et al. (2016) studied the 

leopard population of Zambia’s South Luangwa National Park using camera traps inside and outside of the 

park from 2012 to 2014. Human encroachment and bushmeat hunting of leopard prey occurred outside the 

park, and trophy hunting of leopards outside the park was allowed prior to 2012. The mean leopard density in 

the park (8.5 / 100 km2) was 67% higher than outside of the park (5.08 / 100 km2), demonstrating that depletion 

of prey is causing declining populations of leopards in unprotected areas in Zambia. The authors also warn that 
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with leopard trophy hunting resuming in Zambia in 2015, robust monitoring is needed in order to calculate the 

impact on density and distribution of leopard. 

Additionally, in South Africa, the Minister of Environmental Affairs determined in January 2017 (following the 

same decision in January 2016) that based on the review of available scientific information on the status of 

leopard populations (including the results of camera trap surveys) the country cannot sustainably allow 

recreational offtake of leopards without jeopardizing the continued existence of the population. See Department 

of Environmental Affairs, 

https://www.environment.gov.za/mediarelease/deaconfirmsextension_zeroquotaofleopardhunting (Jan. 16, 

2017).  

This South Africa non-detriment finding (“NDF”) establishes a zero quota for leopard hunting and 

acknowledges that poorly managed trophy hunting is a key threat to leopards in the country (p. 1) and that 

although South Africa has a CITES annual leopard export quota of 150, “the national and provincial quotas 

are therefore arbitrary, based on speculative population estimates” (p. 2). South Africa further found that, 

“Recent research suggests that trophy hunting may be unsustainable in Limpopo, KwaZulu-Natal and possibly 

North West” provinces (p. 2); this is said to be “due mainly to excessive quotas, clumping of hunting effort, 

poor trophy selection, and the additive effects of DCA [Damage Causing Animal] control combined with other 

forms of illegal off-take” (p. 2). The South African NDF “demonstrates that legal local and international trade 

in live animals and the export of hunting trophies at present poses a high risk to the survival of this species in 

South Africa (Figure 2A). This is mostly due to poor management of harvest practices and a lack of reliable 

monitoring of leopard populations” (p. 2).  

While South Africa has admitted that it cannot ensure that leopard trophy hunting is conducted in a non-

detrimental manner, FWS has simultaneously doubled down on its overly broad and unsupported authorization 

sanctioning leopard hunting in six African countries, which demonstrates that the existing U.S. regulatory 

mechanisms are inadequate to protect this species from extinction. 

Instead of complying with its longstanding commitment to only allow “very few” leopard trophies into the 

country (47 Fed. Reg. 4201, 4211 (January 28, 1982)), FWS has allowed on average more than one leopard per 

day to be imported into the U.S. for more than a decade (see table below).  While CITES trade data from 2015 

and 2016 is not yet available for U.S. imports or most major leopard exporting countries, according to the 2005-

2014 CITES data submitted in the petition, and bolstered by 2015 data from the FWS LEMIS database, 

hundreds of leopards continue to be imported into the U.S. every year. 

 

https://www.environment.gov.za/mediarelease/deaconfirmsextension_zeroquotaofleopardhunting
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Gross Imports into the US of Individual Leopards (bodies, live, skins, trophies), all sources, all 

purposes, 2005-2015.  

Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Totals 

US 523 547 522 609 661 467 317 495 366 327 352* 5186 

             

Source: CITES-WCMC Trade Database, search on 11 January 2017 for gross imports of Panthera 

pardus, all sources, all purposes, filtered for bodies, live, skins, and trophies. * The 2015 data point 

was sourced from LEMIS data and, notably, only one of the 352 imports for that year was a live 

leopard. 

Following an inquiry from Petitioners in March 2016 regarding whether the Service was still relying on over 

thirty-year-old non-detriment findings to allow imports of leopard trophies, on April 14, 2016 FWS finalized 

an internal memorandum supporting the import of leopard trophies from Botswana,2 Mozambique, Namibia, 

Tanzania, Zambia, and Zimbabwe for calendar year 2016 (“2016 NDF”, attached).  However, as the Service 

does not publish applications for imports of threatened species in the Federal Register, it is unclear how many 

leopard trophies have been sought to be imported under this new authority (or whether FWS has yet made any 

determinations with respect to leopard trophy imports in 2017).  

                                                           
2 It is nonsensical that the Service included Botswana in its 2016 NDF for leopard trophy imports, as Botswana does not 
allow leopard trophy hunting and so the Service must not facilitate the import of an illegally taken leopard, which would 
violate the Lacey Act (16 U.S.C. § 3372). This is especially true given that the 2016 NDF does not include South Africa, 
explicitly because FWS acknowledged that South Africa issued a zero quota for leopard hunts in 2016.  
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What is clear is that the 2016 FWS NDF is not based on the best available science, as it precedes the publication 

of a seminal scientific paper (Jacobson et al. 2016) and the new IUCN Red List assessment for leopards (Stein 

et al. 2015), which, along with Petitioners’ July 2016 Petition, contain critical new scientific information 

demonstrating a precipitous deterioration of the status of the leopard over the past 15 years and identify poorly 

managed trophy hunting as a key threat to the survival of leopards.  

Firstly, as detailed in our petition, there is a large body of scientific work that has been conducted on leopards 

in the past decade, particularly the impact of trophy hunting on leopard populations, which the FWS has not 

fully evaluated in the 2016 NDF. Instead of relying on the 2016 IUCN Red List assessment from Stein et al., 

which classified the species Vulnerable, FWS instead cited to the old IUCN Red List assessment (Henschel et 

al. 2008) which listed the species as Near Threatened. This is arbitrary and capricious, as based on the 2016 

NDF, FWS appears to have previously had access to “preliminary data compiled by Brietenmoser et al. [a co-

author on Jacobson et al. (2016)]” (p. 2) and in the 2015 NDF for Mozambique acknowledged that threats to 

the survival of leopards “may be significant enough that the species could soon qualify for the [IUCN] category 

Vulnerable under criteria A4 (30% decline over a period of 30 years = three generations, including both past 

and future” (p. 2).  

Moreover, as to leopard population sizes, the 2016 NDF relies on the outdated and discredited 1988 report by 

Martin and de Meulenaer that provided wildly inflated leopard population size estimates. The 2016 NDF 

continues to perpetuate the claim included in previous NDFs that “the estimates by Martin and de Meulenaer 

(1988) represent the most practical and quantitative attempt to estimate potential cat numbers across a large 

geographical area” and that “more than 714,000 leopards occur in Africa” (p. 2). As discussed in our Petition, 

the information from Martin and de Meulenaer was gathered using questionable population models based on 

scant field data and is widely criticized as being unrealistic (Jacobson et al. (2016). Notably, while the 2015 

Mozambique NDF acknowledged that this information is been criticized, the 2016 NDF arbitrarily omits this 

cautionary tale and doubles down the Service’s reliance on outdated and unscientific information for leopard 

trophy imports. 

As evidenced in the 2016 NDF, the Service continues to ignore the best available science when authorizing the 

import of African leopard trophies, making the ESA special rule that waives the enhancement analysis for 

leopard trophy imports (50 C.F.R. § 17.40(f)) inadequate to protect the species as required by law. The 2016 

NDF claims that “the impact of trophy hunting on leopard populations is unclear” (p. 2), relying on two studies 

published in the past seven years – but the Service has failed to acknowledge the dozens of recently published 

papers demonstrating the detriment to leopard populations caused by trophy hunting, as documented in our 

petition. Further, FWS appears to have ignored the conclusions of the studies that it does claim to have relied 

on.  For example, Jacobson et al. (2016) states that “unsustainable legal trophy hunting” is a “major threat” to 

African leopards and that “it is possible, current levels of off-take are not set sustainably in any country that 

allows leopard hunting…” (p. 17-19). As further demonstrated in the 2016 IUCN Red List Assessment (Stein 

et al. 2016), “Evidence suggests that Leopard populations have been dramatically reduced due to … poorly 

managed trophy hunting….” 

As evidenced in our Petition, of the countries included in the 2016 NDF where leopard trophy hunting is 

allowed, there is significant cause for concern for the sustainability of such hunts: 

 Mozambique: leopard populations appear to be decreasing although they are poorly monitored and 

largely unknown (Stein et al. 2016), trophy hunting combined with illegal offtake has caused leopard 

population declines (Jorge 2012), there is illegal trophy hunting of females (Jorge 2012), and a high 
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percentage of leopards killed for trophies are under the recommended age of seven (Jorge 2012). Our 

petition (p. 56-59) provides a full analysis of the FWS NDF 2015 for Mozambique, indicating the FWS 

was in error in making a positive NDF for that country. 

 Namibia: although the population appears to be increasing and now numbers 13,356-22,706 according 

to Stein et al. (2011), poorly managed trophy hunting is a threat to the leopard in Namibia (Jacobson 

et al. 2016). 

 Tanzania: the leopard population is declining and has been reduced in Tanzania (Jacobson et al. 2016, 

Stein et al. 2016) driven, in part, by excessive offtake for trophy hunting (Packer et al. 2009, Jacobson 

et al. 2016). 

 Zambia: the leopard population appears to be decreasing (Stein et al. 2016), and trophy hunting has 

caused leopard population declines in Zambia (Packer et al. 2011). Zambia banned leopard hunting in 

2013 and 2014 (Stein et al. 2016) but reinstated it in 2015 and 2016 (Jacobson et al. 2016). 

 Zimbabwe: leopards exist in many conservation areas but no assessment of the national population 

exists (Jacobson et al. 2016). Populations are declining and leopards are disappearing in areas with high 

human impact and human-leopard conflict (Stein et al. 2016). Williams et al. (2016) extrapolated the 

results of a study of the impact of government land reform policies on the leopard population of Save 

Valley Conservancy to the remainder of the country, estimating Zimbabwe’s leopard population size 

to be 626 at minimum and 6,716 at maximum in 2008, a decrease of 69% and 58%, respectively, 

compared to minimum and maximum population estimates from 2000. The use of dogs to hunt 

leopards in Zimbabwe, and a declining number of leopards killed by trophy hunters in Zimbabwe and 

Zambia (suggesting less availability in spite of insatiable demand), also raise concerns about 

management of trophy hunting (Packer et al. 2011). Hunting leopards with dogs masks continued 

population declines because the dogs increase the ability of the hunter to locate and kill leopards 

(Packer et al. 2009). 

Instead of addressing these concerns, the 2016 NDF doubles down on the faulty CITES export quotas, while 

simultaneously revealing the inherent flaws in those quotas (2016 NDF, Table 3) – for example: 

 In 1983, the CITES Parties approved a leopard export quota of 80 for Botswana, even though 

Botswana did not submit a formal written proposal containing biological and management 

information; in 1987, the CITES Parties allowed Botswana to keep its export quota even though the 

country apparently exceeded its export quota by 19 leopards in 1985; in 1989, the CITES Parties 

increased Botswana’s export quota to 100 despite the fact that they had not complied with all relevant 

CITES requirements for export of leopards. 

 In 1989, the CITES Parties approved a leopard export quota of 50 for South Africa without any 

documentation; in 1992, the CITES Parties approved an increase in the leopard export quota for South 

Africa to 75 without any documentation; in 2004, the CITES Parties approved an increase in the 

leopard export quota for South Africa to 150, despite the fact that South Africa had exceeded its export 

quota during 1992-2002 (up to 96 exported versus 75 under the quota), and the lack of a population 

estimate. 

 In 1983, the CITES Parties approved a leopard export quota of 60 for Tanzania despite no formal 

(written) proposal; in 1985, the CITES Parties approved an increase in Tanzania’s leopard export quota 

to 250 based on a 2-page proposal that Tanzania stated contained no scientific data; in 2002, the CITES 

Parties approved an increase in Tanzania’s leopard export quota to 500 based on a 7-page “text” that 

again contained no quantitative data. 
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 In 1983, the CITES Parties approved a leopard export quota of 80 for Zambia that was based on a 4-

page document containing, according to FWS, “mostly general comments at the regional level; nothing 

substantive”; in 1985, the CITES Parties approved an increase in Zambia’s leopard export quota to 

300, based on a 3-page proposal that provided a leopard population figure of 47,000 (today, there are 

around 4,000 leopards in Zambia). 

 In 1983, the CITES Parties approved a leopard export quota of 80 for Zimbabwe based on a 4-page 

document containing, according to FWS, “mostly general comments at the regional level; nothing 

substantive;” in 1985, the CITES Parties approved an increase in Zimbabwe’s leopard export quota to 

350, based on a 5-page proposal; in 1987, the CITES Parties approved a further increase to Zimbabwe’s 

leopard export quota to 500, although Zimbabwe did not submit a formal (written) proposal but stated 

that their population numbered 12,000 (in 2008, there were an estimated 626-6,716 leopards in 

Zimbabwe). 

Notably, shortly after FWS issued the 2016 NDF, in September 2016, the CITES Conference of the Parties 

issued decisions pertaining to quotas for international trade in leopard hunting trophies. Specifically, Decision 

17.114 requires Parties to CITES with leopard trophy quotas established under CITES Res. Conf. 10.14 to 

review their quotas and share their determinations of whether such quotas are not detrimental to the survival 

of the species. As they currently stand, these CITES export quotas are inadequate to protect the continued 

existence of African leopards, mandating that the Service extend full ESA protections to all leopards in Africa. 

Conclusion 

On behalf of Petitioners and our over 42,000 members who have voiced their support for this uplisting, due 

to the increasingly robust scientific record about African leopard population decline due to loss of habitat, loss 

of prey, overutilization for commercial and recreational purposes, and the inadequacy of existing federal and 

international regulatory mechanisms, the Service must list all African leopards as endangered pursuant to the 

ESA, as the entire species is in “danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range.” 16 

U.S.C. § 1532(6).   

 

Respectfully, 

 

Anna Frostic 
Attorney for The Humane Society of the United States 
and The Fund for Animals 
 

 

Teresa M. Telecky, Ph.D. 
Director, Wildlife Department 
Humane Society International 
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Jeff Flocken 
North America Regional Director 
International Fund for Animal Welfare 
 

 

Sarah Uhlemann 
Center for Biological Diversity  
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NOTICE OF PETITION 
Pursuant to Section 4(b) of the Endangered Species Act (“ESA”), 16 U.S.C. § 1533(b), Section 
553(e) of the Administrative Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. § 553(e), and 50 C.F.R. § 424.14(a), 
petitioners, The International Fund for Animal Welfare, The Humane Society of the United 
States and Humane Society International, The Born Free Foundation/Born Free USA, Defenders 
of Wildlife, and The Fund for Animals hereby Petition the Secretary of the Interior to list the 
African lion (Panthera leo leo) as Endangered.1 16 U.S.C. § 1532(6), (16) (“The term 
‘endangered species’ means any species which is in danger of extinction throughout all or a 
significant portion of its range . . .”; “The term ‘species’ includes any subspecies of fish or 
wildlife . . .”).  
 
This Petition “presents substantial scientific [and] commercial information indicating that” the 
African lion subspecies is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its 
range. See 50 C.F.R. § 424.14(b)(1) (“substantial information” is “that amount of information 
that would lead a reasonable person to believe that the measure proposed in the Petition may be 
warranted”). Therefore, the Secretary of the Interior must make an initial finding “that the 
petitioned action may be warranted.” 16 U.S.C. §1533(b)(3)(A)(emphasis added) (The Secretary 
of the Interior must make this initial finding “[t]o the maximum extent practicable, within 90 
days after receiving the Petition”). Petitioners are confident that a status review of the 
subspecies, as required by 16 U.S.C. § 1533(b)(3)(B), will support a finding that listing the 
African lion as Endangered is warranted.  
 
The African lion has suffered a major reduction in population size across the continent, and such 
decline is ongoing because threats to the subspecies continue unabated. The U.S. has the 
opportunity to assist in protecting the iconic African lion by listing the subspecies as 
Endangered. Listing of the entire subspecies as Endangered, would meaningfully contribute to 
African lion conservation. Such a Continent-wide listing would allow the U.S. to support all 
range countries in their efforts to protect lion habitat and eliminate threats to the subspecies. 
Further, because unsustainable take, and subsequent imports of lion derivatives into the U.S., 
contribute to endangerment throughout their range, importation of any African lion specimen 
deserves the level of scrutiny that an Endangered listing would provide, namely an analysis of 
whether the import would in fact enhance the propagation or survival of the subspecies or is for 
scientific purposes. The U.S. has the opportunity to assist in protecting the iconic African lion by 
listing the subspecies as Endangered.  

                                                 
�
��������	
�����������������	�
���������� 	�����
���	�����	����������������������������������� !���"#��������
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
This Petition demonstrates that the African lion (Panthera leo leo) meets the statutory criteria for 
an Endangered listing under the ESA.  

The petitioners – The International Fund for Animal Welfare, The Humane Society of the United 
States and Humane Society International, The Born Free Foundation/Born Free USA, Defenders 
of Wildlife, and The Fund for Animals – submit this Petition to the Secretary of the Interior 
requesting formal protection for the African lion as Endangered under the ESA. The ESA 
considers a species (including subspecies) to be “Endangered” when it “is in danger of extinction 
throughout all or a significant portion of its range.” 16 U.S.C. § 1532(6). The Act requires the 
Secretary to determine within 90 days of receiving the Petition whether the Petition “presents 
substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the petitioned action may be 
warranted.” 16 U.S.C. § 1533(b)(3)(A). Such determination must be made solely on the basis of 
the “best scientific and commercial data available.” 16 U.S.C. § 1533(b)(1)(A). Following a 
positive 90-day finding, the Secretary must, within one year of receipt of the Petition, complete a 
review of the status of the species and publish either a proposed listing rule or a determination 
that such listing is not warranted. 16 U.S.C. § 1533(b)(3)(B). Should a rule be proposed, the 
Secretary has an additional year to finalize regulations protecting the species. 16 U.S.C. § 
1533(b)(6)(A).  

When a foreign species is listed as Endangered, protection under the ESA occurs by, inter alia, 
prohibiting imports unless they enhance the propagation or survival of the species or are for 
scientific purposes. 16 U.S.C. § 1533(b)(1)(A). Furthermore, Section 8 of the ESA provides for 
“International Cooperation” in the conservation of foreign, listed species, and listing a foreign 
species heightens global awareness about the importance of conserving the species. 

This Petition describes the natural history and biology of the African lion and the current status 
and distribution of the subspecies; it clearly shows that its population size and range are in 
alarming and precipitous decline. The Petition reviews the threats to the continued existence of 
the African lion, including retaliatory killing due to attacks on livestock, loss of habitat and prey, 
and disease. The Petition also demonstrates how Americans engaging in unsustainable trophy 
hunting and international trade of African lions and their parts are significantly and negatively 
impacting the conservation status of the African lion. It then explains how existing laws and 
regulations are inadequate to address the numerous and interacting threats to the African lion 
today. Lastly, the Petition demonstrates how an Endangered listing of the African lion under the 
ESA will result in significant benefits to the subspecies.   

Status and Distribution 
 
In 2008, the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) classified the African 
lion as Vulnerable with a declining population trend, which means it is considered to be facing a 
high risk of extinction in the wild (Bauer, Nowell, & Packer, 2008).  This classification is based 
on a suspected reduction in population of approximately 30 percent over the past two decades 
(Bauer, et al. 2008). However, African lion experts have now agreed that the population size is 
less than 40,000 with an estimated range of 23,000 to 39,000 (Bauer et al., 2008). The most 
quantitative estimate of the historic size of the African lion population resulted from a modeling 
exercise that predicted there were 75,800 African lions in 1980 (Bauer et al., 2008). Comparing 
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the 1980 estimate of 75,800 to the 2002 estimate of 39,000 African lions yields a suspected 
decline of 48.5 percent over 22 years. Additionally, since 2002, several studied African lion 
populations are known to have declined or disappeared altogether (Henschel, et al., 2010).  
 
The African lion now occupies less than an estimated 4,500,000 km2, which is only 22 percent of 
the subspecies’ historic distribution (Bauer et al., 2008). The latest research suggests the African 
lion exists in 27 countries (Bauer et al., 2008; Henschel et al., 2010), down from 30 countries in 
2008, just 3 years ago (Bauer et al., 2008), illustrating that the status of the African lion 
continues to deteriorate.  
 
Populations of African lion that are both viable and exist in largely Protected Areas, occur in 
only about 5 percent of their currently occupied range and 1.1 percent of their historical 
continent-wide range. Thus, the African lion is endangered both across a significant portion 
(approximately 95 percent) of its current range and across a significant portion (approximately 
99 percent) of its historical range. 
 
Threatened Destruction, Modification, Curtailment of Habitat or Range 
 
Loss of habitat and corresponding loss of prey are serious threats to the survival of the African 
lion (Ray, Hunter, & Zigouris, 2005). These threats are principally driven by human activity, 
including conversion of lion habitat for agriculture and grazing as well as human settlement (Ray 
et al., 2005). Human population growth has been specifically identified as the root cause of many 
problems associated with the conservation of African lions because of increasing human 
settlement in lion habitat and associated agriculture and livestock production (IUCN SSC Cat 
Specialist Group, 2006a). It is therefore of concern that the human population of sub-Saharan 
Africa, which was 518 million in 1990, is predicted to rise to 1.75 billion people by 2050 (UN 
DESA, 2009).  
 
Other related threats to African lion habitat and prey include the bushmeat trade, civil unrest and 
desertification. The expanding human population has resulted in increased consumption of 
bushmeat which has severely reduced some lion prey species, causing conflict between African 
lions and humans competing for the same resources (Parliamentary Office of Science and 
Technology, 2005; IUCN SSC Cat Specialist Group, 2006b). Civil unrest within sub-Saharan 
Africa degrades otherwise suitable lion habitat through the overharvesting of wildlife and 
vegetation (Dudley, Ginsberg, Plumptre, Hart, & Campos, 2002). Lastly, land degradation 
through desertification is predicted to lead to the loss of two-thirds of arable land in Africa by 
2025 (Bied-Charreton, 2008), which will further increase competition between humans and 
African lions.  
 
Overutilization for Commercial, Recreational, or Scientific Purposes 
 
The African lion is clearly over-utilized. The original analysis presented in this Petition shows 
that between 1999 and 2008, 21,914 African lion specimens (lions, dead or alive, and their parts 
and derivatives), reported as being from a wild source, representing a minimum of 7,445 lions, 
were traded internationally for all purposes. Of this trade, the U.S. imported 13,484 lion 
specimens reported as being from a wild source (62 percent of the total), which is the equivalent 



 8 
 

of at least 4,021 lions (54 percent of the total). The most common purposes of this international 
trade were scientific, recreational and commercial.  
 
Between 1999 and 2008, 7,090 lion specimens, reported as being from a wild source, were 
traded internationally for recreational trophy hunting purposes, representing a minimum of 5,663 
lions. Most of these specimens were imported to the U.S.: 4,139 specimens (58 percent of the 
total), representing a minimum of 3,600 lions (64 percent of the total). Despite the significant 
and continuing population and range declines that this subspecies has suffered and continues to 
suffer, the number of lion trophies, reported as being from a wild source and traded for hunting 
trophy purposes, imported to the U.S., is increasing. Of these trophies, the number imported into 
the U.S. in 2008 was larger than any other year in the decade studied and more than twice the 
number in 1999. 
 
From 1999 to 2008, 2,715 lion specimens, reported as being from a wild source, the equivalent 
of at least 1,043 lions, were traded internationally for commercial purposes (defined as “for the 
purpose of sale in the importing country.”) Of this trade, the U.S. imported 1,700 lion specimens 
(63 percent of the total), the equivalent of at least 362 lions (35 percent of the total). The most 
common lion specimens traded for commercial purposes were claws, trophies, skins, live 
animals, skulls and bodies. 
 
The aforementioned international trade figures include lion specimens reported as being from a 
wild source that were exported from South Africa. From 1999 to 2008, South Africa reported 
exporting a number of specimens equivalent to 2,862 wild source lions. Since the estimated 
number of wild lions in South Africa in 2002 ranged between 2,716 and 3,852 it seems highly 
unlikely that the aforementioned 2,862 South African lions involved were all wild source. 
Therefore, the South Africa trade data specifically must be treated with caution.  
 
Twenty African range States exported lions and lion parts reported as being wild source between 
1999 and 2008. A country-by-country examination of the number of African lions exported and 
reported as being from a wild source, and the status of the wild population in each country 
reveals that off-take was unsustainable in at least sixteen of these twenty range States. 
Specifically, the U.S. imported lion specimens from twelve range States where the reported data 
indicate that the off-take was unsustainable. Therefore, even setting aside the South African data, 
clearly the lion is overexploited for these purposes across sub-Saharan Africa.  
 
In addition to the direct killing of the targeted individual, trophy hunting can have further 
population impacts. For example, when males that are part of a pride are killed, all the pride’s 
cubs less than nine months of age will be killed by new dominant males (Whitman, Starfield, 
Quadling, & Packer, 2004). Listing the African lion as Endangered under the ESA would end 
imports of commercial and recreational lion trophies and all lion specimens into the U.S., unless 
they are found to enhance the survival or propagation of the species or are for scientific 
purposes. 16 U.S.C. §§ 1538(a)(1)(A), 1539(a)(1)(A). African lions are also killed for purposes 
that do not involve legal international trade. However, there are no comprehensive data on the 
levels or impact of these activities.  
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Disease or Predation  
 
Diseases such as canine distemper virus (CDV), feline immunodeficiency virus and bovine 
tuberculosis are viewed by experts as a threat to the African lion (Roelke et al., 2009; Cleaveland 
et al., 2007). Human population growth and expansion is exposing African lions to new diseases 
to which they may have little or no immunity (IUCN SSC Cat Specialist Group, 2006b). For 
example, the CDV disease, normally associated with domesticated dogs, has affected lion 
populations (Cleaveland et al., 2007). 
 
Inadequacy of Existing Regulatory Mechanisms  
 
The African lion is listed on Appendix II of the Convention on the International Trade in 
Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES), which means that export permits should 
not be granted unless the export is determined not to be detrimental to the survival of the species 
in the wild. Nonetheless, this Petition demonstrates that lion specimens are routinely exported 
from countries across their range where lion off-take is detrimental to the survival of the 
subspecies. This means that the U.S. regularly allows imports of lion specimens accompanied by 
export permits issued by countries where lion off-take is unsustainable. This is a clear indication 
that CITES, as currently implemented, is inadequate to protect the African lion from 
unsustainable international trade. 
 
The country that imports the most wild source African lion specimens—the U.S.—has no 
meaningful protective measures for the subspecies, despite the evidence that imports are having a 
detrimental impact. An Endangered listing under the ESA would ensure that lion specimens 
could only be imported to the U.S. if the import enhances the survival or propagation of the 
species or is for scientific purposes.  
 
Conservation of the African lion could be potentially affected by several other international and 
African regional agreements, as well U.S. laws, but none of these adequately protect the 
subspecies from ongoing and rapid decline in population and range. Moreover, few range States 
appear to have adequate national regulatory mechanisms, or effective measures to implement and 
enforce such mechanisms should they exist, to address these declines. In summary, the threats to 
lions in Africa are exacerbated by insufficient regulatory mechanisms throughout their range 
(IUCN SSC Cat Specialist Group, 2006a; IUCN SSC Cat Specialist Group, 2006b).  
 
Other Natural or Manmade Factors Affecting the Survival of the African Lion in the Wild 
 
The African lion is threatened by retaliatory killings, often associated with loss of prey, ritual 
killings, and compromised population viability due to increasingly small and isolated 
populations. Retaliatory killing, in particular, is a serious threat to the survival of the African lion 
(Chardonnet et al., 2010) and occurs in all major range States (Frank, Hemson, Kushnir, & 
Packer, 2006). When the African lion’s prey is reduced by human or natural means, lions 
increasingly prey on domestic livestock (Chardonnet et al., 2010). Livestock predation is the 
main source of conflict between people and lions and can induce extreme human retaliation 
(Chardonnet et al., 2010). African lions are easily killed for retaliatory purposes by various 
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means, but they are particularly vulnerable to poisons because of their scavenging nature (Hoare 
& Williamson, 2001; Baldus, 2004). 
 
Conclusion  
 
This Petition demonstrates that the African lion meets the criteria for listing as Endangered under 
the ESA and therefore the subspecies should be listed. The best scientific and commercial data 
available demonstrate that the population and range of the African lion have significantly 
decreased, and continue to decrease, and that the African lion is in danger of extinction 
throughout “all or a significant portion of its range” 16 U.S.C. § 1532(6).  The African lion faces 
serious threats due to over-exploitation by recreational trophy hunting and commercial trade, loss 
of habitat and prey species, retaliatory killings, disease and other human-caused and natural 
factors. The subspecies is not adequately protected by existing regulatory measures at national, 
regional or international levels. Listing the African lion as Endangered under the ESA would be 
a meaningful step toward reversing the decline of the subspecies by ensuring that the U.S. does 
not allow the importation of African lions or their parts unless it is to enhance the propagation or 
survival of the subspecies or is for scientific purposes, and by raising global awareness about the 
alarming and increasingly precarious status of the African lion.  
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
Until very recently, conservation of the African lion (Panthera leo leo) was not identified as a 
matter of significant concern. The subspecies was considered abundant, healthy and wide-
ranging. Most lion populations were not closely monitored and, as a consequence, wildlife 
management authorities have overlooked their steady decline in the last few decades. Therefore, 
adequate conservation measures to address the primary threats to the subspecies—retaliatory 
killings resulting from human-lion conflict, habitat and prey loss, disease, and unsustainable take 
for international trade in lion trophies and lion parts—are lacking. Scientists and managers now 
acknowledge that the African lion population’s size and range have dramatically decreased. Over 
the past decade, scientists have begun to quantify lion population and range and to evaluate the 
causes of their decline. As detailed in this Petition, the results of these scientific endeavors are 
alarming. The U.S. has an important role to play in African lion conservation efforts, including 
granting the subspecies Endangered status under the ESA.  
 

II. STATUS AND DISTRIBUTION OF THE AFRICAN LION 

A. Status 
The International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) classifies the African lion as 
Vulnerable, which means it is considered to be facing a high risk of extinction in the wild (Bauer 
et al., 2008). This classification is based on a suspected reduction in population of approximately 
30 percent over the past two decades (Bauer et al., 2008). The population is continuing to decline 
(Bauer et al., 2008).  
 
African lion experts have agreed that the population size is less than 40,000 with an estimated 
range of 23,000 to 39,000 (Bauer et al., 2008). This is based on the results of two independent 
assessments: Bauer and Van Der Merwe (2004) estimated the African lion population to be 
23,000, with a range from 16,500 to 30,000; and Chardonnet (2002) who estimated the 
population to be about 39,000 with a range from 28,854 to 47,132. The two assessments used 
different methodologies and techniques which account for the divergent estimates. For example, 
Chardonnet (2002) used ecological boundaries when defining regions, whereas Bauer and Van 
Der Merwe (2004) used national borders. Additionally, it is important to note that there is no 
detailed knowledge of lion populations in some areas such as Ethiopia (Gebresenbet, Bauer, 
Hunter & Gebretensae, 2009) and the North Albertine Rift of Uganda and the Democratic 
Republic of the Congo (Treves, Plumptre, Hunter, & Ziwa, 2009).  
 
Lion populations in West Africa are classified by the IUCN as Regionally Endangered, meaning 
lions in this particular region are considered to be facing a very high risk of extinction in the wild 
(Bauer & Nowell, 2004). The population size in this region has been estimated to number 
between 850 (Bauer & Van Der Merwe, 2004) and 1,163 mature individuals (Chardonnet, 
2002). In Central Africa, population surveys carried out by Bauer and Van Der Merwe (2004) 
and Chardonnet (2002) indicate a range of between 950 and 2,815 individuals (IUCN SSC Cat 
Specialist Group, 2006b). A more recent study, conducted across West and Central Africa 
between 2006 and 2010, surveyed areas of known or probable lion range considered ecologically 
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important for African lion conservation known as Lion Conservation Units (LCUs) (Henschel et 
al., 2010). In this study, 12 of the 16 West African LCUs were surveyed, and only two showed 
evidence of the presence of lions. In Central Africa, 3 of the 11 identified LCUs were surveyed, 
and none of these suggested the presence of lions. The study authors state that as few as 1,000-
2,850 lions may remain in this part of the continent (Henschel et al., 2010). There are an 
estimated 11,000 to 15,744 lions in East Africa (IUCN SSC Cat Specialist Group, 2006b) and 
10,000 to 19,651 lions in Southern Africa (IUCN SSC Cat Specialist Group, 2006b), a 
substantial decrease from historic numbers.  
 
It is widely agreed that there is a downward trend in the number of lions in Africa (Bauer et al., 
2008). The most recent IUCN Red List analysis identifies the African lion population trend as 
‘decreasing’ with a suspected population reduction of at least 30 percent over the last 20 years 
(Bauer et al., 2008). 
 
It has been estimated that a million lions existed in Africa in pre-colonial times (Frank et al., 
2006). The most quantitative estimate of the recent historic size of the African lion population, 
which was based on a modeling exercise, predicted that there were 75,800 African lions in 1980 
(Ferreras & Cousins, 1996; Bauer et al., 2008). Comparing the 1980 estimate of 75,800 to the 
higher 2002 estimate of 39,000 lions (Chardonnet, 2002) yields a suspected decline of 48.5 
percent over 22 years (Bauer, et al, 2008); whereas, comparing the 1980 estimate to the lower 
2002 estimate of 23,000 (Bauer & Van Der Merwe, 2004), yields a suspected decline of 69.7 
percent over 22 years.  Since 2002, several studied lion populations are known to have declined 
or disappeared altogether (Henschel et al., 2010). In certain areas, the decline is faster and far 
greater than 30 percent. For example, in Queen Elizabeth National Park, Uganda, a 50 percent 
decline has been reported over 10 years (Dricuru, as cited in Treves et al., 2009).  

In order for the African lion to have a high likelihood of persisting in the future, multiple robust 
populations must thrive across connected ecosystems. Based on a meta-analysis of 30 years of 
published minimum viable population (MVP) sizes in mammals, primarily large-bodied species 
that are IUCN listed (and including both the African and Asian lion), a population size as low as 
2,200 individuals can be reasonably considered as viable (i.e., demographic continuity in the 
absence of immigration/emigration, translocation, etc.) (Traill, Bradshaw, & Brook, 2007). This 
statistical threshold represents a 95 percent probability for population persistence over at least 40 
generations (Table 2, lower 95 percent confidence interval for the standardized mean MVP = 
3,876 individuals, representing n = 95 mammal species). 
 
Using the Traill et al. (2007) 2,200 viability threshold as a criterion for screening the African lion 
populations listed by Bauer, Chardonnet, & Nowell (2005), we find that the subspecies has no 
more than 5 population clusters, representing just 14 populations on the entire African Continent, 
could be reasonably deemed to be viable (i.e., estimated population size overlaps the viability 
estimate: (Table 1).  
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Table 1. Clusters of populations for African lion in which estimates of the regional population 
size encompass a viability threshold of 2,200 or more individuals. 
  

Population 

 
Number of 

lion 
populations 

Country Study Minimum 
1 

Mid-
estimate 1 

Maximum 
1 

 
Serengeti  
ecosystem2 

4 Tanzania Chardonnet 3 3412 4437 5222 

   Bauer & Van Der 
Merwe 4 1823 2573 3323 

Selous and 
surrounds 2 Tanzania Chardonnet 3458 4940 6422 

   Bauer & Van Der 
Merwe 3500 4500 4600 

Rungwa 
ecosystem 1 Tanzania Chardonnet 2352 3360 4368 

   Bauer & Van Der 
Merwe - - - 

       
Okavango 
ecosystem5 4 Botswana Chardonnet 1782 2228 2674 

   Bauer & Van Der 
Merwe 1440 2007 2808 

Kruger 
ecosystem6 3 

South Africa, 
Zimbabwe, 

Mozambique 
Chardonnet 2463 2798 3132 

   Bauer & Van Der 
Merwe 2306 2355 2404 

 
TOTAL 14  Chardonnet 13467 17763 21818 

   Bauer & Van Der 
Merwe 9069 11435 13135 

TOTAL 
(without Selous) 12  Chardonnet 10009 12823 15396 

   Bauer & Van Der 
Merwe 5569 6935 8535 
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These five clusters of 14 populations represent only 10 percent of all 144 African lion 
populations identified by Chardonnet (2002). However, because the Selous and its environments 
are not under permanent protection, only four clusters and 12 populations (8.3 percent) of 
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African lion could be reasonably considered as both viable and inhabiting mostly Protected 
Areas (Table 1). 
 
Based on the number of African lions that are simultaneously viable and inhabiting mostly 
Protected Areas, we find that only about one-third of all lions on the Continent could be 
considered secure under present conservation measures (Table 2). In other words, approximately 
two-thirds of all lions in Africa occur both in non-viable and unprotected populations. 
 
Table 2. Percentage of African lions that occur in viable and mostly protected populations. 
 

Study 
Estimated number of 
viable and protected 

lions1 

Continental 
population estimate 

Estimated continental 
percentage of lions in 

viable populations 
Chardonnet 10009-15396 29000-47000 33-35% 
Bauer & Van Der 
Merwe 5569-8535 16500-30000 28-34% 
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The five viable populations of the African lion that are itemized in (Table 1) occur in 
approximately 6.2 percent of their currently occupied range, and occur in slightly more than 1 
percent of their historical range across the continent (Table 3). 
 
Populations of the African lion that are both viable and inhabiting mostly Protected Areas 
(Tables 1 and 3) occur in only about 5 percent of their currently occupied range, and occur in 
only 1 percent of its historical, Continent-wide range (Table 3). Thus, the African lion is 
endangered both in a significant portion (approximately 95 percent) of its current range and 
across a significant portion (approximately 99 percent) of its historical range. Therefore, 
Panthera leo leo meets the definition of an endangered subspecies under the ESA.  
  
Table 3. Approximate land areas (in km2) occupied by five subpopulation clusters of the African 
lion. 
�

Ecosystem 

Approximate 
lion population 

range area 
(km2) 1 

Percentage of current 
range 2 

(4.5 million km2) 

Percentage of historical 
range 1 

(20.5 million km2) 

Serengeti ecosystem 38,010   
Selous and surrounds 55,000   
Rungwa ecosystem 42,000   
Okavango ecosystem 103,467   
Kruger ecosystem 42,873   
TOTAL (viable) 281,350 6.2% 1.4% 
    
TOTAL (viable and 
protected) 226,350 5.0% 1.1% 
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B. Distribution 
Historically, lions were found across Africa, Europe, the Middle East and Southwest Asia, 
occurring in all habitat types, except very dry deserts and very wet forests (IUCN SSC Cat 
Specialist Group, 2006b). Outside Africa, lions now exist only as a single relic population of  the 
Asiatic lion (Panthera leo persica) in the Gir Forest in the State of Gujarat, India (Bauer et al., 
2008).2  

The African lion once lived throughout the African Continent, except for the interior of the 
Sahara Desert and dense coastal and central rainforests (Nowell & Jackson, 1996; Bauer et al., 
2008). The African lion now occupies less than an estimated 4,500,000 km2, having disappeared 
from 78 percent of its historic distribution (Bauer et al., 2008). Despite divergence in inventories 
of lion numbers, sources agree on a downward trend affecting both numbers and geographical 
range (Bauer et al., 2008). 

The African lion survived in some areas of North Africa, such as the High Atlas Mountains, until 
the 1940s, but is now extinct in all of North Africa (Algeria, Egypt, Libya, Morocco, Tunisia and 
Western Sahara) (Frank et. al, 2006); Nowell & Jackson, 1996). The subspecies is also extinct in 
Congo, Djibouti, Eritrea, Gabon, Gambia, Lesotho, Mauritania and Sierra Leone, and its 
presence is uncertain in Burundi, Cote d’Ivoire, Democratic Republic of Congo, Ghana and Togo 
(Bauer et al., 2008; Henschel et al., 2010). The African lion was never present in Equatorial 
Guinea or Liberia (Chardonnet, 2002).  

Based on a comparison between Bauer et al. (2008) and Henschel et al. (2010), the African lion 
now exists in 27 countries, 3 fewer than documented in 2008, illustrating that the status of the 
African lion continues to deteriorate. The subspecies is currently found in the following sub-
Saharan African countries (Fig.1): Angola, Benin, Botswana, Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Central 
African Republic, Chad, Ethiopia, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Kenya, Malawi, Mali, Mozambique, 
Namibia, Niger, Nigeria, Rwanda, Senegal, Somalia, South Africa, Sudan, Swaziland, Tanzania, 
Uganda, Zambia, and Zimbabwe (Bauer et al., 2008; Henschel et al., 2010). 
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Figure 1. Current Geographic Range of Lion  
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III.  NATURAL HISTORY AND BIOLOGY OF THE AFRICAN LION 
Unless otherwise noted, accounts in Section 3, are from the American Society of Mammologists’ 
detailed summary of the basic biology of Panthera leo (Haas, Hayssen, & Krausman, 2005) 

A. Taxonomy  
 
The African lion belongs to the class Mammalia, order Carnivora, suborder Feliformia, family 
Felidae, species Panthera leo Linnaeus, 1758. There are two recognized subspecies of lion: 
African lion P. l. Linnaeus, 1758, and Asiatic lion P. l. persica Meyer, 1826. 
 

B. Species Description 
 
The lion is the second largest species of Felidae, only slightly smaller than the tiger but nearly 
twice as large as the leopard. Basic characteristics include sharp, retractile claws, a short neck, a 
broad face with prominent whiskers, rounded ears and a muscular body. Lions are typically a 
tawny unicolor with black on the backs of the ears and white on the abdomen and inner legs. The 
males usually have a recognizable mane around the head, neck and chest; however, there can be 
regional variation in the color and development of the mane, from blond to black, and from thick 
to patchy or balding. Variations in lion body size and color can exist between and within lion 
populations in different geographic regions, as well as on a pride-by-pride basis.  
 
Lions are sexually dimorphic, with males weighing about 20-27 percent more than females. 
Adult males, on average, weigh about 188 kg with the heaviest male on record weighing 272 kg. 
Females are smaller, weighing, on average, 126 kg. The male body length, not including the tail, 
ranges from 1.7 m to 2.5 m with a tail from 0.9 m to 1 m. Lions are the only species of cat with a 
tufted tail (Nowell and Jackson, 1996).  
 

C. Reproduction and Mortality 
 
Lions have no fixed breeding season. Females give birth every 20 months if they raise their cubs 
to maturity, but the interval can be as few as 4-6 weeks if their litter is lost. Gestation lasts 110 
days, litter size averages 1-4 cubs, and the sex ratio at birth is 1:1. Cubs’ eyes open shortly after 
birth and they begin walking within 2 weeks. Cubs are weaned at eight months and are raised 
communally until they reach sexual maturity at around 2 years old. At about four years of age, 
females will have their first litter and males will become resident in a pride.    
 
Lions live in groups called “prides”, which are “fission-fusion” social units defined as a stable 
membership that can be divided into small groups throughout the range (Nowell & Jackson, 
1996). Prides vary in size and structure but typically have 5-9 adult females, their dependent 
offspring, and a coalition of 2-6 immigrant males. Prides confer advantages to members 
including greater hunting success when compared to solitary lions, and cooperative protection of 
individuals in the pride and their cubs. Each pride has a territory of 20-500 km2 depending on 
availability of prey. Use of space within the territory correlates with prey movement and 
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availability. While core areas are spaced some distance from other prides, average pride ranges 
typically overlap. Lean-season prey mass determines the home-range size of the pride. Lions 
show diverse patterns of behavior both between and within prides, including hunting and feeding 
methods and preferences. Lions are most active at night, and communicate through scent-
marking and roaring. Nomadic lions are less common than lions in prides, with between one and 
five members changing freely within a nomadic group   
 
Pride size is positively-related to reproductive success: large prides will out-compete smaller 
prides and, as a result, successful reproduction tends to be lowest in small prides with only 1 or 2 
females (Kissui, Mosser, & Packer, 2009). Pride takeovers by male lions and subsequent 
infanticide of cubs sired by the ousted male lions greatly influences reproductive success. Male 
lions form coalitions of up to 7 individuals to takeover a pride, and after a successful takeover 
are usually in control for about two to three years before another younger, stronger coalition of 
males takes over the pride anew (Nowell & Jackson, 1996). Upon takeover, it is to the new 
males’ reproductive advantage to kill all the suckling cubs in the pride as this will cause the 
nursing lionesses to come back into estrous within a few weeks, providing an opportunity for the 
new males to sire offspring. Pride takeovers often result in the defeated males being severely 
injured or killed. Similarly, lionesses defending their cubs from the victorious males are 
sometimes killed during the takeover as well (Nowell & Jackson, 1996).  
 
Wild male lions live an average of 12 years and up to 16 years. The oldest known wild female 
lion lived to 17 years. Adult mortality is typically caused by humans, starvation, disease or 
attacks from other lions as full-grown lions have no natural predators. They can also be seriously 
injured or killed during hunting attempts on some of their larger prey such as buffalo, rhino, 
zebra, or wildebeest. Adult lion sex ratios skew heavily in favor of females – possibly due to 
high sub-adult male mortality rates. Among cubs, infanticide is a significant source of mortality 
which usually occurs when new males take over a pride. Infanticide accounts for 27 percent of 
cub mortality.  

 

D. Hunting and Feeding 
 
Lions are generalist hunters, with foraging preferences and opportunities changing with season 
and with lion group size (Scheel, 1993). While females in a pride do the majority of the hunting, 
stronger males are often more aggressive during the actual feeding and can dominate the kill. 
Nomadic lions typically have large ranges following prey migrations, and are known to stalk 
prey, hunt and scavenge cooperatively. Varying by region and prey availability, prey species can 
be as small as rodents, and as large as medium-sized ungulates and young elephants (Nowell & 
Jackson, 1996). Prey species in Africa include wildebeest, buffalo, eland, elephant, giraffe, kudu, 
gazelle, topi, zebra, and warthog, among others. However, in places where there are fewer large 
antelope and other medium-to-large sized prey options, lions may eat more small prey such as 
gemsbok and even porcupine. They have also been known to kill cheetah cubs, and sometimes 
will take small prey such as rodents, tortoises, fish in shallow water, amphibians and 
occasionally grass, fruits and termites. Additionally, lions are opportunistic scavengers and will 
chase other predators away from their kill. On the other hand, scavengers in large numbers, such 
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as a pack of 20 to 40 spotted hyenas—a predator with similar and therefore competing prey 
preferences—can drive one or more lions away from a kill and steal his or her meal.  
 
Females consume, on average, 8.7 kg/day in the dry season and 14 kg/day in the wet season 
when prey is more abundant). Males can consume twice as much as females, and cubs can 
consume one-third as much as adult females.  
 

E. Habitat Requirements  
 
Lion population size typically correlates with the herbivore biomass – therefore prey numbers 
can limit the lion population density within an ecosystem (Hayward, O’Brien, & Kerley, 2007). 
The African lion can be found in all African habitat types with the exception of the interior of the 
Sahara Desert and deep rainforests (Bauer et al., 2008). Studies indicate, however, that they have 
a preference for open woodlands, thick bush, scrub and grass complexes. Additionally, they have 
been known to inhabit semi-deserts, forests, and mountains as high as 5,000 m (16,404 ft) 
elevation.  
 

IV. CRITERIA FOR LISTING THE AFRICAN LION AS ENDANGERED  
 
The Supreme Court has described the ESA as “the most comprehensive legislation for the 
preservation of endangered species ever enacted by any nation” (Tennessee Valley Authority v. 
Hill, 437 U.S. 153, 180 (1978). In that landmark case, the Court stated that:  
 

[t]he plain intent of Congress in enacting this statute was to halt and reverse the trend 
towards species extinction, whatever the cost. This  is reflected not only in the stated 
policies of the Act, but in literally every section of the statute (Tennessee Valley 
Authority v. Hill, 437 U.S. 153, 184 , 1978). 

 
This Petition demonstrates that the African lion meets the statutory criteria for an Endangered 
listing under the ESA. As demonstrated in this Petition, the African lion is in danger of 
extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range and, therefore warrants listing as an 
endangered subspecies. Accordingly, the Secretary of the Interior should act to halt and reverse 
the current trends towards extinction for the African lion by listing the subspecies as Endangered 
under the ESA. 
 
The ESA requires the Secretary of the Interior to list a species, or subspecies, for protection if it 
is in danger of extinction in all or a significant portion of its range. According to the statute, a 
species may be threatened or endangered by any of the following five factors:  The present or 
threatened destruction, modification, or curtailment of its habitat or range; Overutilization for 
commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes; Disease or predation; Inadequacy 
of existing regulatory mechanisms; or, Other natural or manmade factors affecting its existence. 
 
16 U.S.C. § 1533(a)(1)(A)-(E); 50 C.F.R. § 424.11(c)(1)-(5).  
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The ESA requires that all determinations relating to whether a species is affected by any of the 
five listing factors be made “solely on the basis of the best scientific and commercial data 
available to him after conducting a review of the status of the species.” 16 U.S.C. § 
1533(b)(1)(A). Further, determinations must “tak[e] into account those efforts, if any, being 
made by any State or foreign nation…to protect such species” by protection of habitat and food 
supply, or by any other conservation practice within any area under its jurisdiction. 16 U.S.C. § 
1533(b)(1)(A). 

A. Present or Threatened Destruction, Modification, or Curtailment of Habitat or 
Range  

 
Loss of habitat and corresponding loss of prey are serious threats to the survival of the African 
lion (Ray et al., 2005). These threats are principally driven by human activity, including 
conversion of lion habitat for agriculture and grazing as well as human settlement (Ray et al., 
2005). Apex predators require a large amount of space and resources, and competition with 
humans is inevitable as humans expand into previously unsettled, wild areas (Prugh et al., 2009). 
The African lion, a top predator in many African ecosystems, is no exception (Treves & Karanth, 
2003). 
 
Given that most African economies rely heavily upon natural resources and land (UNECA, 
2010), expanding human populations are increasing pressure on natural resources and causing 
significant environmental change (UNEP, 2007.) Human population growth has been specifically 
identified as the root cause of many problems associated with the conservation of the African 
lion because of increasing human settlement in lion habitat and associated human activities such 
as agriculture and livestock production (IUCN SSC Cat Specialist, 2006a). It is therefore of 
concern that the human population of sub-Saharan Africa, which was 518 million in 1990, is 
predicted to rise to 1.75 billion people by 2050 (UN DESA, 2009).  
 
Sub-Saharan Africa saw a 25 percent increase in the amount of land allocated to agriculture 
between 1970 and 2000 (Chardonnet et al., 2010). Transformation of wild habitats into areas 
suitable for livestock farming leads to environmental degradation and loss of plant and animal 
biodiversity (Chardonnet et al., 2010). As the need for suitable land for livestock grazing 
increases, the seasonal movement of livestock into wildlife conservation areas is becoming 
increasingly prevalent across sub-Saharan Africa (Chardonnet et al., 2010). Numbers of domestic 
livestock (450 million small ruminants and 200 million cattle) in sub-Saharan Africa are 
increasing steadily in response to expanding human populations (Chardonnet et al., 2010).  
 
Development within the sub-Saharan African region continues to rely on exploitation of natural 
resources, including wildlife (Chardonnet et al., 2010). The exploitation of trees and mineral 
resources, and the construction of dams and irrigation schemes, contribute to destruction and 
degradation of lion habitats (IUCN SSC Cat Specialist Group, 2006b). For example, a proposed 
road through the middle of the Serengeti ecosystem is expected to have serious, negative impacts 
on the animals that live there, including African lion prey (Holdo, Fryxell, Sinclair, Dobson, & 
Holt, 2011).  
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The increasing human population size also results in the increasing consumption of bushmeat, a 
significant source of protein for human populations in many parts of sub-Saharan Africa. In 
addition to the increased subsistence consumption that parallels increased human population size, 
the commercialization of the bushmeat trade further threatens African wildlife. Human hunting 
of wild animals for meat means wild lions face declining prey (IUCN SSC Cat Specialist Group, 
2006b). Stein (2001) identified many species that are negatively impacted by the bushmeat trade 
that are also preferred prey species for African lions (Funston, Mills, Biggs, & Richardson, 1998; 
Harrington & Myers, 2004; Nowell & Jackson, 1996; Scheel, 1993; Sinclair, Mduma, & 
Brasheres, 2003).  
 
Additionally, although the African lion may not be the primary target for bushmeat poachers, it 
is a common practice for poachers to kill them anyway, and kill them first, to ensure easier 
hunting and less competition for the target bushmeat species (B. Joubert & D. Joubert, personal 
communication, June 15, 2010).  
 
The threat from commercial poaching and the demand for bushmeat are intensifying due, partly, 
to civil unrest (Chardonnet et al., 2010). Civil unrest within sub-Saharan Africa degrades 
otherwise suitable lion habitat through the overharvesting of wildlife and vegetation by refugees 
and combatants (Dudley et al., 2002). During the past 40 years, over 30 wars and 200 coups 
d’état have taken place across sub-Saharan Africa (Chardonnet et al., 2010). Because of these 
many enduring and severe civil conflicts, an estimated 500 million modern weapons are now 
readily available (Chardonnet et al., 2010). This massive increase in available firepower has 
resulted in less traditional hunting methods, and more hunting with modern weapons, which has 
a devastating effect on wildlife populations (Chardonnet et al., 2010).  
 
Land degradation through desertification is predicted to lead to the loss of two-thirds of arable 
land in Africa by 2025 (Bied-Charreton, 2008), which will further increase competition between 
humans and lions. Experts have predicted that the 'devastating impacts of climate change' will 
lead to serious biodiversity degradation and loss as a result of desertification, drought and land 
degradation (UNECA, 2008). Drought and desertification have already had significant negative 
effects on biodiversity in Africa (UNECA, 2008). 
   

B. Overutilization for Commercial, Recreational, or Scientific Purposes 
 

The African lion is listed on Appendix II of CITES, by virtue of being a member of the family 
Felidae, which is listed on that Appendix. Species listed on Appendix II are those that are not 
necessarily threatened with extinction but may become so unless trade is closely controlled. 
Specimens must be accompanied by an export permit or a re-export certificate. Permits and 
certificates should only be granted if the relevant authorities are satisfied that certain conditions 
are met, above all that trade will not be detrimental to the survival of the species in the wild 
(CITES, n.d.). 
 
The 175 CITES Parties are required to file Annual Reports with the CITES Secretariat on the 
import and export of listed species. These reports are compiled into an electronic, searchable 
trade database by the United Nations Environment Programme, in cooperation with the World 
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Conservation Monitoring Centre (UNEP-WCMC), which is available to the public on the CITES 
website (www.cites.org). This database can be used to determine the level, of legal international 
trade as well as the types and sources of African lions and their parts that are involved. In the 
context of CITES, international trade is not limited to commercial trade,3 but also includes 
international trade associated with breeding, circus or travelling exhibition, education, 
enforcement, trophy hunting, medicinal, personal use, reintroduction, scientific research, and for 
zoological exhibition. By examining purposes of trade, the CITES trade database can be used to 
evaluate the reasons behind the movement of African lions and their parts across international 
borders by humans. The database also includes the source of African lions and their parts in 
international trade, whether captive-bred,4 captive-born,5 illegal, pre-Convention,6 ranch-raised, 
or wild. While the CITES trade database is the principal source of information on international 
trade in African lions and their parts, it does not contain information on domestic use of African 
lions or their parts for commercial, recreational, or scientific purposes; nor does it account for 
poaching and illegal trade, except where illicit international trade has resulted in a seizure.  
 
The African lion is clearly over-utilized. The original analysis presented in this Petition shows 
that between 1999 and 2008, 28,197 African lion specimens (lions, dead or alive, and their parts 
and derivatives), the equivalent of at least 10,902 lions, were traded internationally for all 
purposes (Table A1). This figure was derived by adding the figures for four types of specimens 
that likely represent one lion each: bodies, skins, live, and trophies. Skulls and bones were not 
included in this calculation because after lions are hunted, their skin is usually removed, leaving 
the skull and other bones and body parts; in this analysis, the skin or trophy is used to represent a 
lion, not the skull or bones. The most commonly-traded items were scientific specimens 
(13,260), trophies (7,897), live lions (1,844), claws (1,291), skulls (1,214) and skins (1,025) 
(Table A1). Other lion parts in international trade include bones (127), hair (223), and teeth 
(802). Over this decade, the U.S. imported 16,021 lion specimens (57 percent of the total), which 
is the equivalent of at least 4,759 lions (44 percentage of the total). The most common purposes 
of international trade were for commercial, recreational hunting, and scientific purposes.  
 
Of the aforementioned trade from all sources, 21,914 African lion specimens (lions, dead or 
alive, and their parts and derivatives), reported as being from a wild source, being the equivalent 
of at least 7,445 lions, were traded internationally for all purposes. Of this trade, the U.S. 
imported 13,484 lion specimens reported as being from a wild source (62 percent of the total), 
which is the equivalent of at least 4,021 lions (54 percent of the total). The most common 
purposes of this international trade were scientific, recreational and commercial.  
 
The African lion is one of the most well-studied of the big cats. Thus, almost half the specimens 
in international trade (13,260 of 28,197, or 47 percent) were themselves categorized as 
specimens, which are often scientific specimens; indeed, the majority of these (12,711 of 13,260, 
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or about 96 percent) were traded for scientific purposes (Tables A2 and A3). However, the units 
of measurement used for these specimens are not standardized (measurements include ml., g., 
kg., and flasks) and, in most cases, the unit of measurement was not recorded at all. Thus, it is 
impossible to know from these data the impact of international trade in lion specimens for 
scientific purposes.  
 
The most common purposes of international trade (other than for scientific purposes, as 
explained above) were for hunting trophy purposes (9,224 items) and for commercial purposes 
(3,102 items). The U.S. is the main importing country of lion items as both hunting trophies and 
for commercial purposes (52.5 percent and 59 percent, respectively).  
 

1. Recreational Trophy Hunting 
 
From 1999 through 2008, 9,224 lion specimens were traded internationally as hunting trophies. 
Specimens traded for the reported purpose of hunting trophy7 included not only ‘trophies’, 
although these were the most common form in trade, but also fourteen other types of specimens 
including bodies, bones, skulls, skins, teeth, tails and even live animals (Table A4). The 9,224 
lion specimens in trade represent a minimum of 7,565 lions (adding bodies (28), live (5), skins 
(421) and trophies (7,111)). The number of trophies traded internationally in 2008 (1,140) was 
larger than any other year in the decade studied and more than twice the number in 1999 (518). 
Most of the specimens traded internationally for trophy hunting purposes were imported to the 
U.S.: 4,846 specimens (53 percent of the total), representing a minimum of 4,175 lions (55 
percent of the total) (Table A5). Other significant importing countries were Spain (958), France 
(564), and Germany (525). Most hunting trophies were exported from South Africa (4,202) and 
Tanzania (2,247), which together accounted for 70 percent of those in international trade over the 
decade. Mozambique (695), Zimbabwe (951), and Zambia (465) were also significant exporting 
countries (Table A6). 
 
Of the aforementioned trade from all sources, 7,090 lion specimens, reported as being from a 
wild source, were traded internationally for recreational trophy hunting purposes, representing a 
minimum of 5,663 lions. Most of these specimens were imported to the U.S.: 4,139 specimens 
(58 percent of the total), representing a minimum of 3,600 lions (64 percent of the total). Despite 
the significant and continuing population and range declines that this subspecies has suffered and 
continues to suffer, the number of lion trophies, reported as being from a wild source and traded 
for hunting trophy purposes, imported to the U.S., is increasing. Of these trophies, the number 
imported into the U.S. in 2008 was larger than any other year in the decade studied and more 
than twice the number in 1999. 
 
When considering the impact of trophy hunting on the African lion, one must consider how 
killing one lion can result in the death of other lions. Trophy hunters preferentially seek adult 
male lions. When an adult male lion, which is part of a pride, is killed by a trophy hunter, 
surviving males who form the pride’s coalition may become vulnerable to takeover by other 
male coalitions – often resulting in injury or death to the defeated males. Replacement male(s) 
who take over the pride will usually kill all pride cubs less than nine months of age in the pride 
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(Whitman et al., 2004). Similarly, lionesses defending their cubs from the victorious males are 
sometimes killed during the takeover (Packer, Pusey, & Eberly, 2001).  
 
Whitman et al. (2004) used a model to determine that these additional impacts could be largely 
avoided by restricting trophy hunting to males at least 5-6 years of age because this allows 
younger males to reproduce. However, the method is only rigorously enforced in one area of one 
lion range State, the Niassa Reserve of Mozambique (Begg & Begg, 2010). Indeed, hunting 
organizations in Zambia, Zimbabwe, and Tanzania allow hunting of males as young as 2 years, 
which is the age at which male lions become mature (Packer et al., 2009). Females were, until 
recently, shot as trophies in Zimbabwe, a practice that experts consider to be “inherently harmful 
to a population” (Packer, Whitman, Loveridge, Jackson, & Funston, 2006, p. 7). 
 
Recent analysis has shown that trophy hunting has likely contributed to the decline of lion 
populations in many areas (Packer et al., 2009). Consistent hunting intensity should yield 
consistent hunting off-take; therefore a decline in off-take indicates a decline in species 
population. Packer et al. (2009) found that, over the past 25 years, the steepest declines in the 
number of lions killed by hunters occurred in African countries with the highest hunting 
intensity. While Tanzania has the largest lion population of any country on the Continent, it also 
has the highest lion off-take through trophy hunting. Within Tanzania, hunting areas in the 
Selous Game Reserve with the highest lion off-take showed the steepest declines between 1996 
and 2008, as did hunting regions outside of the Selous with the highest off-take (Packer et al., 
2009). Across all of Tanzania, off-take has declined by 50 percent over the past 13 years despite 
increasing demand and hunting effort (Packer et al., 2009). This declining off-take cannot be 
attributed to habitat loss or to human-lion conflict (Packer et al., 2011). Instead the data strongly 
suggests that lion populations in the hunting areas declined as a direct consequence of over-
hunting (Packer et al., 2011).  
 
Packer et al. (2009) states that although trophy hunting of African lions: 
 

is often portrayed as an economic strategy for increasing support for carnivore 
conservation, local communities often seek extirpation of problem animals… Thus, sport 
hunting quotas may sometimes reflect pressures to control carnivores rather than to 
conserve them. Across Africa, countries with the highest intensity of lion off-take also 
had the highest number of livestock units per million hectares of arable land. (p. 3) 

 
Packer et al. (2009) concludes that “Sport hunting is an inherently risky strategy for controlling 
predators as carnivore populations are difficult to monitor and some species show a propensity 
for infanticide that is exacerbated by removing adult males” (p.1).  

2. Commercial trade 
 
From 1999 to 2008, 3,102 lion specimens, the equivalent of at least 1,328 lions (adding trophies, 
skins, live and bodies), were traded internationally for commercial purposes (defined as “for the 
purpose of sale in the importing country”) (Table A7). The most common lion specimens traded 
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for commercial purposes were claws (764), trophies (508), skins (442), live (3208), skulls (144) 
and bodies (58). Of this trade, the U.S. imported 1,846 lion specimens (59 percent of the total), 
the equivalent of at least 401 lions (30 percent of the total) (Table A8). Other significant 
importers were South Africa (282), and Germany (178). The main exporting countries for 
commercial purposes were Zimbabwe (914 items), South Africa (867) and Botswana (816) 
(Table A9); these three countries accounted for 83.7 percent of all specimens in such trade.  
 
Of the aforementioned trade from all sources, 2,715 lion specimens, reported as being from a 
wild source, the equivalent of at least 1,043 lions, were traded internationally for commercial 
purposes (defined as “for the purpose of sale in the importing country.”) Of this trade, the U.S. 
imported 1,700 lion specimens (63 percent of the total), the equivalent of at least 362 lions (35 
percent of the total). The most common lion specimens traded for commercial purposes were 
claws, trophies, skins, live animals, skulls and bodies. 
 
The figure of 1,328 lions traded for commercial purposes was derived by adding the number of 
specimens traded as trophies, skins, live animals and bodies. Looking more specifically at these 
four types of specimens in commercial trade, we found the following:  
 

• Trophies of 508 lions were traded internationally for commercial purposes over the 
decade (Table A10). The U.S. imported most of these (241), accounting for 47 percent of 
those imported (Table A10). Most of these trophies were exported from South Africa 
(241) and Zimbabwe (229) which, together, accounted for 92.5 percent of all such 
exports (Table A11).  

• The skins of 442 lions were traded internationally for commercial purposes over the 
decade (Table A7). Most were imported by South Africa (162) or the U.S. (123) which, 
together, accounted for 64.5 percent of such imports (Table A12). Most such skins were 
exported by Botswana (239) which comprised 54 percent of such exports (Table A13). 
Other significant exporting countries included Zimbabwe (94) and South Africa (66).  

• Data on the international trade in live lions for commercial purposes indicate that 320 live 
lions were traded for such purposes during the decade (Table A7). Many countries 
imported and exported live lions in small quantities over the decade, but the largest 
importer was South Africa (78) (Table A14) and the largest exporters were Zimbabwe 
(52) and South Africa (47) (Table A15).  

• Bodies of 58 lions were traded internationally for commercial purposes over the decade 
(Table A7). The U.S. imported most of these (18), accounting for 31 percent of those 
imported. Most of these bodies were exported from South Africa (20) and Zimbabwe (18) 
which, together, accounted for 66 percent of all such exports. 

 
Appendix B contains examples of lion parts offered for sale on the internet. These range from 
USD 6,300 for a lion ‘rug’ to USD 22,400 for a mounted lion trophy, and from USD 700 for an 
African lion claw necklace, to USD 600 for a lion skull, and a complete set of African lion claws 
for USD 1,200. Other items offered for sale on the internet include skulls and bones. 
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As with African lions killed for trophy hunting purposes, the additional impacts of the use of 
lions for commercial purposes must be considered. The most common lion items in international 
commercial trade (for sale in the importing country) are trophy mounts and skins. Judging by the 
offers of sale of trophy mounts and skins found on the internet (Appendix B), both males and 
females are used for these purposes. The killing of males or females for commercial trade in their 
parts has effects that will negatively impact wild populations. 

3. Wild Source Versus Captive Source 
 
According to the data, over the decade studied, 21,914 of the 28,197 lion specimens traded 
internationally originated in the wild (Table A16); this means that 77.7 percent of lion specimens 
in such trade originated in the wild. Of the 7,897 trophies so traded, 6,326 or 80 percent reported 
as being from a wild source. Similar trends occurred in the trade in claws (1,080 of 1,291), skulls 
(1,030 of 1,214) and skins (840 of 1,025). In contrast, of the 1,844 live lions traded over the 
decade, 179 or only 9.7 percent originated in the wild. The data indicate that at least 7,445 wild 
source lions were traded internationally between 1999 and 2008. This figure was derived by 
adding the figures for four types of specimens that likely represent one lion each: bodies (100), 
live (179), skins (840), and trophies (6,326).  
 
The aforementioned international trade figures include lion specimens reported as being from a 
wild source that were exported from South Africa. From 1999 to 2008, South Africa reported 
exporting a number of specimens equivalent to 2,862 wild source lions. Since the estimated 
number of wild lions in South Africa in 2002 ranges between 2,716 and 3,852 it seems highly 
unlikely that the aforementioned 2,862 South African lions involved were all wild source. 
Therefore, the South Africa trade data specifically must be treated with caution.  
 
Over the decade, 7,288 specimens from captive-bred lions were traded internationally (Table 
A17). Other than scientific specimens, trophies were the most abundant item from captive-bred 
lions (2,366); the number of trophies from captive-bred lions in international trade increased 
dramatically and steadily over the decade with the number in 2008 (710) being over 24 times 
than that in 1999 (29). The parts and products of at least 4,288 captive-bred lions were traded 
during the decade (derived by adding bodies (35), live (1,686), skins (201), and trophies (2,366)). 
 
While many countries engage in international trade in captive-bred lion specimens, South Africa 
exports more than any other country (Table A18). Over the decade, South Africa exported 3,333 
such specimens, or 46 percent of the total; such exports increased dramatically from only 32 
specimens in 1999 to 921 specimens in 2008, an almost 29-fold increase.  
 
In contrast to ‘wild’ and ‘captive-bred’ sources, few lion specimens were reported to have 
originated from other sources such as ‘F-1 captive-born’ (Table A19), ‘pre-Convention’ (Table 
A20), ‘ranch-raised’ (Table A21), or illegal (Table A22). 

4. International Trade in African Lions and their Parts by Source Country  
 
Twenty African range States exported lions and lion parts reported as being wild source between 
1999 and 2008 (Table 4). A country-by-country examination of the number of African lions 
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exported and reported as being from a wild source, and the status of the wild population in each 
country reveals that off-take was unsustainable in at least sixteen of these twenty range States. 
Specifically, the U.S. imported lion specimens from twelve range States where the reported data 
indicate that the off-take was unsustainable. Therefore, even setting aside the South African data, 
clearly the lion is overexploited for these purposes across sub-Saharan Africa. 
 
Table 4. Summary of numbers of wild source lions exported from range States, compared with 
estimated and average population in each State. 

Population Size9 Lion Range 
States Chardonnet, 

2002 
Bauer & 
Van Der 
Merwe, 
2004 

Avg. 
Chardonnet 
and Bauer & 
Van Der 
Merwe 

No. wild 
source 
lions 
estimate
d in 
inter-
national 
trade, 
1999-
2008 

Avg. 
annual 
wild 
source 
trade as 
percent 
of Avg. 
pop. 
size10 

Notes 

Angola (AO) 749 450 599 0 0  
�Angola is a lion range State 
but is not a CITES Party, so 
there is no trade information 
for this country. 
 

Benin (BJ) 325 65 195 25 1.3  
�West Africa population is 
Regionally Endangered (Bauer 
& Nowell, 2004) 
� Sustainable off-take hardly 
possible due to small, isolated 
populations (Bauer, De Iongh, 
Princée, & Ngantou, 2003) 
� U.S. imported specimens 
from this country, 1999-2008 

 
Botswana 
(BW) 

3207 2918 3063 422 1.4  
� Trophy hunting did not take 
place in 2001-2004 and 2007-
2008. However Botswana 
exported wild lion specimens 
for other purposes 
� Trophy hunting likely 
contributed to population 
decline in 1980s and 1990s 
(Packer et al., 2009) 
�U.S. imported specimens from 
this country, 1999-2008 

 
Burkina Faso 
(BF) 

444 100 272 134 4.9  
�West Africa population is 
Regionally Endangered (Bauer 
& Nowell, 2004) 
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� Sustainable off-take hardly 
possible due to small, isolated 
populations (Bauer et al., 2003) 
� U.S. imported specimens 
from this country, 1999-2008 

 
Burundi (BI) Not listed Not listed 0 0 0 �Presence uncertain: 

(Bauer et al., 2008): 
 

Cameroon 
(CM) 

415 260 338 104 3.1  
� Sustainable off-take hardly 
possible due to small, isolated 
populations (Bauer et al., 2003) 
�U.S. imported specimens from 
this country, 1999-2008 
 

CAR (CF) 986 300 643 49 < 1  
� Sustainable off-take hardly 
possible due to small, isolated 
populations (Bauer et al., 2003) 
� Trophy hunting likely 
contributed to population 
decline in 1980s and 1990s 
(Packer et al., 2009) 
�U.S. imported specimens from 
this country, 1999-2008 
 

Chad (TD) 520 150 335 16 < 1  
� Sustainable off-take hardly 
possible due to small, isolated 
populations (Bauer et al., 2003) 
 

Congo (CG) 60 0 30 0 0  
� Presence uncertain: (Bauer et 
al., 2008)  
�No known resident lion 
populations (Henschel et al., 
2010) 
 

Cote d’Ivoire 
(CI) 

100 30 65 1 < 1  
�West Africa population is 
Regionally Endangered (Bauer 
& Nowell, 2004) 
�No resident lion populations 
found (Henschel et al., 2010) 
� Sustainable off-take hardly 
possible due to small, isolated 
populations (Bauer et al., 2003) 
� U.S. imported specimens 
from this country, 1999-2008 

 

DRC (CD) 556 240 398 0 0  

Ethiopia (ET) 1477 1000 1239 16 < 1  
�U.S. was the major importer 
of specimens from this country, 
1999-2008 

 
Gabon (GA) 20 0 10 3 3  

�(Bauer et al.,2008): possibly 
extinct 
� Sustainable off-take hardly 
possible due to small, isolated 
populations (Bauer et al., 2003) 
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Ghana (GH) 15 30 23 0 0  
�West Africa population is 
Regionally Endangered (Bauer 
& Nowell, 2004) 
�No resident lion population 
(Henschel et al., 2010) 
 

 
Guinea (GN) 

 
27 

 
200 

 
114 

 
0 

 
0 

 
 
�West Africa population is 
Regionally Endangered (Bauer 
& Nowell, 2004) 
 

Guinea 
Bissau (GW) 

10 30 20 0 0  
�West Africa population is 
Regionally Endangered (Bauer 
& Nowell, 2004) 
 

Kenya (KE) 2749 2280 2515 10 < 1  
�U.S. imported specimens from 
this country, 1999-2008 

Malawi 
(NW) 

25 n/a 25 0 0  

Mali (ML) 21 50 36 0 0  
�West Africa population is 
Regionally Endangered (Bauer 
& Nowell, 2004) 
 

Mozambique 
(MZ) 

955 400 678 206 3.0  
�U.S. imported specimens from 
this country, 1999-2008 
 

Namibia 
(NA) 

691 910 801 204 2.5  
� Trophy hunting contributed 
to population decline in 1980s 
and 1990s (Packer et al., 2009) 
�U.S. imported specimens from 
this country, 1999-2008 

 
Niger (NE) 47 70 58 2 < 1  

�West Africa population is 
Regionally Endangered (Bauer 
& Nowell, 2004) 
� Sustainable off-take hardly 
possible due to small, isolated 
populations (Bauer et al., 2003) 
 

 
Nigeria (NG) 

 
85 

 
200 

 
142 

 
0 

 
0 

 
�West Africa population is 
Regionally Endangered 
(Bauer& Nowell, 2004) 

Rwanda 
(RW) 

45 25 35 0 0  

Senegal (SN) 156 60 58 0 0  
�West Africa population is 
Regionally Endangered (Bauer 
& Nowell, 2004) 
 

Somalia (SO) 217 n/a 217 0 0  
South Africa 
(ZA) 

3852 2716 3284 2862 8.7  
�8.7% annual off-take cannot 
be sustainable 
�U.S. imported specimens from 
this country, 1999-2008 
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Sudan (SD) 86611 n/a 866 48 < 1  
Swaziland 
(SZ) 

27 15 21 7 3.3  
� Lions were extirpated from 
Swaziland but have been 
reintroduced into fenced areas 
� With a population of only 21 
lions, the export of 3 lions per 
year cannot be sustainable 
�U.S. imported specimens from 
this country, 1999-2008 

Tanzania 
(TZ) 

14432 7073 10752 2186 2  
� Trophy hunting likely 
contributed to population 
decline in 1980s and 1990s 
(Packer et al., 2009) 
� Trophy hunting, as currently 
managed, is unsustainable 
(Packer et al., 2011) 
�U.S. imported specimens from 
this country, 1999-2008 

 
Togo (TG) transient 0 0 1 > 100  

�Lion presence uncertain 
(Bauer et al., 2008) 
�West Africa population is 
Regionally Endangered (Bauer 
& Nowell, 2004) 
� Sustainable off-take not 
possible due to small, isolated 
populations (Bauer et al., 2003) 
 

Uganda (UG) 618 575 596 0 0  
Zambia (ZM) 3199 1500 2349 520 2.2  

� Trophy hunting likely 
contributed to population 
decline in 1980s and 1990s 
(Packer et al., 2009) 
�U.S. imported specimens from 
this country, 1999-2008 

Zimbabwe 
(ZW) 

1686 1037 1362 1214 8.9  
� Lion hunting in Zimbabwe is 
unsustainable (Packer et al., 
2006) 
�Trophy hunting likely 
contributed to population 
decline in 1980s and 1990s 
(Packer et al., 2009) 
�U.S. imported specimens from 
this country, 1999-2008 

 
Below are summaries from data in Appendix A (Tables A23 through A92) including 24 source 
countries, listed alphabetically.  
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a) Benin 
Between 1999 and 2008, 47 lion specimens were exported from Benin (Table A23). This 
included 11 skins and 14 trophies as well as six live animals. The six live animals were from 
captive-bred sources but all remaining specimens were from wild sources. All exported 
specimens originated in Benin. This represents at least 25 wild lions. France was the main 
importer of trophies for personal or hunting trophy purposes, while the U.S. was the main 
importer of the skins and skin pieces for scientific purposes (Table A24). Bauer et al. (2003) 
stated that, considering the small populations and their isolation, sustainable off-take in West 
Africa and Central Africa was “hardly possible”. Thus, it is of concern that 25 wild source lions 
were exported from Benin during the decade; this is 12.8 percent of the population (25 of 195). 
Annualized, these exports represent 1.3 percent of the population Table 4.  
 

b) Botswana 
Botswana banned lion trophy hunting (Packer et al., 2009) in 2001-2004 and again in 2007 
through the present (Davidson, Valeix, Loveridge, Madzikanda, & Macdonald, 2011), owing to 
concerns over the species’ conservation status within the country, but commercial trade in lions 
and lion parts continues. Between 1999 and 2008, Botswana exported 5,633 lion specimens 
including 5,148 scientific specimens, 155 trophies, 274 skins, 31 live animals and two bodies. 
This represents the export of at least 462 lions (adding trophies, skins, live animals and bodies) 
(Table A25). 5,606 of 5,633 (99.5 percent) lion specimens exported from Botswana during the 
decade originated from a wild source (Table A26). This represents at least 435 wild source lions 
(adding bodies (2), live (4), skins (274), and trophies (155)). However, twelve of the wild source 
lion trophies exported originated in Mozambique and one in Zimbabwe; thus the total number of 
Botswana wild source lions exported during the decade was 422.The only other sources of lions 
exported were captive-bred (13) and captive-born (14) (Table A27). Of the 435 wild source lions 
or their parts exported, 249 were exported for commercial purposes most of which were skins 
(229) to South Africa (Table A28). The trophies and skins of 149 lions were exported as hunting 
trophies, most of which were trophies (104) exported to the U.S. (Table A29). The parts of an 
additional 35 lions were exported for personal purposes including 30 skins to South Africa 
(Table A30). A large number of specimens were exported from Botswana for scientific purposes 
(Table A31), particularly to the U.S.. Botswana exported 423 wild source lions 1999-2008 out of 
a population of 3,063, or 13.8 percent of the population (annualized, this is 1.4 percent of the 
population). Although Botswana placed a moratorium on lion trophy hunting from 2001 through 
2004 (Packer et al., 2009), and no trophies were exported those years, export of trophies resumed 
thereafter, averaging 23 per year 2005-2008, as did the export of skins to South Africa for 
commercial purposes, averaging 17.6 per year 2004-2008. 
 
Packer et al. (2009) discussed the historic over-utilization of lions in Southern Africa, stating that 
“…offtakes peaked, then fell sharply in the 1980’s and 1990’s in Botswana, CAR, Namibia, 
Tanzania, Zambia and Zimbabwe.”  This downward harvest trend “…most likely reflected 
declining population sizes: success rates (as measured by harvest/quota) have fallen” for lions 
(Packer et al., 2009, p. 2). This occurred even as demand for lion trophies has grown in the U.S. 
and has held stable in the European Union since the mid-90s. Packer et al. (2009) identified 
Botswana as one of the countries where trophy hunting is likely to have contributed to the 
decline in lion populations in the 1980s and 1990s.  
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c) Burkina Faso 
Between 1999 and 2008, 134 wild source lion trophies were exported from Burkina Faso for 
either hunting trophy or personal purposes (Tables A32 and A33). Analysis revealed lions were 
not exported from other sources or for other purposes, and all originated in Burkina Faso. This 
represents 134 wild lions. The largest importer was France (104 of 134 or 77.6 percent) although 
the U.S. also imported some of these. Bauer and colleagues stated that, considering the small 
populations and their isolation, sustainable off-take in West Africa and Central Africa was 
“hardly possible” (Bauer et al., 2003). Thus, it is of concern that 134 wild source lions were 
exported from Burkina Faso during the decade; this is 49 percent of the population (134 of 272). 
Annualized, these exports represent 4.9 percent of the population (Table 4).  
 

d) Cameroon 
Between 1999 and 2008, 192 lion specimens were exported from Cameroon (Table A34). These 
included 1 live specimen from a captive-bred source exported to South Africa, wild source 
specimens and skin pieces exported for scientific purposes, and wild source trophies (103), skins 
(1), skulls (1), and teeth (1) exported as hunting trophies or for personal purposes. Trophies were 
exported mainly to France (53) but also the U.S. (15) and Spain (10). All exported specimens 
originated in Cameroon. This represents 104 wild lions. Bauer and colleagues stated that, 
considering the small populations and their isolation, sustainable off-take in West Africa and 
Central Africa was “hardly possible” (Bauer et al., 2003). The continued deterioration in lion 
numbers in Central Africa (Henschel et al., 2010) means that sustainable off-take are less likely 
now than in 2003. Thus, it is of concern that 104 wild source lions were exported from 
Cameroon during the decade; this is 31 percent of the population (104 of 338). Annualized, these 
exports represent 3.1 percent of the population (Table 4).  
 

e) Central African Republic 
Between 1999 and 2008, 49 lion specimens, in the form of trophies only, were exported from 
Central African Republic (CAR) (Table A35). All of these were from wild sources, were traded 
as hunting trophies or for personal purposes, and originated in CAR. France was the main 
importer but the U.S. also imported some of these. This represents 49 wild lion specimens. Bauer 
et al. (2003) stated that, considering the small populations and their isolation, sustainable off-take 
in West Africa and Central Africa was “hardly possible”.  The alarming situation of lion 
populations in Central Africa (Henschel et al., 2010) means that sustainable off-takes are less 
likely now than in 2003. Packer et al. (2009) identified CAR as one of the countries where 
trophy hunting is likely to have contributed to the decline of lion populations in the 1980s and 
1990s. Thus, it is of concern that 49 wild source lions were exported from CAR during the 
decade; this is 8 percent of the population (49 of 643). Annualized, these exports represent less 
than 1 percent of the population (Table 4). 
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f) Chad 
Between 1999 and 2008, Chad exported two trophies to Poland and thirteen to France, all from 
wild sources, for hunting trophy purposes. In addition, Chad exported one wild source skin to 
Poland for personal purposes. All originated in Chad. Thus, Chad exported sixteen wild source 
lions during the decade. Bauer et al. (2003) stated that, considering the small populations and 
their isolation, sustainable off-take in West Africa and Central Africa was “hardly possible”.  
The alarming situation of lions in Central Africa (Henschel et al., 2010) means that sustainable 
off-takes are less likely now than in 2003. Thus, it is of concern that 16 wild source lions were 
exported from Chad during the decade; this is 5 percent of the population (16 of 335). 
Annualized, these exports represent less than 1 percent of the population (Table 4). 
 

g) Congo 
The lion is likely to be extinct in Congo (Henschel et al., 2010). Between 1999 and 2008, Congo 
exported two teeth to Norway from an illegal source for personal purposes. 
 

h) Côte d'Ivoire 
Between 1999 and 2008, only one skin was exported from Côte d'Ivoire in 2001; it was from a 
wild source, originated in Côte d'Ivoire and was traded for commercial purposes to the U.S.. The 
one lion skin exported from Cote d’Ivoire to the U.S. for commercial purposes may have been 
the last lion in the country, since Henschel et al. (2010) did not find any lions in that country. 
Thus, it is of concern the U.S. legally imported a lion skin from Côte d'Ivoire a country that may 
no longer have lions.  
 

i) Ethiopia 
Between 1999 and 2008, 399 lion specimens were exported from Ethiopia (Table A36). Most 
were specimens for scientific purposes. However, exports included 14 trophies for hunting 
trophy purposes, and two skins for personal purposes (Tables A37 and A38), all from wild 
source lions that originated in Ethiopia. This represents at least 16 wild lions which is two 
percent of the population (16 of 1,239). Annualized, these exports represent less than one percent 
of the population (Table 4). The U.S. was the major importer of lion trophies from Ethiopia.  
 

j) Gabon 
From available evidence it seems likely that lions are extinct in Gabon (Henschel et al., 2010). 
Between 1999 and 2008, one skin and four trophies were exported from Gabon to France. Two 
trophies were pre-Convention and traded for personal purposes, two trophies were wild source 
and traded for hunting purposes, and one skin was wild source and traded for personal purposes. 
All were of Gabonese origin. This represents three wild source lions, 33 percent (3 of 10) of the 
population at the time. Annualized, these exports represent 3 percent of the population (Table 4). 
These legally exported specimens may have been Gabon’s last lions. 
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k) Kenya 
Trophy hunting was banned in Kenya in 1977 (Lindsey, Alexander, Frank, Mathieson, & 
Romanach, 2006), but commercial trade continues. Between 1999 and 2008, 2,108 lion 
specimens were exported from Kenya; most were scientific specimens (2,025 of 2,108 or 96 
percent) (Table A39). Exports also included 3 bodies, 8 claws, 1 garment, 50 hair, 5 leather 
products, one live animal, two skin pieces, 8 skins, three teeth and two trophies. All specimens 
exported were from wild lions that originated in Kenya (Table A40) except for one skin exported 
to France in 2003 which was from a captive-bred lion, two claws and 35 specimens which were 
from an illegal source, and two leather products and three skins which were pre-Convention 
(Table A41). Thus, Kenya exported 10 wild lions or their parts during the decade (adding three 
bodies, one live animal, four skins, and two trophies). Two of the bodies were part of a travelling 
exhibition and one was exported to the U.S. for personal purposes; the one live lion was exported 
to Uganda for reintroduction purposes; the four skins were exported to the Netherlands (1) and 
the U.S. (3) for personal purposes; and the two trophies were exported to the U.S. (1) and the 
U.K. (1) for personal purposes (Table A42). Exports also included 110 specimens exported to the 
U.S. for commercial purposes in 2000. Ten wild source lions were exported from Kenya during 
the decade; this is less than one percent of the population (10 of 2,515). Annualized, these 
exports represent less than one percent of the population (Table 4).  
 

l) Liberia 
Between 1999 and 2008, Liberia exported two live, wild source lions to South Africa in 2004 for 
commercial purposes. Liberia is not a lion range State (Bauer et al., 2008); however, the UNEP-
WCMC database identifies Liberia as the origin of these lions. 
 

m) Mozambique 
Between 1999 and 2008, Mozambique exported 953 lion specimens including teeth (697), 
trophies (162), skulls (46) and skins (44) (Table A43). None of the exported specimens 
originated in another country. Thus, this represents at least 206 lions (adding trophies and skins). 
Trends in the data include: the export of skins, skulls and teeth dropped off or ended after 2001 
and now the principal export is trophies which numbered, on average, 18 in the past five years. 
All specimens exported from Mozambique were of wild source and for personal or hunting 
trophy purposes only. Most trophies were exported to South Africa (47), the U.S. (41) or Spain 
(41) (Table A44). Very few lion specimens were traded for personal purposes (Table A45), 
although 231 teeth were imported to the U.S. in 1999. Thus, it is of concern that 206 wild source 
lions were exported from Mozambique during the decade; this is 30 percent of the population 
(206 of 678). Annualized, these exports represent 3 percent of the population (Table 4). A more 
recent population estimate speculates that there are a greater number of lions in Mozambique 
than previously thought (Chardonnet et al., 2009). 
 

n) Namibia 
Between 1999 and 2008, Namibia exported 1,013 lion specimens including 683 scientific 
specimens, trophies (168), skins (42), live animals (5) and bodies (2). This represents the export 
of at least 217 lions (adding trophies, skins, live animals and bodies) (Table A46). Of the 1,013 
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lion specimens exported from Namibia, 1,008 or 99.5 percent, were from wild sources. This 
represents the export of at least 212 wild lions (adding trophies (167), live (1), skins (42) and 
bodies (2)) (Table A47). However, of these, the one live lion originated in South Africa, two 
trophies came from Tanzania, two from Zimbabwe and three from South Africa. Thus the total 
number of wild source lions of Namibian origin exported during the decade was 204. Very few 
specimens from non-wild sources were exported from Namibia (Table A48). Of the 1,008 wild 
source lion specimens in trade, 305 or 30 percent, were traded for hunting trophy purposes 
(Table A47). These included 7 skins and 133 trophies. The U.S. was the main importer of lion 
specimens from Namibia for hunting trophy purposes (Table A49). Of the 1,008 wild source lion 
specimens, 78 or 7.7 percent, were for personal purposes (Table A50). These included two 
bodies, 29 skins, and 38 trophies. Wild source specimens were also traded for the additional 
purposes including: circus /travelling exhibition (1), commercial (72) and skins (5) (Table A51). 
Thus, it is of concern that 204 wild source lions were exported from Namibia during the decade; 
this is 25 percent of the population (204 of 801). Annualized, these exports represent 2.5 percent 
of the population (Table 4).  
 
The number of trophies exported from Namibia grew from 10.4 per year on average between 
1999 and 2003 to 23.2 per year on average between 2004 and 2008. Packer et al. (2009) 
discussed the historic over-utilization of lions in Southern Africa, stating that “…off-takes 
peaked then fell sharply in the 1980’s and 1990’s in Botswana, CAR, Namibia, Tanzania, 
Zambia and Zimbabwe”. This downward harvest trend “most likely reflected declining 
population sizes: success rates (as measured by harvest/quota) have fallen” for lions (Packer et 
al., 2009, p. 2). This occurred even as demand for lion trophies has grown in the U.S. and has 
held stable in the European Union since the mid-1990s. Packer et al. (2009) identified Namibia 
as one of the countries where trophy hunting is likely to have contributed to the decline in lion 
populations in the 1980s and 1990s.  
 

o) Niger 
Between 1999 and 2008, Niger exported eleven live lions: two wild source lions were exported 
to Nigeria for commercial purposes; two ranch-raised and three captive-bred lions were exported 
to Nigeria for zoo purposes; two captive-bred lions were exported to Togo for personal purposes; 
and two captive-bred lions were exported to Côte d'Ivoire for educational purposes. All exports 
originated in Niger. This means that at least two wild source lions were exported from Niger 
during the decade. Bauer et al. (2003) stated that, considering the small populations and their 
isolation, sustainable off-take in West Africa and Central Africa was “hardly possible”. Thus, it 
is of concern that 2 wild source lions were exported from Niger during the decade; this is 3 
percent of the population (2 of 59). Annualized, these exports represent less than 1 percent of the 
population (Table 4). 
 

p) Nigeria 
From 1999 to 2008, Nigeria exported two lion teeth to the U.S., derived from an illegal source 
for personal purposes. 
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q) Senegal 
Between 1999 and 2008, Senegal exported six captive-bred live lions to South Africa for 
commercial purposes (three in 1999 and three in 2000), and two captive-bred live lions to 
Mauritania for zoological purposes (both in 2000). All originated in Senegal.  
 

r) South Africa 
Between 1999 and 2008, South Africa exported the parts of at least 5,186 lions (comprising 
trophies (3,983), skins (630), live (514) and bodies (59)) (Table A52). Of these, 2,962 (about 57 
percent) were reported to be from wild lions (adding trophies (2,413), skins (453), live (57) and 
bodies (39)) (Table A53). Unlike any other range State, South Africa also exported a large 
number of wild source lion specimens that did not originate in South Africa. During that same 
time period, 316 wild sourced lion trophies, 397 wild source skins and 3 wild source bodies were 
imported to South Africa (Table A54) but it is impossible to know from the data how many of 
these stayed in South Africa or were re-exported. However, it is possible to learn from the data 
that a minimum of 88 trophies and 12 skins that originated from wild sources in other range 
States were exported by South Africa during the decade. This means that the impact of 
international trade on the wild population of lions in South Africa should be determined based on 
the removal of 2,862 wild lions over the past decade (subtracting the wild imported lion trophies 
(88) and skins (12) from the wild exported lion parts (2,962)). However, it must be noted that 
South Africa also produces and exports parts of captive-bred lions, and also imports and then re-
exports lion parts from other African range States, but those numbers are not included in these 
figures. Indeed, despite the presence of these captive-bred source lions, the average number of 
wild source lion trophies exported annually from South Africa appears to have nearly doubled 
from 168 in the first half of the decade (1999-2003) to 313 in the second half (2004-2008).  
 
The source countries for the parts of wild lions imported into South Africa were Tanzania, 
Mozambique, Zimbabwe, Zambia, Botswana and Namibia. Thus, it is of concern that 2,862 wild 
source lions were exported from South Africa during the decade; this is 87 percent of the 
population (2,862 of 3,284). Annualized, these exports represent 8.7 percent of the population 
(Table 4). Since the estimated number of wild lions in South Africa in 2002 ranges between 
2,716 and 3,852 it seems highly unlikely that the aforementioned 2,862 South African lions 
involved were all wild source. Therefore, the South Africa trade data specifically must be treated 
with caution. Furthermore, South Africa does not rigorously enforce a strict age minimum for 
trophies. 
 
While the overall Continent-wide trade in wild source lion specimens wavered roughly between 
300-600 specimens per year with no trend over the decade, the international trade in lion trophies 
of wild source from South Africa rose significantly, from 137 specimens in 1999 to 454 in 2008 
(Table A53). No such trend was observed for skins or bodies. South Africa also imported wild 
source lion specimens over the decade (Table A54) including 202 claws, 92 live, 397 skins, 140 
skulls, 466 teeth and 316 trophies.  
 
Purposes of international trade in wild source lions from South Africa reveal that trade:  
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• For hunting trophy purposes were by far the largest in number of all the purpose 
categories and imports to the U.S. far exceeded numbers imported to other countries 
(Table A55). 

• In live animals for circus and travelling exhibit purposes were relatively few but included 
one body exported to South Korea in 2008 and 15 lions exported to Zimbabwe in 2002 
(Table A56). 

• For commercial purposes included trophies, claws and skins but in low numbers 
compared to those for hunting trophy purposes (Table A57). 

• For educational purposes included imports by China of 2 bodies in 2005, 3 skins in 2007, 
52 specimens in 2007-2008, and 20 trophies in 2006-2008 (Table A58). 

• For medical purposes included 88 specimens imported to Chile in 1999 (Table A59). 
• For personal purposes included 23 trophies imported by China (Table A60). 

 
Regarding the hunting of captive-bred lions, Packer et al. (2006) stated, “Captive-bred hunting 
undermines the conservation credibility of the hunting industry and does nothing to preserve lion 
habitat” (p. 9). Closer examination of the data revealed that the international trade in captive-
bred source lions and lion parts from South Africa rose significantly over the course of the 
decade, from 56 specimens in 1999 to 969 in 2008 (Table A61). In particular, the number of 
bodies, bones, live animals and trophies from captive-bred lions rose dramatically over the 
period. In 2008 alone, the parts of at least 852 captive-bred lions (adding bodies (13), skins (14), 
trophies (707) and live animals (128)) were exported from South Africa.  
 
Purposes of international trade in captive-bred lions from South Africa reveal that trade:  

• For hunting trophy purposes were by far the largest in number of all the purpose 
categories and imports to the U.S. far exceeded numbers imported to other countries 
(Table A62). 

• For commercial purposes included 25 live lions imported by Togo in 2004, 14 by 
Thailand 2006-2008, and 10 by Zimbabwe in 2008 (Table A63). 

• For educational purposes included 10 live lions imported by China in 2003 and 2004 
(Table A64). 

• For personal purposes included 60 bones and 16 skin pieces imported to Vietnam (Table 
A65). 

• For zoo purposes were relatively few in number and unremarkable in trend, with the 
exception of the importation by Thailand of 54 live lions in 2006-2008 (Table A66). 

 
It should also be noted that South Africa imported 131 captive-bred source live lions during the 
decade for breeding purposes including: fifteen from Argentina (a non-range State), one each 
from Spain, Germany and France (non-range States), three from Indonesia (a non-range State), 
33 from Swaziland, and 77 from Zimbabwe. South Africa also imported eight live wild source 
lions for breeding purposes including one from the United Arab Emirates (a non-range State) and 
seven from Swaziland. Another nine captive-born lions were imported from Swaziland for 
breeding purposes. South Africa also imported 69 captive-bred live lions during the decade for 
commercial purposes: twelve from Argentina (a non-range State), four from Belgium (a non-
range State), twenty from Spain (a non-range State), seven from Italy (a non-range State), eight 
from Portugal (a non-range State), six from Senegal, eleven from Zimbabwe, and one from 
Germany (a non-range State). Fourteen captive-born live lions from Botswana were also 
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imported by South Africa for commercial purposes. Finally, South Africa imported 74 wild 
source live lions for commercial purposes: Four from Botswana, 16 from Spain; two from 
Liberia and 52 from Zimbabwe. It should be noted that these purposes are not for traveling 
exhibitions, such as circuses, or zoos. It is possible that these lions are being used for canned 
hunting purposes either as breeders or to be shot as trophies. 
 
There is increasing concern that South African exports of lion bones are going to Asia for use in 
Traditional Chinese Medicine, both for its own perceived value and as a replacement for tiger 
parts; the illegal trade in tiger parts has had severe, negative impacts on wild tiger populations 
(Nowell & Ling, 2007). In this regard, it is of interest is that 60 of the 70 bones traded 
internationally from South Africa during the period were imported by Vietnam in 2008; there are 
no records of Vietnam importing bones prior to that year. These bones did not originate from 
wild lions ; they originated from captive-bred lions and were categorized as being traded for 
“personal” purposes (Table A65). It is not possible to draw conclusions about the impact of trade 
in these lion bones because the data are not precise enough to determine from how many lions 
those bones were derived.  
 

s) Sudan 
Between 1999 and 2008, Sudan exported 2 leather products to United Arab Emirates for personal 
purposes, 22 live animals to United Arab Emirates (six for commercial purposes, four for zoo 
purposes and the remainder for personal purposes), six live animals to Saudi Arabia for personal 
purposes, 19 live animals to Syrian Arab Republic (eight for commercial purposes and the 
remainder for zoo purposes), and one trophy to Saudi Arabia for personal purposes (Table A67). 
All exported specimens originated in Sudan and were wild source. Thus, Sudan exported at least 
48 wild source lions during the decade. Thus, it is of concern that 48 wild source lions were 
exported from Sudan during the decade; this is 6 percent of the population (48 of 866). 
Annualized, these exports represent less than 1 percent of the population (Table 4). 
 

t) Swaziland 
Between 1999 and 2008 Swaziland exported 46 live lions to South Africa for breeding (42) and 
circus/travelling exhibition (4) purposes: seven were from wild sources (all for breeding 
purposes), 30 from captive-bred sources and nine from captive-born sources. In addition, one 
trophy from a wild source lion that originated in South Africa was exported to Greece for 
personal purposes. This means that at least seven wild lions of Swazi origin were exported 
during the decade. Thus, it is of concern that 7 wild source lions were exported from Swaziland 
during the decade; this is 33 percent of the population (7 of 21). Annualized, these exports 
represent 3 percent of the population (Table 4). Swaziland has such a small population of lions 
that even this number cannot be sustainable. 
 

u) Tanzania 
Between 1999 and 2008, Tanzania exported 4,926 lions and lion parts. This included 2,083 
trophies, one live animal, and 102 skins, representing a minimum of 2,186 lions (Table A68). In 
contrast to South Africa, virtually none of the specimens exported by Tanzania were from a 
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captive-bred source (the exception being one trophy imported by the U.S. in 2000). The only 
other source of specimens in trade was “illegal” and these were very few (Table A69). Tanzania 
did not export lions for breeding, circus, education, enforcement, medical, reintroduction, or zoo 
purposes. Tanzania exported very few lions or their parts for commercial purposes (Table A70). 
Setting aside scientific specimens from wild source lions (Table A71), virtually all of the lion 
specimens exported from Tanzania were for hunting trophy purposes (Table A72). Unlike South 
Africa, only four of the exported trophies originated in another country (all from South Africa). 
At least 2,131 wild lions were killed in Tanzania over the past decade for the international trade 
in hunting trophies (adding “trophies” (2,015) and “skins” (87) and subtracting the four imported 
trophies). An additional 67 items were exported for personal purposes, representing 62 wild lions 
(Table A73). Most wild source lion skins exported from Tanzania for hunting trophy purposes 
went to South Africa (44) and Germany (29) (Table A74). The U.S. is the largest importer of 
wild source hunting trophies exported from Tanzania, with 47 percent (956); other major 
importers were France (283), Spain (212), Mexico (122) and South Africa (109) (Table A75). 
Thus, it is of concern that 2,186 wild source lions were exported from the Tanzania during the 
decade; this is 20 percent of the population (2,186 of 10,753). Annualized, these exports 
represent 2 percent of the population (Table 4). 
 
Lion off-take for trophy hunting in Tanzania is considered to be unsustainable. In trophy hunting 
areas the primary cause of declines in lion populations is trophy hunting (Packer et al., 2011). 
Packer et al. (2009) identified Tanzania as one of the countries where trophy hunting is likely to 
have contributed to the decline in lion populations in the 1980s and 1990s. The U.S. is by far the 
largest importer of hunting trophies from Tanzania. 
 

v) Togo 
Between 1999 and 2008, Togo exported one wild source trophy to South Africa in 2001 for 
hunting trophy purposes, one skin from a ranch-raised lion to South Africa in 2001 for personal 
purposes, and one captive-bred live lion that originated in South Africa, to Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya in 2002 for personal purposes. It is of concern that one wild source lion was legally 
exported from Togo in 2001 because there were no known resident lions as of 2002 (Bauer & 
Van Der Merwe, 2004). The presence of wild lions in Togo remains uncertain (Bauer et al., 
2008). 
 

w) Zambia 
Between 1999 and 2008, Zambia exported 567 lion specimens, the vast majority of which were 
trophies (498) (Table A76). This represents at least 530 lions (adding skins (29), live animals (3), 
and trophies (498)). All but nine specimens (three live animals plus six trophies) were from wild 
sources (Table A77). The parts of at least 521 wild source lions were traded during the decade 
(adding wild source trophies (492) and skins (29)) (Table A78). However, one of the trophies of 
wild source originated in South Africa; thus the total number of wild source lions of Zambian 
origin exported is 520. The main purpose of this trade was hunting trophies (470 of 567 
specimens) and the U.S. was the main importer of these (262 of 470) (Table A79). Only 26 
specimens were traded for other purposes including personal, commercial and scientific (Table 
A80). Thus, it is of concern that 520 wild source lions were exported from Zambia during the 
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decade; this is 22 percent of the population (520 of 2,350). Annualized, these exports represent 
over 2 percent of the population (Table 4). 
 
Packer et al. (2009) discussed the historic over-utilization of lions in Southern Africa, stating that 
off-take peaked then fell sharply in the 1980’s and 1990’s in Botswana, CAR, Namibia, 
Tanzania, Zambia and Zimbabwe. This downward harvest trend “most likely reflects declining 
population sizes: success rates (as measured by harvest/quota) have fallen” for lions (Packer et 
al., 2009, p. 2). This occurred even as demand for lion trophies has grown in the U.S. and has 
held stable in the European Union since the mid-1990s. The steepest declines in lion harvests 
occurred in jurisdictions with the highest harvest intensities. Packer et al. (2009) identified 
Zambia as one of the countries where trophy hunting is likely to have contributed to the decline 
in lion populations in the 1980s and 1990s. 
 

x) Zimbabwe 
Between 1999 and 2008, Zimbabwe exported 2,043 lion specimens including 871 trophies, 536 
claws, 146 skins, 20 bodies and 145 live (Table A81). This represents at least 1,182 lions (adding 
trophies, skins, bodies and live). The total number of exports has decreased over the decade, as 
has the number of exported trophies, skins and skulls. The vast majority of specimens exported 
were wild source, the exceptions being 181 that were captive-bred (Table A82), one that was F1 
captive-born (Table A83), 89 from illegal sources (Table A84), and 16 that were ranch-raised 
(Table A85). Captive-bred lions were exported for a variety of purposes including 77 exported to 
South Africa for breeding, 10 live lions to Kenya and 11 to South Africa for commercial 
purposes (Table A82). A total of 868 wild source lion specimens were exported for commercial 
purposes including 343 claws, 229 trophies, 94 skins, 63 live animals, and 15 bodies; this 
represents a minimum of 401 wild source lions exported for commercial purposes (Table A86).  
 
The main importer of wild source lion parts for commercial purposes was the U.S. (Table A87). 
A total of 961 wild source lion specimens were exported for hunting trophy purposes including 
706 trophies, 1 body, 40 skins and 160 claws. This represents a minimum of 747 wild lions 
exported for hunting trophy purposes (Table A88). The main importer of wild source lion parts 
as hunting trophies was the U.S. (Table A89). A total of 120 wild source lion specimens were 
exported for personal purposes including 48 trophies, 19 skins, 1 body and 27 claws (Table 
A90); this represents a minimum of 68 wild source lions exported for personal purposes. The 
U.S. imported some of these (Table A91). In addition, 56 wild source lion specimens were 
exported for circus, education and scientific purposes (Table A92) including 15 live wild lions 
for circus or travelling exhibition purposes and two skins for educational purposes. This 
represents 17 wild source lions exported for these purposes. Thus, in total, during the decade, 
Zimbabwe exported 1,233 wild source lions. However, Zimbabwe also imported 19 of these wild 
source lions (all trophies) from other countries: four from Tanzania, seven from South Africa, 
three from Zambia, three from Mozambique, and two from Botswana. Thus the total number of 
wild source lions of Zimbabwean origin exported during the decade totaled 1,214. Thus, it is of 
concern that 1,214 wild source lions were exported from the Zimbabwe during the decade; this is 
89 percent of the population (1,214 of 1,362). Annualized, these exports represent 8.9 percent of 
the population (Table 4), a percentage not considered to be sustainable (Packer et al., 2006; 
Packer et al., 2009).  
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Packer et al. (2009) discussed the historic over-utilization of lions in Southern Africa, stating that 
“...off-takes peaked then fell sharply in the 1980’s and 1990’s in Botswana, CAR, Namibia, 
Tanzania, Zambia and Zimbabwe”. This downward harvest trend “…most likely reflected 
declining population sizes: success rates (as measured by harvest/quota) have fallen” for lions 
(Packer et al., 2009, p. 2). This occurred even as demand for lion trophies has grown in the U.S. 
and has held stable in the European Union since the mid-1990s. The steepest declines in lion 
harvests occurred in jurisdictions with the highest harvest intensities (Packer et al., 2009).  
 
Packer et al. (2006) stated that lion hunting off-take in Zimbabwe is unsustainable with harvests 
of male lions in some areas reaching “exceptionally high” levels (11 males/1000 km2 in the 
Matetsi Safari Area in 1990). From 1988 to 2004, Zimbabwe harvested a higher proportion of 
lions than any other country, and its off-take rate has been up to three times more than most other 
countries in that same time period (Packer et al., 2006). However, the number of trophies 
exported by Zimbabwe has decreased in recent years from about 106 per year for1999-2003 to 
about 67 per year in 2004-2010 (Packer et al., 2009). 

5. Domestic Hunting  
 
The African lion is killed for purposes that do not involve international trade; however, there are 
no comprehensive data on the levels or impact of these activities.  

6. Traditional Practices 
 
The African lion is used for traditional purposes in Africa. For example, body parts of lions, 
including fat, skin, organs and hair are highly valued for treatment of a variety of different 
ailments in Nigeria, with lion fat being the most highly valued (Morris, n.d.). A household 
questionnaire in rural communities found that 62 percent of respondents described using lion fat 
in medicine, with just over half of those respondents reporting to have used it in the last 3 years 
(Morris, n.d.). The putative medicinal benefits included were the healing of fractured and broken 
bones, back pain and rheumatism (Morris, n.d.). Hunting African lions for their skins for use in 
traditional ceremonies is considered to be the primary threat to lions in certain African countries, 
including Guinea-Bissau and parts of Guinea (Brugiere, Badjinca, Silva, Serra, & Barry, 2005). 
The use of lions in traditional African medicine also occurs in East Africa, although it is not well 
documented. For example, in May 2010 it was reported that five lions killed close to Queen 
Elizabeth National Park in Uganda were poisoned for their skin and medicinal value (Karugaba, 
2010). Lion fat is also used in traditional medicine in Tanzania (Baldus, 2004).  

C. Disease or Predation 
 
Habitat loss, persecution and exploitation have been long-considered threats to large carnivores 
but in recent years disease has come to be viewed as an emerging issue. According to Cleaveland 
et al. (2007) the canine distemper virus and rabies have been major pathogens affecting wild 
carnivore populations, calling into question the opinion that diseases are always a “natural 
regulatory component of ecosystems” (p.613). In the African lion, risk of disease is believed to 
be increasing because populations have become isolated, placing them at a higher risk when 
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confined by fencing (Keet et al., 2009). In addition, their increasing proximity to man and 
domestic animals exposes them to new diseases (IUCN SSC Cat Specialist Group, 2006b). 

1. Viral Diseases 
Viruses known to infect the African lion include canine distemper virus, feline leukemia virus, 
feline immunodeficiency virus, feline herpesvirus, feline calicivirus, feline parvovirus, and feline 
coronavirus. While viral infections and their impacts are well-studied in domestic cats, with free-
ranging lions, there is only limited available (Hofmann-Lehmann et al., 1996).  
 
More than 40 years of continuous research on lions in Serengeti National and Ngorongoro 
Crater, Tanzania, has advanced what is known about the prevalence of six of the seven viruses 
(feline leukemia was absent) known to infect lions (Packer et al., 1999). Based on this research, 
two viruses (feline herpesvirus and feline immunodeficiency virus) are believed to be endemic in 
the host populations and four (feline calicivirus, parvovirus and coronavirus, and canine 
distemper virus) “…repeatedly show a pattern of seroprevalence indicative of discrete disease 
epidemics” (Packer et al., 1999).  
 

a) Canine Distemper Virus 
 
In 1991 and 1992, captive felids in U.S. zoos were found infected with CDV-like morbilliviruses 
(Harder et al., 1995) and in 1994, one-third of the lions in Serengeti National Park died from the 
disease (Craft, Volz, Packer, & Meyers, 2009).  
 
In 2001, a CDV epidemic (coupled with tick-borne diseases) wiped out at between 34 and nearly 
40 percent of Tanzania’s Ngorongoro Crater lion population (Kissui & Packer, 2004; Munson et 
al., 2008). Scientists examined serological exposure to CDV in these well-studied populations 
and found that at least five “silent” CDV epidemics had occurred between 1976 and 2006 with 
little mortality or clinical signs of the disease (Munson et al., 2008).  
 
The fatal 1994 and 2001 epidemics coincided with unusually high levels of babesia infections. 
According to Munson et al. (2008) babesia is a “tick-borne intraerythrocytic protozoan 
(hemoparasite) that usually infects the African lion at low levels without compromising their 
health” (p. 3).  Both outbreaks were preceded by extreme drought conditions that led to die-offs 
of host animals such as buffalo. When the rains returned, the surviving animals were heavily 
infected with ticks, which led to the higher babesia levels in the lion populations.  
 
Climate extremes, such as severe and unseasonal droughts, can exacerbate the severity and 
occurrence of die-offs caused by CDV as well as the occurrence of deadly co-infections. (Kissui 
& Packer, 2004; Munson et al., 2008,). The Serengeti lion population eventually recovered to 
pre-epidemic levels due to high cub survival. Repeated outbreaks of CDV over a relatively short 
time span have prevented recovery of the Ngorongoro population to its carrying capacity (Packer 
et al., 2011).  This population has been rendered especially vulnerable due to inbreeding and 
close proximity to human populations (Kissui & Packer, 2004). 
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b) Feline Immunodeficiency Virus  
 
FIV is found in the domestic cat, in which it causes an AIDS-like immunodeficiency disease 
(Troyer et al., 2004) and which permanently infects the host. Collectively, Olmsted et al. (1992), 
Troyer et al. (2004), and Osofky et al. (1996) have documented FIV in eight wild cat species 
including the African lion (as cited in Roelke et al., 2009). The African lion is infected with a 
lion-specific strain of FIV, known as FIVple, of which there are multiple, highly-divergent 
strains (O’Brien, S.J., Troyer, J.L., Roelke, M., Marker, L., & Pecon-Slattery, J., 2006; Troyer et 
al., 2004). “FIVple is thought to be a relatively old virus perhaps infecting lions for thousands of 
years” (Roelke et al., 2009, p.3). It is uncertain how FIVple affects the African lion, although 
anecdotal reports of morbidity from FIVple  exist (Roelke et al., 2009).  
 
FIV infection is common in East Africa and South Africa, with infection rates in four sampled 
lion populations ranging from 70 to 91 percent (Brown, Yuhki, Packer, & O’Brien, 1994). The 
Serengeti lion population incidence of FIV is very high and has been consistently maintained 
over many years and is, therefore, believed to be endemic (Brown et al., 1994; Hofmann-
Lehmann et al., 1996 ; Olmsted et al., 1992; Packer et al., 1999, Troyer et al., 2005).  
 
Following a study in Botswana (1999-2006) in which infected and uninfected African lions were 
anesthetized and sampled on multiple occasions, Roelke et al. (2009) found “relative increases in 
the occurrence of specific and non-specific clinical symptoms including lymphdenopathy, 
gingivitis, papillomas, dehydration, and loss of coat condition were found in FIVple-infected 
lions, as were biochemical profiles indicative of hyperglobulinemia, anemia, and 
hypoalbuminemia” (p. 3).  Roelke et al. (2009) cautions,  
 

Given the high prevalence of FIVple in many lion populations, it is evident that in several 
different  ecosystems many lions with FIVple have survived and thrived. However, 
in natural settings, small decreases in fitness can have large effects during times of 
stress. Thus, while FIVple-infected animals may do well under normal circumstances, 
they may potentially be more sensitive than uninfected animals to secondary assaults, 
such as new disease outbreaks. (p.9) 

c) Other Viral Diseases 
 
Herpesvirus has caused the death of a captive lion (Craft, 2008), but although 100 percent of the 
Serengeti population is infected, clinical signs of disease have not been detected (Craft, 2008). 
Lions in the Serengeti have also been exposed to periodic outbreaks of feline parvovirus, 
calicivirus and coronavirus. However, there have been no consistent signs of clinical disease, 
excess mortality or decreases in lion fecundity due to infections from any of these three viruses 
(Driciru et al., 2006; Hofmann-Lehmann et al., 1996; Packer et al., 1999; Spencer, 1991; Spencer 
& Morkel, 1993).  
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2. Bovine Tuberculosis 
 
Bovine tuberculosis (bTB) is caused by Mycobacterium bovis. Although it infects a wide range 
of African wildlife (Cleaveland et al., 2007), it is not indigenous to Africa and was most likely 
brought to the Continent through the importation of cattle from Europe (Michel et al., 2006). 
African wildlife has not yet developed immunity to bTB and many species have the potential to 
act as a reservoir of infection (Renwick, White, & Bengis, 2007).  bTB is a growing concern 
(Cleaveland et al., 2007) associated, in part, with increased numbers of domestic livestock and 
the increased overlap between livestock and wildlife (Renwick et al., 2007).  
 
In Kruger National Park, South Africa, bovine tuberculosis spread to wild animal populations 
through the intermingling of domestic cattle with wild Cape buffalo (Syncerus caffer), sometime 
in the late 1950s or early 1960s (Keet et al., 2009). The disease has since spread throughout the 
park by the migration of the Cape buffalo. The buffalo are referred to as “maintenance hosts” as 
they do not experience the serious physical affects associated with the disease. The pathogen is 
also present in kudu (Tragelaphus strepsiceros), and other species in the Park (Keet et al., 2009), 
and is contracted by lions through the ingestion of infected prey (Keet et al., 2009). Organs such 
as the lungs and the lymph nodes contain most of the infectious material (Renwick et al., 2007). 
Once infected, lions may transmit the disease to other lions primarily through inhalation and 
secondarily through percutaneous contact (i.e. biting and scratching) (Keet et al., 2009).  
 
In many parts of the Kruger Park, buffalo are the primary prey of lions and over 80 percent of 
lions were infected by bTB. The clinical signs of infection in lions include respiratory problems, 
emaciation, lameness and blindness (Renwick et al., 2007). Once an individual lion becomes 
infected, it will either become latently infected or develop the disease, become clinically 
affected, and die. Approximately 20 percent of infected lions remain disease-free (latent), and 80 
percent became infectious (i.e., diseased and contagious) within a five year period (Keet et al., 
2009). However, despite the high incidence of the disease, the Kruger lion population has 
remained constant over the past 20 years (Ferreira & Funston, 2010). 
 
Bovine tuberculosis has also been confirmed in a number of wild ungulate species in the 
Serengeti and Tarangire ecosystems in northern Tanzania (Cleaveland et al., 2005) and the 
Ruaha ecosystem in Tanzania (Mazet et al., 2009). Serological tests of lions in the Serengeti 
demonstrate their exposure to bTB since at least 1984; however, the incidence of the disease has 
remained below 4 percent for the past 20 years (Cleaveland et al., 2007). The disease has been 
detected in buffalo in Gonarezhou National Park in Zimbabwe. It is also found in Queen 
Elizabeth National Park in Uganda (Chardonnet et al., 2010).  

3. Other Diseases 
 
Domesticated pets such as cats and dogs have been known to transmit diseases to African lions 
such as rabies and feline leukemia virus (FLV) (Chardonnet et al., 2010) but neither disease is 
known to have inflicted measurable harm.  
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D. Inadequacy of Existing Regulatory Mechanisms 
 
The conservation, management and protection of the African lion is addressed either directly or 
by inference in several international treaties and regional agreements as well as by national laws 
and regulations of many African range States. However, as fully explained in this section, these 
regulatory mechanisms and/or their implementation and enforcement are inadequate to address 
existing threats to the survival of the African lion. 

1. International Law and Agreements 
 
There are several African regional agreements that have relevance to the African lion: the 
African Union’s African Convention on the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources, 
1968; the Revised African Convention on the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources, 
2003; and the Protocol on Wildlife Conservation and Law Enforcement of the Southern African 
Development Community, 1999 (Union Africaine, 2010; UNEP, 2009). 
 
The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) addresses “conservation of biological diversity”, 
the “sustainable use” of its components and the “fair and equitable sharing of the benefits” 
arising from the use of biological and genetic resources. The CBD also provides guidelines to 
manage biodiversity, but does not provide specific protection for the African lion or any 
individual species. Nor is the lion protected under the Convention on Migratory Species (the 
Bonn Convention) (Convention on Migratory Species, 2009). The only international agreement 
that offers specific and significant protection to the African lion is CITES.  

a) CITES 
The African lion is used extensively for commercial, recreational, and scientific purposes. The 
main use of the African lion in this regard is as hunting trophies and for commercial purposes, 
both of which involve international trade. As shown earlier, the U.S. is by far the largest importer 
of such specimens.  
 
The African lion is listed on Appendix II of CITES by virtue of its inclusion in the cat family, 
Felidae, which is listed in its entirety on that Appendix. International trade in species listed on 
Appendix II must be strictly regulated in order to avoid utilization incompatible with their 
survival. Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora, art. 
II, Mar. 3, 1973.  Regulation of trade in specimens of Appendix II species is accomplished by the 
issuance of permits from the exporting country, and the presentation of those export permits to 
the importing country. The exporting country must ensure that a number of conditions are met 
before issuing an export permit. These are:  
 

(a) a Scientific Authority of the State of export has advised that such export will 
not be detrimental to the survival of that species;  
(b) a Management Authority of the State of export is satisfied that the specimen 
was not obtained in contravention of the laws of that State for the protection of 
fauna and flora; and  
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(c) a Management Authority of the State of export is satisfied that any living 
specimen will be so prepared and shipped as to minimize the risk of injury, 
damage to health or cruel treatment.” CITES, Article IV. 

 
Furthermore, a Scientific Authority of the exporting country must monitor both the export 
permits granted and the actual exports of such specimens. CITES, Article IV. 
  

Whenever a Scientific Authority determines that the export of specimens of any 
such species should be limited in order to maintain that species throughout its 
range at a level consistent with its role in the ecosystems in which it occurs and 
well above the level at which that species might become eligible for inclusion in 
Appendix I, the Scientific Authority shall advise the appropriate Management 
Authority of suitable measures to be taken to limit the grant of export permits 
for specimens of that species. 

 
The CITES Parties have recognized that proper implementation of Article IV is essential for the 
conservation of Appendix II species, CITES, Resolution Conf. 12.8 (Rev. CoP13), and national 
laws are paramount to that implementation. The Parties have agreed to a “Significant Trade 
Review” for certain Appendix II species where the biology and management of and trade in 
these species are examined and, when the provisions of Article IV are not being met, remedial 
measures are directed to the relevant Parties. Non-compliance with recommended measures can 
result in trade suspensions.  
 
Over the years it has become evident that many Parties, particularly lesser-developed countries, 
do not adequately implement Article IV due to financial constraints and lack of capacity (CITES, 
1992a). For example, Tanzania has trade suspensions in place for three species due to inadequate 
implementation of Article IV. CITES, Notification to the Parties 2010/012, 2010.  Although the 
African lion has not been the subject of a Significant Trade Review, some of the major lion 
exporting countries have been found to have inadequately implemented Article IV for other 
species. The African lion was suggested for inclusion in the Significant Trade Review in 2004 
and 2005, CITES Animals Committee, Summary Records, but was ultimately not reviewed. 
 
Currently, lion specimens are exported from countries where lion off-take is unsustainable and 
the U.S. imports lion specimens from countries where lion off-take is unsustainable (see the 
Commercial Trade section of this Petition, above). This is a clear indication that CITES Article 
IV is not being complied with, either due to insufficient domestic implementing legislation or 
inadequate enforcement, and that the Convention does not adequately protect the African lions 
from extinction. Further, the CITES-implementing legislation in the U.S., the ESA, does not 
currently provide any protection for the African lion — lion specimens are imported to the U.S. 
simply upon presentation of a CITES export permit from the country of export. There is no 
requirement under the ESA or CITES that the U.S. examine the basis for the permit or verify that 
the export permit was issued in compliance with CITES.  
 
In addition, CITES Article VIII requires Parties to “take appropriate measures to enforce the 
provisions of the Convention and to prohibit trade in specimens in violation thereof”. Resolution 
Conf. 8.4 (Rev. CoP15), on national laws for implementation of the Convention, established a 
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National Legislation Project in 1992 to review national legislation of Parties (CITES, 1992b). As 
a result of this review, Parties were categorized according to their level of compliance with 
Article VIII.  CITES Standing Committee, 2010, SC59, Doc. 11. Several major lion exporting 
countries, including South Africa, Tanzania, Mozambique, Botswana and Zambia, are currently 
listed under “Category 2”, which means they meet some, but not all, of the necessary legislative 
requirements for implementing CITES. Several lion exporting countries, including Central 
African Republic and Chad, are listed under “Category 3” which means they do not meet any of 
the necessary legislative requirements for implementing CITES. Thus, although they are Parties 
to CITES, none of these important lion range States have the national legislation necessary to 
fully implement the Convention. 

b) Rotterdam Convention 
 
The Rotterdam Convention on the Prior Informed Consent (PIC) Procedure for Certain 
Hazardous Chemicals and Pesticides in International Trade is an international instrument aimed 
at helping developing nations make informed decisions regarding the import of hazardous 
pesticides. The Convention requires that whenever a country makes an internally banned or 
severely-restricted chemical available for export, it must provide the importer with an export 
notification containing practical and detailed information about the chemical and the shipment 
(Secretariat for the Rotterdam Convention, 2006). Currently the PIC list does not contain some 
of the chemicals that have most often been used to poison African lions for retaliatory killing; 
therefore, this mechanism is inadequate to protect the African lion.  The U.S. is a signatory but 
not a party to this Convention, however, it has enacted a law, the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide 
and Rodenticide Act (see below), which requires the U.S. to undertake activities similar to those 
required under this Convention. 

c) African Union 
 

The African Union (AU), formed in 1992, is an intergovernmental organization comprising 53 of 
54 African States (only Morocco is not a member). It is a successor to the Organisation of 
African Unity (OAU) which was formed in 1963 and disbanded upon formation of the AU in 
1992. All African lion range States have ratified the AU Constituent Act (African Union, 2000), 
which provides, inter alia, an Executive Council to coordinate and take decisions on policies in 
areas of common interest to Member States, including environmental protection.  Article 13 
(1)(e). 
 
Two AU Conventions are relevant to African lion conservation: the African Convention on the 
Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (entered into force in 1968), and the Revised 
African Convention on the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (negotiated in 2003, 
not yet entered into force). 
 
Parties to the African Convention on the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (African 
Union 2010a), which entered into force in 1969, have agreed to “adopt the measures necessary to 
ensure conservation, utilization and development of soil, water, flora and fauna resources in 
accordance with scientific principles and with due regard to the best interests of the people” 
Article II. The Convention lists the African lion as a Class B protected species, Article VIII; 
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Class B species “shall be totally protected, but may be hunted, killed, captured or collected under 
special authorization granted by the competent authority.” Article VIII (1)(b).  Ten African lion 
range States—some of which are significant exporters of African lion specimens—have not 
ratified the Convention: Benin, Botswana, Burundi, Ethiopia, Guinea, Guinea Bissau, Namibia, 
Somalia, South Africa, and Zimbabwe. The remaining African lion range countries have ratified 
the Convention; nevertheless, this law does not provide sufficient protection for the African lion. 
 
The Convention does not establish a Secretariat or designate the role and frequency of meetings 
of the Conference of the Parties; it also does not contain enforcement measures to address non-
compliance with the Convention.  
 
Burundi, Ghana, Mali, Niger and Rwanda are the only African lion range States to have ratified 
the Revised African Convention on the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (African 
Union, 2010b). The Revised Convention has not yet entered into force because fifteen Parties 
must ratify it and only eight have done so (African Union, 2003). 

d) SADC Protocol on Wildlife Conservation and Law Enforcement  
 

Eleven African lion range States have signed the Treaty of the Southern African Development 
Community (SADC): Angola, Botswana, DRC, Malawi, Mozambique, Namibia, South Africa, 
Swaziland, Tanzania, Zambia and Zimbabwe (SADC, 2008). Among SADC’s objectives is to 
“achieve sustainable utilisation of natural resources and effective protection of the environment” 
Article 5 (g). Article 22 of SADC calls for the establishment of Protocols to achieve the Treaty’s 
objectives. The SADC Protocol on Wildlife Conservation and Law Enforcement of the Southern 
African Development Community (SADC, 1999) elaborates on Article 5 (g) of the Treaty. Its 
objectives are to:  
 

a) promote the sustainable use of wildlife; b) harmonise legal instruments governing 
wildlife use and conservation; c) enforce wildlife laws within, between and among 
States Parties; d) facilitate the exchange of information concerning wildlife 
management, utilisation and the enforcement of wildlife laws; e) assist in the 
building of national and regional capacity for wildlife management, conservation 
and enforcement of wildlife laws; f) promote the conservation of shared wildlife 
resources through the establishment of transfrontier conservation areas; and g) 
facilitate community-based natural resources management practices for 
management of wildlife resources (Article 4).  

 
With regard to wildlife management and conservation programs, Parties shall: “establish 
management programmes for the conservation and sustainable use of wildlife and integrate such 
programmes into national development plans” and “assess and control activities which may 
significantly affect the conservation and sustainable use of wildlife so as to avoid or minimise 
negative impacts.” Article 7 Parties are also to take measures to ensure the conservation and 
sustainable use of wildlife including:  
 

a) the protection of wildlife and wildlife habitats to ensure the maintenance of 
viable wildlife populations; b) prevention of over-exploitation and extinction of 
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species; c) restrictions on the taking of wildlife, including but not limited to 
restrictions on the number, sex, size or age of specimens taken and the locality 
and season during which they may be taken; and d) restrictions on trade in 
wildlife and its products, both nationally and internationally, as required by 
relevant international agreements.  

 
Article 12 of the Protocol concerning sanctions states:  
 

1. Sanctions may be imposed against any State Party which: a) persistently fails, 
without good reason, to fulfill obligations assumed under this Protocol; or b) 
implements policies which undermine the objectives and principles of this 
Protocol. 2. The Council [SADC Council of Ministers] shall determine whether 
any sanction should be imposed against a State Party and shall make the 
recommendation to the Summit if it decides that a sanction is called for. The 
Summit shall decide, on a case-by-case basis, the appropriate sanction to be 
imposed. 

 
However, it appears that no such sanctions have been considered or approved. 

e) Lusaka Agreement  
 

Five African lion range States are Parties to the Lusaka Agreement on Cooperative Enforcement 
Operations Directed at Illegal Trade in Wild Fauna and Flora: Kenya, Tanzania, Republic of 
Congo (Brazzaville), Uganda and Zambia. The Agreement entered into force in 1994 and is 
aimed at “facilitating cooperative activities in/among the Party states to the Lusaka Agreement, 
in carrying out investigations on violations of national laws pertaining to illegal trade in wild 
fauna and flora” (Lusaka Agreement Task Force, n.d.).  
 
The Lusaka Agreement is focused generally on fighting illegal wildlife trade in and between 
member States, including through wildlife enforcement officer training. The African lion could 
benefit in the future from such Lusaka Agreement activities but, to date, there have been no 
specific programs aimed at illegal lion trade. 

2. U.S. Law 
 

The two primary U.S. laws that pertain to the African lion are the ESA and the Lacey Act. The 
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) also has implications for the 
African lion, as it pertains to American-made chemicals being exported to African lion range 
States where they are used to inter alia poison lions. 

a) Endangered Species Act 
 
The purpose of the ESA is “to provide a means whereby the ecosystems upon which endangered 
and threatened species depend may be conserved, to provide a program for the conservation of 
such endangered species and threatened species, and to take such steps as may be appropriate to 
achieve the purposes of . . . treaties and conventions” (including CITES). 16 U.S.C. § 1531(b). 
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Thus, in addition to being the CITES-implementing legislation in the U.S., the ESA provides 
independent protections to species recognized as endangered. See 16 U.S.C. §§ 1538(a), 1539(a) 
(prohibiting take, import/export, and interstate/foreign commerce of endangered species, and 
permitting otherwise prohibited trade and commerce only for scientific purposes or to enhance 
the propagation or survival of the species).  
 
While the African lion has been listed on CITES Appendix II since 1976 as part of Family 
Felidae, CITES has not adopted any special measures, such as export quotas, for the species. 
Consequently, the importation of African lion specimens into the U.S. is currently allowed if 
such specimens, including trophies, arrive with a valid CITES export permit from an exporting 
country. As detailed in the Commercial Trade section of this Petition, lion specimens are 
exported from countries where lion off-take is unsustainable, and the U.S. imports more lion 
specimens than any other country, including from countries where lion off-take is unsustainable. 
This is a clear indication that lion-exporting countries are not complying with CITES Article IV 
and that the existing regulatory mechanism—inclusion of lions on CITES Appendix II with no 
separate ESA listing—is inadequate to address the international trade-related threats to the 
African lion. Without the Endangered listing that this Petition seeks, there is no requirement 
under federal law or CITES that the U.S. examine the basis on which the permit was granted or 
to ensure that import would provide a conservation benefit to the subspecies. 
 
The ESA allows for the listing of species as either Threatened or Endangered; however, as this 
Petition demonstrates, the African lion is in danger of extinction throughout a significant portion 
of its range and, therefore, should be listed as Endangered. Doing so will more fully protect the 
African lion from a variety of threats, including that posed by the continued importation of lion 
trophies to the U.S.. If the African lion were only to be listed as a Threatened species under the 
Act, the ESA would not prohibit the importation of lion trophies. Specifically, importation into 
the U.S. of any fish or wildlife shall “be presumed to be an importation not in violation of any 
provisions of this Act or any regulation issued pursuant to this Act” when:  
 

(A) such fish or wildlife is not an endangered species listed pursuant to section 4 
of this Act but is listed in Appendix II to the Convention, (B) the taking and 
exportation of such fish or wildlife is not contrary to the provisions of the 
Convention and all other applicable requirements of the Convention have been 
satisfied, (C) the applicable requirements of subsections (d), (e), and (f) of this 
section have been satisfied, and (D) such importation is not made in the course of 
a commercial activity. 

 
 
Regulations promulgated under the Act make clear that the USFWS does not consider hunters 
who import their personal sport-hunted trophies to be involved in a commercial activity 
(USFWS, 2007). Consequently, hunters who wish to import trophies of Threatened, CITES 
Appendix II species only require an export permit issued by the country of export. The Act 
would therefore not protect a threatened foreign species from detrimental trade in cases where a 
CITES export permit has been granted without a scientifically-based Non-Detriment Finding 
having been made.  
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If the African lion were to be listed as Endangered under the Act, the importation of lions and 
their parts—whether commercial or not—would be generally prohibited. Importations would 
only be allowed if a permit is obtained after it has been demonstrated that such importation 
would enhance the propagation or survival of the species or is for scientific purposes.  
 
However, as the subspecies is not listed under the Act, the African lion and its parts currently 
flow freely into the U.S. provided that they are accompanied by a CITES export permit. This 
means that the largest African lion importing country—the U.S.—has no protective measures for 
the species, despite evidence that such imports are having a detrimental impact; therefore, federal 
law is currently inadequate to protect the African lion from extinction. 

b) Lacey Act 
 

Under the Lacey Act, 16 U.S.C. §§ 3371-3378, it is unlawful to import, export, sell, acquire, or 
purchase fish, wildlife or plants taken, possessed, transported, or sold: 1) in violation of U.S. or 
Indian law, or 2) in interstate or foreign commerce involving any fish, wildlife, or plants taken 
possessed or sold in violation of State or foreign law. 16 U.S.C. § 3372(a)(1), (a)(2)(A). As 
discussed above, the cornerstone U.S. wildlife law, the ESA, does not provide any legal 
protection to the subspecies; thus, the African lion receives protection under this Act to the 
extent that specimens are in interstate or foreign commerce in violation of a foreign law or 
international treaty such as CITES.  The Captive Wildlife Safety Act (Pub. Law 108-191), which 
amended the Lacey Act in 2003, only regulates live lions and so does not address the majority of 
international trade in subspecies. 

c) Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act 
 

Under the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA), 7 U.S.C. §§ 136 et seq., 
and its implementing regulations, exporters of unregistered pesticides, including those - such as 
carbofuran - that have been used, inter alia, to illegally poison lions in Africa (Kahumbu, 2010), 
can export those pesticides provided they first obtain the foreign purchaser’s signature on a 
statement acknowledging that the pesticide is unregistered and cannot be sold in the U.S., 7 
U.S.C. § 136o(a)(2), and submit these statements to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 
However, the EPA’s Office of the Inspector General found that EPA does not ensure that 
pesticide manufacturers are complying with this section of FIFRA, which means that importing 
countries may not be fully aware of the hazards associated with the chemicals. Therefore, this 
regulatory mechanism is inadequate to protect the African lion.  

3. Lion Range Country Mechanisms 
 
Rapid decline in both the population and range of lions in Africa due to trophy hunting, 
commercial trade, loss of habitat and prey, and retaliatory killing, clearly shows that many range 
States do not appear to have adequate regulatory mechanisms to protect the African lion.  
 
It has been acknowledged that best management practices for trophy hunting have yet to be fully 
incorporated into existing regulations in many countries (Packer et al., 2011) and that trade in 
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trophies is not adequately regulated by national laws, regional agreements, or international laws 
(IUCN SSC Cat Specialist Group, 2006a). 
 
For example, despite a number of Tanzanian laws regarding lion trophy hunting, poorly-
regulated trophy hunting appears to have been the primary driver of the decline in lion 
abundance in Tanzania’s hunting areas (Packer et al., 2011) and is thought to be negatively 
affecting lion populations in adjacent National Parks (Packer et al., 2011). Numerous 
recommendations made by lion experts for improving Tanzania’s lion trophy hunting regulations 
have yet to be implemented by the government, including reduced quotas and mandatory 
minimum-age kills with independent age verification and subsequent bans on the export of 
under-age trophies (Packer et al., 2011). Regulatory concerns related to lion trophy hunting also 
exist for other countries. For example, in some parts of Mozambique quotas are largely based on 
information gathered from trophy hunting operators, who have a vested interest and the incentive 
to inflate lion numbers in order to increase their quota. This information is generally not 
corroborated by annual lion surveys (Chardonnet et al., 2009).  
 
With regard to laws regulating commercial trade in African lions and their parts throughout their 
entire range, lion range States have lack specific regulations to control the trade (IUCN SSC Cat 
Specialist Group, 2006a; IUCN SSC Cat Specialist Group, 2006b).  
 
Loss of habitat and prey is a major threat to the African lion throughout their range. For example, 
in Eastern and Southern Africa, there is a lack of supportive wildlife policy frameworks on a 
national level; indeed, such policies and planning are non-existent in many countries (IUCN SSC 
Cat Specialist Group, 2006a). Where such policies do exist, they are often ineffectively drawn 
and/or implemented, thus actually contributing to greater loss of habitat for African lions and 
their prey (IUCN SSC Cat Specialist Group, 2006a). In Tanzania, habitat protection measures are 
largely ineffective in stopping the continuing loss of grasslands, woodlands and forests, which 
serve as habitat for African lions and their prey. Between 1990 and 2005, Tanzania lost forest 
cover at a rate twice the average for low human development countries and five times the mean 
global rate (Chardonnet et al., 2010). More than 37 percent of the country’s forest and woodland 
habitat has disappeared since 1990 (Packer et al., 2009). 
 
Indiscriminate lion killing – including poisoning, trapping and shooting - has been found to be 
one of the most important threats to the African lion in areas with the most dense lion 
populations (IUCN SSC Cat Specialist Group, 2006a) and in some countries is the primary cause 
of lion mortality (Chardonnet et al., 2009). It is clear that existing laws are not adequately 
addressing this continuing problem (IUCN SSC Cat Specialist Group, 2006a). For example, 
despite a number of laws in Tanzania addressing control of problem animals, the government’s 
Problem Animal Control (PAC) efforts face significant challenges. Due to logistical and 
financial short-comings, PAC may have a negative impact on lion populations because the 
number of African lions killed is high and the operations often poorly controlled (Mésochina et 
al., 2010). In Mozambique, laws and regulations that govern hunting also allow for the control of 
problem lions through PAC. According to Chardonnet et al. (2009), “Lion PAC operations [in 
Mozambique] would be considerably improved with a clear logical framework, well-defined 
decision-making process and implementation procedures, as well as proper data analysis and 
reporting.” 
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Ineffective lion conservation policies and inadequate enforcement throughout many lion range 
States, as well as lack of efficacy of management and lack of government resources, have been 
identified as threats to the survival of lions (IUCN SSC Cat Specialist Group, 2006a; IUCN SSC 
Cat Specialist Group, 2006b). 

4. Conclusion 
 
In conclusion, despite various local, national, regional and international regulatory mechanisms, 
African lion populations have continued to decline and therefore, existing regulatory 
mechanisms do not appear to be sufficiently adequate for protecting and conserving the African 
lion. The African lion population has declined approximately 30 percent in the past twenty years 
(Bauer et al., 2008). The African lion is continuing to lose habitat and their natural prey is 
declining due to growing human pressures. Existing regulatory mechanisms are not preventing 
this downward spiral. Given many glaring deficiencies in existing regulatory mechanisms, 
coupled with the alarming and ongoing decline of the subspecies, it is clear that the current 
regulatory framework simply cannot guarantee the effective protection of the African lion. 
Listing Panthera leo leo as Endangered under the ESA would substantively contribute to the 
preservation of this keystone subspecies. 

E. Other Natural or Manmade Factors Affecting the Species’ Existence  

1. Retaliatory Killing 
             
A lack of prey and useable habitat pose serious threats to the continued existence of the African 
lion, and both stem from continuous and increasing competition with humans for vital resources 
and space. When the African lion prey-base is reduced by human or natural means, lions rely on 
domestic herds, particularly those herds that reside in areas adjacent to Protected Areas 
(Chardonnet et al., 2010). For example, Gebresenbet et al. (2009) reported that in Ethiopia, as 
wild prey disappeared, predation by lions on cattle and attacks on humans increased.  
  
Livestock depredation and attacks on humans are the main conflict between people and African 
lions (Chardonnet et al., 2010). As a result, retaliatory killing, as a consequence of livestock 
losses and threat to human life, is common throughout all of sub-Saharan Africa (Frank et al., 
2006). 
 
The indiscriminate nature of poisons is often responsible for the death of entire prides and 
together with spearing, retaliatory killings through poisoning are decimating lions in southern 
Kenya (Frank et al., 2006).  
  
Historically, a variety of chemicals including strychnine and various organophosphates have 
been used and are still used by a small number of commercial ranchers to poison lions. Recently 
however, a carbamate insecticide, carbofuran, seems to be one of the most commonly used 
(Frank et al., 2006). Carbamate pesticides, developed in the 1930s, are neurotoxins and have a 
relatively high mammalian toxicity (Otieno, Lalah, Virani, Jondiko, & Schramm, 2010). 
Carbofuran is an acetylcholine esterase inhibitor and causes acetylcholine to accumulate at the 
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junction of a nerve cell and the receptor sites. This causes the nerves to fire continuously, leading 
to tremors, convulsions, and eventually death.  
  
Carbofuran comes in a liquid and granular form, but in Africa the granular form is most 
commonly used. In eastern lion range States it was readily available and legally sold over the 
counter and used to kill soil insects and nematodes, which threaten the production of a variety of 
crops (Otieno et al., 2010). A few grams of the odorless, tasteless poison can kill an adult lion. A 
small bottle of carbofuran can kill an entire pride and costs just a few dollars. According to a 
report submitted to the Kenyan Parliament, carbofuran was blamed for the deaths of at least 40 
lions in 2008 (Kahumbu, 2010). In addition to Kenya and Uganda, lion poisonings from 
carbofuran have been suspected in Tanzania, Zimbabwe, Namibia, South Africa, and Botswana 
and possible carbofuran poisonings have occurred in the Republic of the Congo, Rwanda and 
DRC (Joubert, personal communication, June 15, 2010). The American manufacturer of a 
carbofuran product called Furadan withdrew it from the markets in Kenyan, Tanzania and 
Uganda and instituted a buyback program in 2009 (FMC, 2009). However, as recently as January 
19, 2011, a lion was suspected to be killed with Furadan on the Tanzania side of the Tanzania-
Kenya border; this lion was most likely from Amboseli National Park on the Kenya side of the 
border (Frank, 2011). One year earlier, a pride of five Amboseli lions was poisoned suspectedly 
with Furadan on the Kenya side of the border (Frank, 2011). This illustrates that carbofuran and 
other chemicals, continue to threaten wild lions. 

2. Compromised Viability  
  
As habitat is lost across the continent, the African lion is increasingly restricted to small and 
disconnected populations, which increases the threat of inbreeding. Genetic population models 
have demonstrated that large lion populations with 50 to 100 prides are necessary to avoid 
negative consequences of inbreeding (Bjorklund, 2003). In addition, population connectivity is 
essential to allow males to be able to move to other areas in order to spread genes and conserve 
genetic variation (Bjorklund, 2003). In general, inbreeding has negative impacts on fecundity, 
survival, and growth, as well as increasing susceptibility to environmental stress and disease 
(Bjorklund, 2003). For example, it is believed that the lions in Ngorongoro Crater, Tanzania, are 
inbred, which increases their vulnerability to disease. As a result, canine distemper virus killed 
35 to 45 percent of lions in this population (Kissui & Packer, 2004).  

3. Ritual Killing 
 
Maasai tribesmen in East Africa hunt and kill lions for ritual purposes; a process called Ala-
mayo. In the Serengeti-Ngorongoro area, ritual kills, which number approximately 2 per year, are 
uncommon compared to retaliatory killing (3-4 per year), and trophy hunting (11.5 per year) 
(Packer et al., 2011). The same can also be said for the Tarangire National Park system (Packer 
et al., 2011). However, ritual killing may have more impact on lion populations than currently 
thought, or it may pose an exacerbating threat in conjunction with retaliatory killings and trophy 
hunting. At this point, there is a lack of information on the frequency and effect of ritual killing 
(Packer et al., 2011).  
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V. CONCLUSION 
 
This Petition demonstrates that the African lion subspecies meets the statutory criteria for an 
Endangered listing under the ESA. The subspecies is in “danger of extinction throughout all or a 
significant portion of its range” and, therefore, must be listed as Endangered throughout its 
range. 16 U.S.C. § 1532(6). The future security and viability the African lion is uncertain. The 
subspecies faces a multitude of threats, from unsustainable international trade in trophies to 
habitat loss; disease to retaliatory killings; loss of natural prey to commercial trade in parts. Lion 
numbers continue to decline precipitously. The African lion was likely extirpated in three range 
States where as recently as 2008 they were thought to be present. The African lion is 
increasingly rare outside Protected Areas and they are growing more isolated and fragmented 
throughout their shrinking range. Existing regulatory measures at the international, regional, and 
national levels are not adequately protecting African lion from these threats.  
 
As the U.S. is not part of the African lion’s natural range, protection under the ESA would occur 
by, inter alia, a prohibition on the import into the U.S. of lion specimens except where the 
import enhances the propagation or survival of the species or is for scientific purposes. 16 U.S.C. 
§§ 1538(a), 1539(a). Listing the African lion under the ESA would allow for and encourage the 
U.S. to provide lion range States with assistance in the development and management of 
programs useful to the conservation of the subspecies. Such a listing would also serve to 
heighten awareness of the importance of conserving the African lion among foreign 
governments, conservation organizations, and the general public. 
 
The iconic African lion is in danger of extinction if current trends are not reversed and if action 
is not taken now. The U.S. is the world’s largest importer of  African lions and their parts 
including hunting trophies and for commercial purposes such as the lion skin or claw trade. With 
this in mind, the U.S. must play a leading role in the effort to save the African lion. Listing the 
subspecies as Endangered under the ESA is a significant and necessary step toward controlling 
unsustainable exploitation of the subspecies by Americans, and toward bringing this crisis to the 
attention of the global conservation community.  
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Public Comments Processing 

Attn: FWS–R9– ES–2012–0025 

Division of Policy and Directives Management 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

4401 N. Fairfax Drive, MS 2042–PDM 

Arlington, VA 22203 

Via www.regulations.gov  

 

Re: Comments on Docket No. FWS-R9-ES-2012-0025 

 

Dear Ms. Van Norman, 

 

On March 1, 2011 a coalition of wildlife protection and conservation organizations — The 

Humane Society of the United States, Humane Society International, the Fund for 

Animals, Born Free USA, Born Free Foundation, Defenders of Wildlife, and the 

International Fund for Animal Welfare (“Petitioners”) — petitioned the Secretary of the 

Interior to list the African lion (Panthera leo leo) as an endangered subspecies pursuant to 

the Endangered Species Act (ESA, 16 U.S.C. §§ 1531 et seq.). On November 27, 2012, in 

response to our petition, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service issued a 90-day finding that 

listing the African lion subspecies as endangered may be warranted. 77 Fed. Reg. 70727 

(Nov. 27, 2012). In response, The Humane Society of the United States, Humane Society 

International, and the Fund for Animals hereby submit the following comments, on behalf 

of our more than 11 million members and constituents worldwide, supporting the Service’s 

90-day finding and requesting that the Service expeditiously issue a proposed rule listing 

the African lion subspecies as endangered.  See 16 U.S.C. § 1533(b)(3)(B) (providing that 

when the Service determines a petitioned action is warranted, it “shall promptly publish…a 

proposed regulation to implement such action…”).  

 

http://www.regulations.gov/
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The ESA requires listing determinations to be made “solely on the basis of the best 

scientific and commercial data available...” 16 U.S.C. § 1533(b)(1)(A). See also New Mexico 

Cattle Growers v. U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, 248 F.3d 1277, 1284-85 (10th Cir. 2001) 

(quoting H.R. Rep. No. 97-567, pt. 1 at 29 (1982), “‘The addition of the word ‘solely’ is 

intended to remove from the process of listing or delisting of species any factor not related 

to the biological status of the species.’”); H.R. Conf. Rep. No. 835, 97th Cong. 2d Sess. 19-20 

(1982) (the limitations on the factors the Service may consider in making listing decisions 

were intended to “ensure that decisions . . . pertaining to listing . . . are based solely upon 

biological criteria and to prevent nonbiological considerations from affecting such 

decisions.”).  

 

The best available scientific and commercial data make clear that the threats to the 

continued existence of Panthera leo leo are operative and significant, and the Service is 

thus required to list this subspecies as endangered. See 16 U.S.C. § 1531(b) (the primary 

purpose of the ESA is to “provide a program for the conservation of such endangered 

species”); 16 U.S.C. § 1532(3) (the term “conservation” means “to use…all methods and 

procedures which are necessary to bring any endangered species or threatened species to 

the point at which the measures provided pursuant to this chapter are no longer 

necessary”). Since Petitioners submitted the listing petition nearly two years ago, 

additional scientific and commercial evidence has emerged further supporting the need to 

protect African lions under the ESA. As such, the evidence is stronger than ever that 

African lions are currently facing extinction and must be listed as endangered. 

 

Additional Evidence that the African Lion Subspecies is Disappearing 

 

The wild population of African lions has precipitously declined in recent decades.  As 

discussed in our petition, although the African lion continues to persist in 27 countries, 

many of these countries do not have sustainable populations. Indeed, since Petitioners 

asked for the African Lion subspecies to be listed as endangered, it has become even more 

clear that wild populations are declining across Africa and that the Service must take 

immediate action to protect the African Lion in order to ensure full compliance with the 

ESA’s conservation mandate. For example, recent evidence (Nyanganji et al. 2012) suggests 

that lions are currently at risk of extinction in Nigeria, with only 34 individuals living in 

that country, restricted to two protected areas.  

 

Our petition noted that Bauer et al. (2008) estimated the wild African lion population size 

to be between 23,000 and 39,000. A more recent study, Riggio et al. (2012), estimated the 

population to be approximately 32,000, which falls within the Bauer et al. (2008) range. 

Comparing the Riggio et al. (2012) estimate with the most quantitative estimate of the 

historic size of the African lion population (which resulted from a modeling exercise) that 

predicted there were 75,800 African lions in 1980 (Bauer et al. 2008), the wild lion 

population has dropped by  57.8% in the past 33 years. Riggio et al. (2012) also cautioned 
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that “countrywide estimates of lion numbers fail to capture the size and degree of isolation 

and consequent population viability” and that “there is abundant evidence of widespread 

declines and local extinctions.” Indeed, Riggio et al. (2012) noted that of the 20 areas 

suitable for lions in West and Central Africa (identified by experts who participated in two 

regional workshops in 2005 and 2006), 18 have lost their lions; each of these 18 areas 

contained fewer than 50 lions and, except for one, all were considered to be populations that 

were declining in numbers of individuals, thus demonstrating that small, declining 

populations are probably not viable. Riggio et al. (2012) identified only ten areas within all 

of Africa that are “lion strongholds” (those which (1) contain at least 500 individuals, (2) are 

within protected areas or designated hunting areas, and (3) where the numbers of lions are 

stable or increasing as assessed by the IUCN Cat Specialist Group). The lion strongholds 

occur in eight countries and contain approximately 24,000 lions in total (Riggio et al. 2012). 

Riggio et al. (2012) also estimated that about 4,000 lions are in “potential” strongholds and 

over 6,000 are in “populations that have a very high risk of local extinction”. In conclusion, 

Riggio et al. (2012) stated that “lion numbers have declined precipitously in the last 

century. Given that many now live in small, isolated populations, this trend will continue.” 

 

African lions are far less abundant than they were historically and the subspecies is 

currently at risk of extinction across the continent due to all five listing factors in the ESA. 

The ESA requires the Secretary of the Interior to list a species, or subspecies, as 

endangered if it is in danger of extinction in all or a significant portion of its range based on 

the following five factors: (1) the present or threatened destruction, modification, or 

curtailment of its habitat or range; (2) overutilization for commercial, recreational, 

scientific, or educational purposes; (3) disease or predation; (4) the inadequacy of existing 

regulatory mechanisms; and (5) other natural or manmade factors affecting its continued 

existence. 16 U.S.C. § 1533(a)(1)(A-E); 50 C.F.R. § 424.1(c)(1)-(5). The Service is required to 

list a subspecies if any one of these criteria is met. Southwest Center for Biological Diversity 

v. Babbitt, 215 F.3d 58, 60 (D.C. Cir. 2000)). However, the urgency of the plight of African 

lions (Panthera leo leo) is illustrated by the fact that the subspecies is currently facing 

extinction based on all of these factors, as demonstrated in our March 2011 petition and 

further supported by the more recent scientific and commercial evidence below. 

 

 (1) The present or threatened destruction, modification, or curtailment of its 

habitat or range 

 

The African lion subspecies is at risk of extinction due to habitat loss and modification. As 

explained in our petition, Bauer et al. (2008) found that the African lion occupies less than 

an estimated 4.5 million km2, which is only 22% of the subspecies’ historic distribution. 

More recently, Riggio et al. (2012) used high-resolution satellite imagery and human 

population density data to identify areas in Africa that are likely to have resident lion 

populations. They estimated the extent of the distribution of African lion populations to be 

3.4 million km2 (Riggio et al. 2012). Comparing the Riggio et al. (2012) figure to the historic 
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distribution figure of approximately 20.5 million km2 presented in Bauer et al. (2008), this 

represents a loss of approximately 83% of lion habitat, meaning that the African lion 

currently occupies only 17% of its historic range. Further, the African lion is currently at 

risk of extinction in the areas the subspecies still occupies, in part due to continued habitat 

loss and modification. As stated by Riggio et al  (2012), “Simply, the extent of savannah 

Africa has surely shrunk considerably in the last 50 years and will likely shrink 

considerably in the next 40.” Schuette has also noted that “Large-bodied carnivores such as 

lions and spotted hyenas are often the first species to disappear from landscapes affected by 

humans” (Schuette 2013). 

 

(2) Overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational 

purposes  

 

Of all the five listing factors, the one that most directly implicates the United States and its 

citizens, and that can therefore be substantially addressed by an endangered listing under 

the ESA, is over-utilization for commercial or recreational purposes. International trade in 

African lion parts must be urgently addressed as an increasingly important threat to the 

subspecies. 

 

The original analysis presented in our petition shows that between 1999 and 2008, 21,914 

African lion specimens (lions, dead or alive, and their parts and derivatives), reported as 

being from a wild source and representing a minimum of 7,445 lions, were traded 

internationally for all purposes. Three more years of data now available (2009-2011) show 

that trade continues to be prevalent (see Appendix for trade tables illustrating these 

trends).  The United States continues to be the world’s largest importer of African lion parts 

for hunting trophies and also contributes significantly to the trade in lion parts for 

commercial purposes, further demonstrating the importance of an endangered listing. 

While in some cases the average numbers of lion specimens traded in 2009-2011 are less 

than the average numbers of specimens traded in 1999-2008, these minor variations in 

trade data do not change the fact that international trade in lions (including significant 

U.S. imports) continues to be unsustainable and a credible threat to the continued existence 

of the subspecies. 

 

International Trade in Lions and Their Parts from All Sources and for All Purposes 

 

Between 2009 and 2011, 7,050 African lion specimens from all sources were traded 

internationally for all purposes. The most commonly-traded items were scientific specimens 

(1958), trophies (1639), bones (1089) live animals (584), claws (498) and skins (321) (Table 

1). Adding the four items that most likely equal one dead lion, 2686 lions were traded 

internationally during those three years (adding skins (321), trophies (1639), live (584) and 

bodies (142)). This averages 895 lions per year, which is comparable to the average number 

of lions traded internationally each year 1999-2008 (1092), as presented in the petition. 
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As was the case for the data presented in the petition for 1999-2008, the number of 

scientific specimens traded exceeded that of other types of specimens traded. However, 

whereas in 1999-2008, scientific specimens comprised 47% of traded specimens, in 2009-

2011 they comprised only about 28% of the total. The number of trophies traded during 

2009-2011 ranged from 424 to 661 per year and numbered 546 on average over the three 

years, representing 23% of lion specimens traded during that period. The number of bones 

traded during 2009-2011 ranged from 11 to 638 per year and numbered 363 on average over 

the three years; this is much higher than the average number traded over 1999-2008 (13) as 

presented in the petition. The number of claws traded during 2009-2011 ranged from 87 to 

304 per year and numbered 166 on average over the three years; this is higher than the 

average number traded over 1999-2008 (129) as presented in the petition. The number of 

skins traded during 2009-2011 ranged from 68 to 144 per year and numbered 107 on 

average over the three years; this is about the same as the average number traded over 

1999-2008 (103) as presented in the petition. The number of bodies traded during 2009-

2011 ranged from 8 to 92 per year and numbered 47 on average over the three years; this is 

much higher than the average number traded over 1999-2008 (14) as presented in the 

petition. The number of live animals traded during 2009-2011 ranged from 142 to 273 per 

year and numbered 195 on average over the three years; this is higher than the average 

number traded over 1999-2008 (184) as presented in the petition. 

 

From 2009-2011, the most common African lion importing countries were the United States 

(3,713 lion parts imported, 42.5% of lion parts imported), Lao PDR (1155, 13.2%), and The 

Netherlands (360, 4.1%) (Table 2); the most common lion part exporting countries were 

South Africa (4463 lion parts exported, 57.5% of lion parts exported), Tanzania (707, 9.1%), 

and Kenya (650, 8.4%) (Table 3).  

 

International Trade in Lions and Their Parts from Wild Sources and for All Purposes 

 

Of the aforementioned lion trade from all sources and for all purposes, 3695 lion specimens 

reported as being from a wild source were traded internationally between 2009 and 2011; 

this represents 1761 lions (adding skins (253), trophies (1366), bodies (19) and live (123)) 

(Table 4).  This averages 587 wild lions per year, which is comparable to the average 

number of wild lions traded internationally each year 1999-2008 (745), as presented in the 

petition. 

 

The number of wild-source trophies traded during 2009-2011 ranged from 272 to 647 per 

year and numbered 455 on average over the three years; this is comparable to the average 

number traded over 1999-2008 (633) as presented in the petition. The number of wild-

source lion bones traded during 2009-2011 ranged from 8 to 274 per year and numbered 

101 on average over the three years; this is much higher than the average number traded 

over 1999-2008 (3.4) as presented in the petition. The number of wild-source lion claws 
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traded during 2009-2011 ranged from 16 to 67 per year and numbered 42 on average over 

the three years; this is less than the average number traded over 1999-2008 (108) as 

presented in the petition. The number of wild-source lion skins traded during 2009-2011 

ranged from 32 to 129 per year and numbered 84 on average over the three years; this is 

the same as the average number traded over 1999-2008 (84) as presented in the petition. 

The number of wild-source lion bodies traded during 2009-2011 ranged from 2 to 10 per 

year and numbered 6 on average over the three years; this is less than the average number 

traded over 1999-2008 (10) as presented in the petition. The number of wild-source live 

animals traded during 2009-2011 ranged from 21 to 76 per year and numbered 41 on 

average over the three years; this is higher than the average number traded over 1999-2008 

(18) as presented in the petition. 

 

From 2009-2011, the most common  wild-source African lion importing countries were the 

United States (1644 lion parts imported, 44% of lion parts imported), The Netherlands (356, 

10%), and France (249, 7%) (Table 5); the most common lion part exporting countries were 

South Africa (1254 lion parts imported, 33% of lion parts imported), Kenya (649, 17%), and 

Tanzania (539, 14%) (Table 6).  

 

International Trade in Lions and Their Parts from All Sources for “Hunting Trophy” 

Purposes  

 

Between 2009-2011, 3,189 lion specimens from all sources were traded internationally for 

hunting trophy purposes; this represents 2213 lions (adding skins (219), trophies (1903), 

bodies (72) and live (19) (Table 7)).  This averages 738 lions per year, which is about the 

same as the average number of lions traded internationally for hunting trophy purposes 

each year 1999-2008 (757), as presented in the petition. The main types of lion specimens 

traded as hunting trophies were trophies (1903, 59.7%), bones (493, 15.5%) and skulls (260, 

8.2%); in 1999-2008, the main types of lion specimens traded were trophies, skulls and 

teeth; the inclusion of bones in the list is new. The main importing countries of lion parts 

for trophy hunting purposes were the United States (1560, 45.9%), Lao PDR (281, 8.3%) 

and Spain (278, 8.2%) (Table 8); both the United States and Spain were among the top 

three lion importing countries in 1999-2008 (along with France); Lao PDR is a new addition 

to the top three importing countries, reflecting increased trade to that country. The main 

exporting countries of lion parts for trophy hunting purposes from 2009-2011 were South 

Africa (1727, 66.2%), Tanzania (499, 19.1%) and Zimbabwe (139, 5.3%) (Table 9); these are 

the same top three exporting countries as in 1999-2008.  

 

International Trade in Lions and Their Parts from Wild Sources and for “Hunting Trophy” 

Purposes 

 

Between 2009-2011, 1463 lion specimens from wild sources were traded internationally for 

hunting trophy purposes; this represents 1061 wild lions (adding skins (174), trophies (875), 
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bodies (10) and live (2) (Table 10)). This averages 354 wild lions per year, which is 

comparable to the average number of wild lions traded internationally for hunting trophy 

purposes each year 1999-2008 (566), as presented in the petition. The main types of wild-

source lion specimens traded as hunting trophies were trophies (875, 59.8%), skulls (225, 

15.4%) and skins (174, 11.9%). The main importing countries of wild-source lion parts for 

trophy hunting purposes from 2009-2011 were United States (632, 43.2%), Spain (115, 

7.9%) and France (109, 7.5%) (Table 11). The main exporting countries of wild-source lion 

parts for trophy hunting purposes were South Africa (1087, 49.7%), Tanzania (578, 26.4%) 

and Zimbabwe (181, 8%) (Table 12). 

 

International Trade in Lions and Their Parts from All Sources for “Commercial” Purposes 

 

Between 2009-2011, 1344 lion specimens from all sources were traded internationally for 

commercial purposes; this represents 153 lions (adding skins (15), trophies (89), bodies (13) 

and live (36) (Table 13)).  This averages 51 lions per year, which is less than the average 

number of lions traded internationally for commercial purposes each year 1999-2008 (133), 

as presented in the petition. The main types of lion specimens traded for commercial 

purposes were bones (586, 43.6%), derivatives (201, 15%) and skeletons (178, 13.2%); this is 

quite different from 1999-2008 when claws, trophies, and skins were the most commonly 

traded lion parts for commercial purposes. The main importing countries of lion parts for 

commercial purposes from 2009-2011 were Lao PDR (895, 66.6%), United States (228, 17%) 

and Vietnam (74, 5.5%) (Table 14); while the United States was the country that imported 

the most lion parts for commercial purposes from 1999-2008, due to significant recent 

increases in trade by Lao PDR, the U.S. was the second largest importer from 2009-2011.  

Similarly, while South Africa and Germany rounded out the top three importing countries 

in 1999-2008, now Vietnam is a top importing country. The main exporting countries of lion 

parts for commercial purposes in 2009-2011 were South Africa (935, 76.3%), China (200, 

16.3%) and Botswana (16, 1.3%) (Table 15); South Africa and Botswana were the among the 

top three exporting countries in 1999-2008, but Zimbabwe was the largest exporter and now 

is missing from the top three and now China is among the top three. The entry of Asian 

countries into the international trade in lion parts is believed to be related to the use of lion 

parts for medicinal purposes (see Wine Searcher 2012), and these sudden spikes in imports 

to Lao PDR and Vietnam show the importance of the U.S. taking a proactive approach 

(through an endangered listing) to prevent a similar outcome domestically. 

 

International Trade in Lions and Their Parts from Wild Sources and for “Commercial” 

Purposes 

 

Between 2009-2011, 343 lion specimens from wild sources were traded internationally for 

commercial purposes; this represents 91 wild lions (adding skins (46), trophies (38), bodies 

(5) and live (2) (Table 16)).  This averages 30 wild lions per year, which is less than the 

average number of wild lions traded internationally for commercial purposes each year 
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1999-2008 (104), as presented in the petition. The main types of wild-source lion specimens 

traded for commercial purposes were bones (229, 66.8%), skins (46, 13.4%) and trophies (38, 

11.1%); claws, trophies and skins were the most commonly traded wild-source lion parts for 

commercial purposes in 1999-2008; the inclusion of bones in the 2009-2011 data is new. The 

main importing countries of wild-source lion parts for commercial purposes were Lao PDR 

(239, 69.7%), United States (18, 5.2%) and China (17, 5%) (Table 17); while the United 

States was the top importer of wild-sourced lion parts for commercial purposes 1999-2008, 

due to the significant increase in trade to Lao PDR, the U.S. was the second largest 

importer in the last several years; China also did not appear in the top three importing 

countries in 1999-2008. The shift in the type of wild-source lion specimens most commonly 

traded to bones, and the inclusion of Lao PDR and China in the top importing countries 

reflects the growing use of lion bones in traditional Asian medicine. The main exporting 

countries of wild-source lion parts for commercial purposes were South Africa (305, 85.2%), 

Botswana (16, 4.5%) and Spain (10, 3%) (Table 18); these are similar to 1999-2008, with the 

exception of Spain. 

 

In sum, the most recent international trade data confirms that African lions are 

endangered by unsustainable trade, both for hunting trophies and commercial trade in 

parts, and the United States plays an extremely significant role in this trade.  By listing the 

African lion as endangered, the U.S. can substantially benefit lion conservation by limiting 

international trade of lion specimens to instances where the survival of the subspecies is 

actually enhanced. 

 

 (3) Disease or predation 

 

As explained in detail in our petition, diseases such as canine distemper virus (CDV), feline 

immunodeficiency virus and bovine tuberculosis are a threat to the continued existence of 

the African lion (see, e.g., Roelke et al. 2009).  Recently, Maas et al. (2012) called for long-

term research into the interactions of pathogens affecting lions, especially in populations 

responding to severe environmental perturbation – for example, the interaction between 

bovine tuberculosis and feline immunodeficiency virus may become more important when 

lions are under additional stress. Thus, disease continues to be a threat to the continued 

existence of this subspecies. 

 

(4) Inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms 

 

As explained in detail in our petition, the conservation, management and protection of the 

African lion is addressed either directly or by inference in several international treaties and 

regional agreements as well as by national laws and regulations of many African lion range 

States. However, these regulatory mechanisms and/or their implementation and 

enforcement are inadequate to address existing threats to the survival of the African lion.  
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Recent evidence confirms this assessment, and the subspecies must be listed as endangered 

based on this factor. 

 

International Laws and Agreements: CITES 

 

As explained in our petition, the African lion is listed on Appendix II of the Convention on 

International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES). Most African 

lion range States are Parties to CITES. In order for African lion range States that are 

CITES Parties to issue a CITES export permit, the exporting country must find that the 

export is not detrimental to the survival of the species (CITES Article IV). Nonetheless, as 

explained in the petition, exporting countries are providing CITES export permits for 

African lions exported from countries where hunting is not sustainable, a violation of 

Article IV of the Convention, and many of these African lions are imported to the United 

States. Since we submitted the petition, CITES has not taken steps to improve 

implementation of the Convention in regards to exports of African lions from lion range 

States. 

 

Also, as explained in the petition, most African lion range States that export lion parts do 

not have national legislation necessary to fully implement the Convention. The petition 

specifically references the inadequate legislation of the major African lion exporting 

countries of South Africa, Tanzania, Mozambique, Botswana, and Zambia. To date, none of 

these countries have CITES-implementing legislation (CITES Secretariat 2012). In fact, 

only four countries that export African lions have CITES-implementing legislation; these 

are Cameroon, Ethiopia, Namibia, and Zimbabwe (CITES Secretariat 2012), and as noted 

above these countries are not the primary exporters of lion trophies and parts. 

 

National Laws and Regulations 

 

As explained in the petition, given the decline in the African lion population size and 

continuing restriction of its distribution, it is clear that national laws and regulations in 

African countries are inadequate, or are being inadequately implemented and enforced.  

 

In 2005 and 2006, regional lion conservation strategies were adopted by lion range States. 

However, Riggio et al. (2012) notes with concern that the strategies had “poor follow-up” 

and need an “urgent update”. As a result, Riggio et al. states that rapidly declining 

populations of many large mammals in West, Central and East Africa as well as in some 

parts of Southern Africa may “quickly invalidate any estimates and may make some of the 

assumptions of the regional lion conservation strategies redundant” (Riggio et al. 2012). 

Indeed, recent lion field surveys in West and Central Africa revealed that the information 

on lion distribution used for conservation strategies “is either out of date or was not very 

accurate in the first place” (Riggio et al. 2012).  
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In particular, it has been acknowledged that best management practices for trophy hunting 

have yet to be fully incorporated into existing regulations in many countries (Packer et al. 

2011) and that trade in trophies is not adequately regulated by national laws, regional 

agreements, or international laws (IUCN SSC Cat Specialist Group 2006a). Regarding 

trophy hunting, Riggio et al. (2012) state, “while user-communities express the desire to 

manage lions sustainably, achieving that for any long-lived species is problematic”. 

 

As explained in our petition, Tanzania is the country where most wild African lions exist 

and where most wild-source lions in international trade originate. Despite a number of laws 

regarding lion trophy hunting in Tanzania, poorly regulated trophy hunting appears to 

have been the primary driver of the decline in lion abundance in Tanzania’s hunting areas 

(Packer et al. 2011) and is thought to be negatively affecting lion populations in adjacent 

National Parks (Packer et al. 2011). Numerous recommendations made by lion experts for 

improving Tanzania’s lion trophy hunting regulations have yet to be implemented by the 

government, including reduced quotas and mandatory minimum-age kills with independent 

age verification and subsequent bans on the export of under-age trophies (Packer et al. 

2011). 

 

Indeed, corruption continues to plague the hunting industry in Tanzania.  The country’s 

Minister for Natural Resources and Tourism, Ambassador Khamis Kagasheki, recently 

expressed condemnation for the ongoing problem of hunters bribing officials at the Ministry 

to sidestep procedures in order to hasten their applications. He continued by stating that 

“corruption started with rich hunters who would entice some officials to evade laid down 

regulations” and that “legislation on hunting blocks allocation is bad and must be revisited” 

(Tanzania Daily News 2012).  However, revisiting legislation is a major challenge because 

senior officials and elected politicians will likely resist changes to the status quo given the 

wealth they accrue from current practices in recreational hunting (Leader-Williams 2009). 

According to Sachedina, “[h]unting concessions are granted purely based on Wildlife 

Division discretion with no public tenders or auctions” and outfitters are believed to 

influence the process (Sachedina 2008). In fact, Sachedina goes as far as to say the hunting 

industry is “non-transparent and controlled by powerful cartels” (Sachedina 2008). 

Moreover, this non-transparent industry does not result in benefits to local communities. In 

practice, hunting benefits have instead been centralized into the hands of elites (Nelson et 

al. 2007). Leader-Williams states that reform will be slow with an industry that is 

characterized by “endemic and systemic corruption” (Leader-Williams 2009).   

  

In a recent paper, Becker et al. (2013) found that lion populations in three National Parks 

in Zambia were “male-depleted” as a result of unsustainable male-only trophy hunting in 

areas adjacent to the Park. Using modeling, Becker et al. predicted that instituting age 

limits on male harvests with quota reductions would reduce male depletion and slightly 

increase population size. Becker et al. concluded that “the intensive research and 

monitoring programs that have been newly implemented in Zambia, coupled with increased 
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anti-poaching efforts, have the potential to support the maintenance of viable populations of 

an extremely important species for a developing country increasingly interested in 

promoting its wildlife resources” (emphasis added). Nonetheless, Zambia “permanently” 

banned lion and leopard hunting in 2013 (The Guardian 2013).  

 

According to an account of a stakeholders meeting held on 10 January 2013 in Lusaka, the 

ban was instituted to allow for population surveys and “to review policies and institutional 

framework of the structures responsible for wildlife management with a view to 

engendering transparency and accountability in the overall management and direction of 

this tourism subsector” (Professional Hunters Association of South Africa 2013). In 

announcing the ban, Zambia’s Tourism and Arts Minister Sylvia Masebo reportedly said 

that big cat numbers were too low to have a sustainable hunting industry and that "tourists 

come to Zambia to see the lion and if we lose the lion we will be killing our tourism 

industry" (The Guardian 2013). Minister Masebo also reportedly said that “the estimated 

$3m (£1.9m) Zambia earned a year from safari hunting was too little to merit the continued 

depletion of wildlife” (The Guardian 2013). The announcement of Zambia’s hunting ban 

followed a December 31, 2012, shake-up in the Zambia Wildlife Authority wherein Minister 

Masebo fired the director general and four other senior officials for corrupt practices in 

awarding hunting concessions (Times of Zambia 2012).  

 

Similarly, on November 5, 2012, the President of Botswana, Lieutenant General Ian 

Khama, announced in his State of the Nation address that trophy hunting would no longer 

be allowed in Botswana beginning in 2014 (Michler 2012, Wildlife Extra 2012). The 

environment ministry reportedly explained, “the shooting of wild game purely for sport and 

trophies is no longer compatible with our commitment to preserve local fauna as a national 

treasure, which should be treated as such" (Wildlife Extra 2012). Even though in Botswana 

lion hunts bring in $29,000/lion, the government is still pushing ahead with a hunting ban, 

reportedly turning hunting areas into photographic areas.   

 

Some have criticized lion hunting bans. Lindsey et al. (2012) assessed the financial viability 

of lion trophy hunting in five countries and concluded that if lion hunting was effectively 

precluded, trophy hunting could potentially become financially unviable across at least 

59,538 km2. Lindsey et al. (2012) claimed that this, in turn, could result in loss of habitat, 

reduced “competitiveness of wildlife-based land uses relative to ecologically unfavorable 

alternatives”, reduced tolerance for lions “among communities where local people benefit 

from trophy hunting”, and reduced “funds available for anti-poaching”. 

 

However, Campbell (2012) examined the results presented by Lindsey et al. (2012) and 

pointed out that, according to data presented in the Lindsey et al. paper, 44% of lion 

hunting areas in the analysis were already financially unviable and that stopping lion 

hunting in the remainder amounts to a reduction in financially viable hunting areas of only 

16%. Furthermore, using data in the Lindsey et al. paper, Campbell found that 92% of lion 
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hunting areas in Mozambique are financially unviable, 67% in Namibia and Zambia, 44% 

in Zimbabwe and 19% in Tanzania. Campbell concluded that Lindsey et al.’s results 

indicate that lion hunting areas are “already largely financially unviable and that 

comparatively small changes in financial viability occur under different hunting scenarios”. 

Campbell also found that Lindsey et al. did not consider trophy business marketing costs, 

overestimated access to credit, underestimated interest rates, did not consider the 

possibility that lion hunts would be substituted with hunts for other animals, and did not 

consider trophy hunting businesses’ generally inferior rates of return. On this last point, 

Campbell stated that since 44% lion hunting areas are financially unviable, clearly 

financial viability is not a requirement of lion trophy hunting businesses. Finally, Campbell 

found that several of the wider conclusions of Lindsey et al. were entirely unsubstantiated, 

such as how loss of financial viability might result in loss of lion or reduced community 

tolerance of lions, stating that the paper did not study these topics and does not add to our 

understanding of them. 

 

The best available scientific evidence shows that trophy hunting threatens the continued 

existence of Africa’s lions and is an ineffective strategy to enhance the survival of wild lions.  

 

(5) Other natural or manmade factors affecting its existence 

 

As discussed in our petition, the social structure of African lion prides make this subspecies 

particularly vulnerable to the threat of trophy hunting. Male lions are disproportionately 

affected by trophy hunting and this has a severe negative effect on population dynamics 

and lion conservation.  A new study discusses how the removal of male lions through trophy 

hunting also decreases income from safari tourism (Becker et al. 2013). Becker concludes 

that in Zambia “observed population structure was likely due to high rates of adult male 

loss and that instituting age limits on male harvests with quota reductions would reduce 

male depletion, improve tourism by providing older and more abundant males, and slightly 

increase population size. Reducing male mortality from wire snare poaching would also 

result in similar demographic impacts, and in concert with changes in hunting regulations 

would substantially improve the quality and quantity of adult male lions” (Becker et al. 

2013).  Thus, an endangered listing under the ESA that would generally prohibit import of 

trophies, and help reduce international trade in adult male lions and lion parts, would have 

beneficial impacts to lion population structure.   

 

Conclusion 

 

Due to the increasingly robust scientific record demonstrating African lion population 

decline, continuing restriction of lion distribution due to habitat loss, and the fact that lions 

continue to be adversely affected by international trade, we strongly urge the Service to list 

the African lion as an endangered subspecies pursuant to the federal Endangered Species 

Act. The petition we submitted in March 2011, and these comments in response to the 



13 
 

Service’s 90-day finding, demonstrate that the African lion meets the statutory criteria for 

an endangered listing under the ESA as it is currently in “danger of extinction throughout 

all or a significant portion of its range.” The best scientific and commercial data available 

clearly demonstrates that all five listing factors (16 U.S.C. § 1533(a)(1)(A-E)) are implicated 

in the case of the African lion subspecies. In fact, new science shows that African lions 

continue to face a multitude of threats, from unsustainable international trade in trophies, 

to habitat loss; disease to retaliatory killings; and loss of natural prey to commercial trade 

in parts. As such, the Service is required to list this subspecies as endangered throughout 

its range. 16 U.S.C. § 1532(6).  

 

Furthermore, an examination into the efforts of the range countries to manage this 

subspecies, whether by predator control techniques, protection of habitat and food supply or 

other conservation practices, shows that current regulatory measures are inadequate to 

prevent the decline of the African lion. As such, the future security and viability of the 

African lion remains uncertain. As the United States is the one of the world’s largest 

importers of African lions and their parts (and the largest importer of hunting trophies), it 

is only fitting that the United States must, through the Service’s leadership, play a primary 

role in the effort to save the African lion.  Listing the African lion subspecies as endangered 

is a necessary step towards saving this iconic animal.  

 

 

We look forward to the expeditious conclusion of this status review and are willing to assist 

the Service in any way possible. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
 

Teresa M. Telecky, Ph.D. 

Director, Wildlife Department 

Humane Society International 

 

 

Enclosures  
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APPENDIX  

Table 1: International trade in lions and their parts from all sources and for all purposes. 

 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net imports”, all sources, all purposes. 
Data for 2009-10, obtained on 2 February 2012 
Data for 2011, obtained on 3 January 2013 
 
Table 2: International trade in lions and their parts from all sources and for all purposes: 
Importing countries. 
 
Country 2009 2010 2011 Totals 
AD 0 2 0 2 
AE 57 44 43 144 
AG 0 6 0 6 
AI 0 2 0 2 
AM 0 4 2 6 
AR 3 3 0 6 
AT 15 31 26 72 
AU 39 16 17 72 
AZ 11 2 0 13 
BE 16 13 1 30 
BG 4 15 4 23 
BH 0 5 0 5 
BR 0 3 0 3 
BS 1 2 0 3 
BW 1 3 0 4 

Term 2009 2010 2011 Totals 
bodies    92 42 8 142 
bones    440 638 11 1089 
carvings    0 6 0 6 
claws    107 304 87 498 
derivatives 203 8 2 213 
feet    6 8 1 15 
garments    9 4 3 16 
hair    5 7 0 12 
leather products  3 0 0 3 
legs 2 0 0 2 
live    169 273 142 584 
skeletons    5 101 0 106 
skin pieces    4 1 0 5 
skins    144 109 68 321 
skulls    154 59 36 249 
specimens    413 450 1095 1958 
teeth    4 133 54 191 
trophies    557 421 661 1639 
unspecified    0 1 0 1 
Grand  Total  2317 2565 2168 7050 
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BY 4 4 0 8 
BZ 2 0 0 2 
CA 52 55 7 114 
CD 0 15 0 15 
CH 6 15 5 26 
CL 0 0 1 1 
CM 0 2 0 2 
CN 107 51 2 160 
CY 0 1 2 3 
CZ 20 16 22 58 
DE 99 81 124 304 
DK 26 17 19 62 
DZ 4 2 0 6 
EE 0 1 3 4 
EG 8 12 14 34 
ES 234 51 68 353 
FI 21 7 3 31 
FR 95 172 26 293 
GB 6 7 5 18 
GE 1 3 0 4 
GM 0 1 0 1 
GR 0 1 0 1 
GT 4 8 1 13 
HK 2 7 0 9 
HN 0 18 0 18 
HR 9 4 0 13 
HU 16 25 4 45 
ID 10 0 3 13 
IL 1 0 0 1 
IN 8 0 0 8 
IR 5 1 2 8 
IS 1 0 0 1 
IT 20 8 8 36 
JO 0 2 1 3 
JP 0 21 3 24 
KE 1 2 0 3 
KP 0 2 0 2 
KR 0 1 3 4 
KW 13 2 0 15 
KZ 5 1 7 13 
LA 336 819 0 1155 
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LB 14 9 2 25 
LK 2 0 0 2 
LT 1 6 0 7 
LU 2 4 0 6 
LV 3 0 10 13 
LY 0 2 0 2 
MA 2 1 1 4 
MC 0 28 10 38 
MD 1 0 0 1 
MK 1 0 0 1 
MM 0 7 0 7 
MU 4 8 0 12 
MW 2 3 0 5 
MX 36 23 35 94 
MY 1 0 0 1 
MZ 11 0 0 11 
NA 9 0 0 9 
NC 2 0 0 2 
NE 2 0 0 2 
NG 0 0 4 4 
NL 200 18 142 360 
NO 16 57 21 94 
NZ 5 171 0 176 
OM 0 0 4 4 
PA 1 3 0 4 
PH 1 5 4 10 
PK 10 7 2 19 
PL 18 6 79 103 
PR 0 1 0 1 
PT 12 4 4 20 
PY 0 5 7 12 
QA 4 3 13 20 
RE 1 1 0 2 
RO 4 4 2 10 
RS 2 0 0 2 
RU 78 53 6 137 
SA 2 2 1 5 
SE 6 13 18 37 
SG 3 2 2 7 
SI 2 1 1 4 
SK 2 14 9 25 
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SL 0 1 0 1 
SV 0 4 0 4 
SY 0 6 7 13 
SZ 3 2 0 5 
TH 5 17 0 22 
TM 0 3 0 3 
TR 19 5 5 29 
TT 0 3 0 3 
TZ 4 8 0 12 
UA 11 12 11 34 
UG 4 0 0 4 
US 1308 934 1471 3713 
UZ 0 1 0 1 
VE 2 0 1 3 
VG 2 0 0 2 
VN 24 59 0 83 
XX 10 15 4 29 
ZA 101 65 6 172 
ZM 5 23 0 28 
ZW 0 4 0 4 
Grand Total 3221 3209 2308 8738 

UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net imports” for all  purposes, all sources 
Data for 2009-11, obtained on 26 January 2012 
 
Table 3: International trade in lions and their parts from all sources and for all purposes: 
Exporting countries. 
  

Country 2009 2010 2011 Totals 
AD 0 0 2 2 
AE 42 0 0 42 
AR 4 4 1 9 
AT 5 0 0 5 
BA 0 0 4 4 
BE 0 1 9 10 
BF 16 10 0 26 
BG 4 0 1 5 
BH 1 0 4 5 
BJ 0 9 4 13 
BO 0 4 25 29 
BW 39 28 60 127 
BY 3 0 8 11 
BZ 2 0 0 2 
CA 3 5 0 8 
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CD 6 0 0 6 
CF 22 26 2 50 
CH 0 143 3 146 
CL 1 0 0 1 
CM 12 1 6 19 
CN 201 15 2 218 
CS 0 1 0 1 
CZ 1 4 0 5 
DE 3 13 7 23 
DK 0 0 5 5 
DZ 0 0 4 4 
EG 6 0 0 6 
ET 0 2 0 2 
FR 2 5 3 10 
GB 3 10 1 14 
GH 2 0 0 2 
GT 2 0 0 2 
IT 6 0 1 7 
JO 0 7 0 7 
KE 320 171 159 650 
KG 0 1 7 8 
KW 8 2 0 10 
KZ 4 0 0 4 
LT 2 0 0 2 
MA 0 37 6 43 
MW 2 0 0 2 
MX 3 0 1 4 
MY 1 0 0 1 
MZ 10 36 10 56 
NA 26 47 82 155 
NG 0 0 3 3 
NL 3 0 8 11 
NO 1 0 1 2 
NZ 0 1 3 4 
PA 0 0 3 3 
PT 0 8 0 8 
PY 0 3 0 3 
QA 0 1 0 1 
RO 18 8 0 26 
RS 4 2 0 6 
SA 1 0 0 1 
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UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net exports” for all  purposes, all sources 
Data for 2009-11, obtained on 26 January 2012 
 

Table 4: International trade in lions and their parts from wild sources and for all purposes. 

Term 2009 2010 2011 Totals 
bodies 10 7 2 19 
bone pieces 0 1 0 1 
bones 20 274 8 302 
claws 67 16 43 126 
derivatives 3 8 0 11 
feet 2 6 1 9 
garments 9 1 1 11 
hair 5 7 0 12 
leather products 3 0 0 3 
legs 2 0 0 2 
live 26 76 21 123 
skin pieces 4 1 0 5 
skins 129 92 32 253 
skulls 128 92 32 252 
specimens 371 438 334 1143 
teeth 0 12 44 56 
trophies 272 647 447 1366 
unspecified 0 1 0 1 
Grand Total 1051 1679 965 3695 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net imports”, wild sources, all purposes. 

SD 2 8 2 12 
SV 0 33 0 33 
SY 2 0 0 2 
SZ 3 0 1 4 
TH 0 2 0 2 
TN 4 0 0 4 
TR 0 6 0 6 
TZ 299 229 179 707 
UA 27 0 0 27 
US 3 10 3 16 
UY 2 0 0 2 
UZ 2 4 0 6 
XX 6 0 8 14 
ZA 1677 1471 1315 4463 
ZM 68 189 183 440 
ZW 77 73 46 196 
Grand Total 2961 2630 2172 7763 
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Data for 2009-10, obtained on 2 February 2012 
Data for 2011, obtained on 3 January 2013 
 
Table 5: International trade in lions and their parts from wild sources and for all purposes: 
Importing countries. 
 

Country 2009 2010 2011 Totals 
AE 2 7 6 15 
AG 0 4 0 4 
AR 0 3 0 3 
AT 7 17 22 46 
AU 29 10 17 56 
AZ 2 1 0 3 
BE 9 3 1 13 
BG 1 4 3 8 
BS 1 2 0 3 
CA 17 40 6 63 
CH 0 0 2 2 
CL 0 0 1 1 
CM 0 1 0 1 
CN 33 51 0 84 
CY 0 1 0 1 
CZ 2 14 3 19 
DE 37 17 104 158 
DK 18 12 9 39 
ES 73 32 25 130 
FI 8 5 3 16 
FR 79 164 6 249 
GB 3 4 5 12 
GM 0 1 0 1 
GR 0 1 0 1 
HK 1 0 0 1 
HN 0 18 0 18 
HR 1 1 0 2 
HU 10 5 4 19 
ID 4 0 0 4 
IL 1 0 0 1 
IN 8 0 0 8 
IR 5 1 0 6 
IT 17 10 2 29 
JP 0 7 2 9 
KR 0 0 1 1 
KW 3 2 0 5 
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KZ 2 1 7 10 
LA 0 240 0 240 
LB 5 7 1 13 
LK 2 0 0 2 
LT 0 1 0 1 
LU 2 4 0 6 
MA 2 0 1 3 
MX 23 34 18 75 
MZ 11 0 0 11 
NC 2 0 0 2 
NE 2 0 0 2 
NL 200 15 141 356 
NO 1 29 1 31 
NZ 5 4 0 9 
PA 1 3 0 4 
PH 0 1 0 1 
PK 2 0 2 4 
PL 5 6 6 17 
PT 8 3 4 15 
PY 0 0 7 7 
QA 3 0 7 10 
RO 3 0 0 3 
RS 2 0 0 2 
RU 16 24 5 45 
SA 0 1 1 2 
SE 4 11 18 33 
SG 3 0 0 3 
SI 2 1 1 4 
SK 0 1 9 10 
SL 0 1 0 1 
SY 0 4 0 4 
SZ 2 2 0 4 
TM 0 1 0 1 
TR 7 0 0 7 
TZ 1 0 0 1 
UA 3 3 0 6 
UG 2 0 0 2 
US 351 785 508 1644 
VE 1 0 0 1 
VG 2 0 0 2 
VN 0 26 0 26 
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XX 4 19 4 27 
ZA 1 0 2 3 
ZM 0 14 0 14 
Grand Total 1051 1679 965 3695 

UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net  imports” for all  purposes, wild sources 
Data for 2009-11, obtained on 26 January 2012 
 

Table 6: International trade in lions and their parts from wild sources and for all purposes: 
Exporting countries. 
 

Country 2009 2010 2011 Totals 
AD 0 0 2 2 
AE 9 0 0 9 
AR 0 0 1 1 
BF 16 10 0 26 
BJ 0 9 1 10 
BW 39 27 60 126 
CA 2 3 0 5 
CD 3 0 0 3 
CF 22 26 2 50 
CH 1 136 0 137 
CM 12 1 0 13 
DK 0 0 1 1 
ET 0 2 0 2 
FR 0 0 2 2 
GB 1 2 0 3 
GH 2 0 0 2 
IT 0 0 1 1 
KE 320 170 159 649 
KG 0 1 7 8 
MW 2 0 0 2 
MX 1 0 0 1 
MZ 10 36 10 56 
NA 25 46 80 151 
NO 1 0 0 1 
OM 0 0 4 4 
SA 1 0 0 1 
SD 2 6 2 10 
SV 0 37 0 37 
SZ 0 0 1 1 
TZ 299 227 13 539 
US 0 7 4 11 
UY 2 0 0 2 
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UZ 2 4 0 6 
XX 4 0 7 11 
ZA 520 406 328 1254 
ZM 68 191 183 442 
ZW 77 73 45 195 
Grand Total 1441 1420 913 3774 

UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net  exports” for all  purposes, wild sources 
Data for 2009-11, obtained on 26 January 2012 
 

Table 7: International trade in lions and their parts from all sources and for hunting 
trophy purposes. 

Term 2009 2010 2011 Totals 
bodies 39 32 1 72 
bones 436 50 7 493 
claws 26 58 62 146 
derivatives 0 8 2 10 
feet 6 6 0 12 
garments 1 0 2 3 
legs 2 0 0 2 
live 2 17 0 19 
skin pieces 2 1 0 3 
skins 102 80 37 219 
skulls 138 92 30 260 
specimens 0 5 0 5 
teeth 4 38 0 42 
trophies 478 802 623 1903 
Grand Total 1236 1189 764 3189 

UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net imports” for all  sources, hunting trophy purposes 
Data for 2009-11, obtained on 27 January 2012 

Table 8: International trade in lions and their parts from all sources for “hunting trophy” 
purposes: Importing countries. 
 
Country  2009 2010 2011 Totals 
AE    2 1 8 11 
AG 0 6 0 6 
AR    3 3 0 6 
AT    14 31 0 45 
AU    6 4 0 10 
BE    12 9 1 22 
BG    4 7 4 15 
BS 1 2 0 3 
CA    38 48 5 91 
CH    1 0 1 2 
CL    0 0 1 1 
CN    72 11 0 83 
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CZ    20 18 22 60 
DE    40 26 44 110 
DK    26 5 12 43 
EE    0 1 3 4 
ES    194 34 50 278 
FI    20 10 3 33 
FR    74 54 6 134 
GB    3 3 2 8 
GT    0 3 0 3 
HK 1 0 0 1 
HR    6 4 0 10 
HU    15 16 3 34 
ID    2 0 0 2 
IR 4 0 0 4 
IS    1 0 0 1 
IT    19 8 2 29 
KR 0 0 1 1 
KW    5 0 0 5 
LA 280 1 0 281 
LB    2 1 0 3 
LT    1 6 0 7 
LU    2 4 0 6 
MW 0 1 0 1 
MX    29 16 33 78 
NL    0 2 0 2 
NO    1 32 16 49 
NZ    0 2 0 2 
PA    1 3 0 4 
PK    8 3 0 11 
PL    15 6 78 99 
PR    0 1 0 1 
PT    12 4 4 20 
QA    1 3 0 4 
RO    4 0 0 4 
RS    2 0 0 2 
RU    53 28 0 81 
SE    6 13 4 23 
SG    3 0 0 3 
SI    1 1 1 3 
SK    2 14 0 16 
SZ    0 2 0 2 
TR    5 3 0 8 
UA    5 4 0 9 
US    831 264 465 1560 
VE    1 0 1 2 
VN    24 26 0 50 
XX    1 8 0 9 
ZA    1 0 2 3 
Grand Total   1874 752 772 3398 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net imports” for “hunting trophy” purposes, all sources. 
Data for 2009-10, obtained on 2 February 2012 
Data for 2011, obtained on 3 January 2013 
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Table 9: International trade in lions and their parts for hunting trophy purposes from all 
sources: Exporting countries.  

Country  2009 2010 2011 Totals 
AD 0 0 1 1 
AE 1 0 0 1 
BF    2 0 0 2 
BJ    0 6 1 7 
BW    3 6 1 10 
CA    2 3 0 5 
CF    22 26 1 49 
CM    12 2 0 14 
DK 0 0 1 1 
ET    0 1 0 1 
IT 0 0 1 1 
MX 1 0 0 1 
MZ    10 11 1 22 
NA    34 14 1 49 
NZ 0 1 0 1 
SA 1 0 0 1 
TZ    291 205 3 499 
UY 1 0 0 1 
ZA    1344 376 7 1727 
ZM    67 7 2 76 
ZW    75 61 3 139 
Grand Total  1866 719 23 2608 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net exports” for “hunting trophy” purposes, all sources. 
Data for 2009-10, obtained on 2 February 2012 
Data for 2011, obtained on 3 January 2013 
 
Table 10: International trade in lions and their parts from wild sources and for hunting 
trophy purposes. 
 

Term 2009 2010 2011 Totals 
bodies 8 1 1 10 
bones 16 45 4 65 
claws 22 26 26 74 
derivatives 0 8 0 8 
feet 2 6 0 8 
garments 1 0 1 2 
legs 2 0 0 2 
live 2 0 0 2 
skin pieces 2 1 0 3 
skins 99 64 11 174 
skulls 114 82 29 225 
specimens 0 5 0 5 
teeth 0 10 0 10 
trophies 204 243 428 875 
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Grand Total 472 491 500 1463 
UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net imports” for wild sources, hunting trophy purposes 
Data for 2009-11, obtained on 27 January 2012 
 

Table 11: International trade in lions and their parts from wild sources and for hunting 
trophy purposes: Importing countries 

 

Country 2009 2010 2011 Totals 
AE 2 1 3 6 
AG 0 4 0 4 
AR 0 3 0 3 
AT 6 7 4 17 
AU 3 2 0 5 
BE 7 3 1 11 
BG 1 4 3 8 
BS 1 2 0 3 
CA 16 39 5 60 
CH 0 0 1 1 
CL 0 0 1 1 
CN 0 7 0 7 
CZ 2 11 3 16 
DE 25 16 40 81 
DK 18 13 9 40 
ES 55 38 22 115 
FI 7 10 3 20 
FR 62 41 6 109 
GB 2 2 2 6 
HR 0 1 0 1 
HU 9 4 3 16 
ID 1 0 0 1 
IR 4 0 0 4 
IT 16 10 2 28 
KR 0 0 1 1 
KW 3 0 0 3 
LA 0 1 0 1 
LB 2 1 0 3 
LT 0 1 0 1 
LU 2 4 0 6 
MX 23 28 17 68 
NO 1 29 1 31 
NZ 0 2 0 2 
PA 1 3 0 4 
PH 0 1 0 1 
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PK 2 0 0 2 
PL 5 6 6 17 
PT 8 3 4 15 
RO 3 0 0 3 
RS 2 0 0 2 
RU 12 16 0 28 
SE 4 11 4 19 
SG 3 0 0 3 
SI 1 1 1 3 
SK 0 1 0 1 
SZ 0 2 0 2 
TR 5 0 0 5 
UA 3 0 0 3 
US 141 136 355 632 
VG 2 0 0 2 
VN 0 26 0 26 
XX 1 0 2 3 
ZA 11 1 1 13 
Grand Total 472 491 500 1463 

UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net imports” for wild sources, hunting trophy purposes 
Data for 2009-11, obtained on 27 January 2012 
 
Table 12:  International trade in lions and their parts from wild sources and for hunting 
trophy purposes: Exporting countries. 

Country 2009 2010 2011 Totals 
AD 0 0 2 2 
AE 1 0 0 1 
BF 2 0 0 2 
BJ 0 6 1 7 
BW 3 6 2 11 
CA 2 3 0 5 
CF 22 26 2 50 
CH 1 0 0 1 
CM 12 2 0 14 
DK 0 0 1 1 
ET 0 1 0 1 
IT 0 0 1 1 
MX 1 0 0 1 
MZ 35 11 10 56 
NA 35 15 9 59 
NZ 0 1 0 1 
SA 1 0 0 1 
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TZ 291 225 62 578 
UY 1 0 0 1 
ZA 357 419 311 1087 
ZM 67 8 52 127 
ZW 75 61 45 181 
Grand Total 906 784 498 2188 

UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net exports” for wild sources, hunting trophy purposes 
Data for 2009-11, obtained on 27 January 2012 
 
Table 13: International trade in lions and their parts for commercial purposes and from all 
sources. 

Term 2009 2010 2011 Totals 
bodies    2 7 4 13 
bones    0 586 0 586 
claws    12 54 0 66 
derivatives 200 1 0 201 
feet    0 2 0 2 
garments 8 2 0 10 
live    5 20 11 36 
skeletons 5 173 0 178 
skins    0 0 15 15 
skulls    21 15 4 40 
specimens    2 7 0 9 
teeth    0 93 6 99 
trophies    21 65 3 89 
Grand Total   276 1025 43 1344 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net imports” for “commercial” purposes, all sources. 
Data for 2009-10, obtained on 2 February 2012 
Data for 2011 obtained January 8, 2013 
 
Table 14: International trade in lions and their parts for commercial purposes and from all 
sources: Importing countries. 

Country 2009 2010 2011 Totals 
AT    0 0 9 9 
AU    2 0 0 2 
BE    1 4 0 5 
BW    0 1 0 1 
CA    1 1 2 4 
CH    1 0 1 2 
CN    12 5 1 18 
DE    6 9 5 20 
DK    0 2 0 2 
ES    16 0 0 16 
FR    1 1 6 8 
GB    1 0 0 1 
GT 0 0 1 1 
HK    1 7 0 8 
IR    0 0 2 2 
JO 0 2 0 2 
JP    0 0 1 1 
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KR    0 0 2 2 
LA 5 890 0 895 
LB    0 1 1 2 
LY 0 2 0 2 
MX    3 1 0 4 
NA    7 0 0 7 
PK    0 4 0 4 
RU    0 1 0 1 
SA    0 1 0 1 
SZ    2 0 0 2 
TR    0 0 5 5 
UG 2 0 0 2 
US    214 7 7 228 
VE    1 0 0 1 
VN 0 74 0 74 
ZA    0 4 0 4 
ZM    0 7 0 7 
Grand Total  276 1024 43 1343 

Source: UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net imports” for “commercial” purposes, all sources. 
Data for 2009-10, obtained on 2 February 2012 
Data for 2011 obtained January 8, 2013 
 
Table 15: International trade in lions and their parts from all sources and for commercial 
purposes: Exporting Countries. 
 

Country 2009 2010 2011 Totals 
AE 1 0 0 1 
AM 0 1 0 1 
AT 0 1 0 1 
BE 0 0 9 9 
BJ 0 0 3 3 
BW 7 9 0 16 
CA 0 1 0 1 
CH 0 1 0 1 
CM 0 0 6 6 
CN 200 0 0 200 
CZ 0 4 0 4 
DE 3 2 2 7 
ES 0 10 0 10 
ET 0 1 0 1 
FR 1 2 1 4 
GB 1 1 1 3 
JO 0 1 0 1 
KE 0 1 0 1 
LB 1 0 0 1 
MX 0 2 1 3 
NA 0 0 9 9 
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NL 0 0 1 1 
US 0 2 1 3 
UY 1 0 0 1 
ZA 59 867 9 935 
ZM 1 0 0 1 
ZW 1 0 0 1 
Grand Total 276 906 43 1225 

UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net exports” for all sources, commercial purposes 
Data for 2009-11, obtained on 27 January 2012 
 

Table 16: International trade in lions and their parts from wild sources and for commercial 
purposes. 
 

Term 2009 2010 2011 Totals 
bodies 2 3 0 5 
bones 0 229 0 229 
claws 12 0 0 12 
derivatives 0 1 0 1 
garments 8 0 0 8 
live 2 0 0 2 
skins 20 16 10 46 
skulls 0 0 2 2 
trophies 21 15 2 38 
Grand Total 65 264 14 343 

UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net  imports” for wild sources, commercial purposes 
Data for 2009-11, obtained on 27 January 2012 
 

Table 17: International trade in lions and their parts from wild sources and for commercial 
purposes: Importing countries. 
 

Country 2009 2010 2011 Totals 
AT 0 0 9 9 
BE 1 0 0 1 
BW 0 1 0 1 
CA 1 1 1 3 
CN 12 5 0 17 
DE 7 0 1 8 
ES 13 0 0 13 
FR 2 1 3 6 
GB 1 0 0 1 
HK 1 0 0 1 
LA 0 239 0 239 
LB 0 1 0 1 
MX 1 1 0 2 
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NA 7 0 0 7 
SA 0 1 0 1 
SZ 2 0 0 2 
UG 2 0 0 2 
US 14 4 0 18 
VE 1 0 0 1 
ZA 0 10 0 10 
Grand Total 65 264 14 343 

UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net  imports” for wild sources, commercial purposes 
Data for 2009-11, obtained on 27 January 2012 
 

Table 18: International trade in lions and their parts from wild sources and for commercial 
purposes: Exporting countries. 
 

Country 2009 2010 2011 Totals 
AE 8 0 0 8 
BW 7 9 0 16 
CA 0 1 0 1 
ES 0 10 0 10 
ET 0 1 0 1 
GB 1 1 0 2 
NA 0 0 9 9 
US 1 1 1 3 
UY 1 0 0 1 
ZA 54 246 5 305 
ZM 1 0 0 1 
ZW 1 0 0 1 
Grand Total 74 269 15 358 

UNEP-WCMC CITES Trade Database searched by “net  exports” for wild sources, commercial purposes 
Data for 2009-11, obtained on 27 January 2012 
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January 27, 2015 

 

Janine Van Norman  

Chief, Branch of Foreign Species 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

5275 Leesburg Pike 

Falls Church, VA 22041–3803. 

 

Re: Comments from Petitioners on the Proposed Rule to List African Lions as 

Threatened with a Special Rule to Regulate Import, Export, Take, and Interstate 

Commerce of the Subspecies (Docket No. FWS–R9–ES–2012–0025) 

 

Dear Chief Van Norman, 

 

On March 1, 2011, the International Fund for Animal Welfare, Humane Society 

International, The Humane Society of the United States, Born Free USA, Born Free 

Foundation, The Fund for Animals (hereinafter “Petitioners”), and Defenders of Wildlife 

petitioned the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (“FWS” or “the Service”) to list the African lion 

(Panthera leo leo) pursuant to the Endangered Species Act (“ESA”, 16 U.S.C. § 1533). The 

petition and additional scientific information made available during the status review 

period and subsequently clearly demonstrate that the African lion is facing extinction 

throughout a significant portion of its range. Fewer than 40,000 African lions exist today, a 

population decrease of at least 48.5 percent over the past 22 years. Furthermore, the 

African lion now occupies only 22 percent of its historic range, and most populations are too 

small and isolated from other populations to be viable. 

 

Recognizing that the subspecies is imperiled because of habitat loss and human-caused 

mortality, on October 29, 2014, the Service published a proposed rule to list African lions as 

threatened. 79 Fed. Reg. 64472. The Service also proposed to issue a special rule that would 

require threatened species permits for otherwise prohibited activities involving the 

subspecies (including import, export, take, and interstate commerce in lions and lion parts). 

Id. See also 50 C.F.R. §§ 17.31, 17.32. Petitioners applaud the Service for taking action to 

protect the only big cat that does not currently receive protection under the ESA, and we 

strongly urge the Service to proceed expeditiously to finalize this proposed regulation to 

promote the conservation of African lions. See 16 U.S.C. § 1533(b)(6)(A)(i)(I) (providing that 
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the Service shall finalize a proposed listing regulation within one year from the date it is 

published in the Federal Register). 

 

Petitioners hereby submit the following comments on the Service’s finding that listing is 

warranted and the need to strictly implement the ESA permitting system with respect to 

lions. 

 

African Lion Survival is Threatened by Habitat Loss and Overutilization 

 

As discussed in our petition and further below, the best available scientific and commercial 

data make clear that the threats to the continued existence of Panthera leo leo are operative 

and significant, and the Service is thus required to extend ESA protection to African lions. 

See 16 U.S.C. § 1531(b) (the primary purpose of the ESA is to “provide a program for the 

conservation of such endangered species”); 16 U.S.C. § 1532(3) (the term “conservation” 

means “to use…all methods and procedures which are necessary to bring any endangered 

species or threatened species to the point at which the measures provided pursuant to this 

chapter are no longer necessary”).  

 

The ESA requires listing determinations to be made “solely on the basis of the best 

scientific and commercial data available...” 16 U.S.C. § 1533(b)(1)(A). See also New Mexico 

Cattle Growers v. U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, 248 F.3d 1277, 1284-85 (10th Cir. 2001) 

(quoting H.R. Rep. No. 97-567, pt. 1 at 29 (1982), “‘The addition of the word ‘solely’ is 

intended to remove from the process of listing or delisting of species any factor not related 

to the biological status of the species.’”); H.R. Conf. Rep. No. 835, 97th Cong. 2d Sess. 19-20 

(1982) (the limitations on the factors the Service may consider in making listing decisions 

were intended to “ensure that decisions . . . pertaining to listing . . . are based solely upon 

biological criteria and to prevent nonbiological considerations from affecting such 

decisions.”). Thus, potential future economic impacts on the trophy hunting industry caused 

by the listing cannot be considered in evaluating the African lion’s status. 

 

 Habitat Loss is a Threat to African Lion Survival 

 

New studies published since Petitioners filed their January 2013 comments on the Service’s 

90-day finding (77 Fed. Reg. 70727 (Nov. 27, 2012)) further demonstrate the need for the 

Service to regulate otherwise prohibited activities involving African lions.  For example, a 

study by Peterson et al. (2014)1 (which was not cited by FWS in the proposed rule) projected 

the impact of climate change on the distribution of the African lion by using ecological niche 

models combined with climate model scenarios for 2040-2070. The authors found that 

“there is little to inspire optimism regarding the future of lions” and predicted that 

ecological conditions in southern Africa will become less suitable for lions, while those in 

West Africa will become “distinctly less suitable or even uninhabitable”. The authors 

conclude that “investments in conservation of lions are best focused in East African 

reserves that are most likely to be able to sustain populations in the medium term.”  

 

                                                           
1 A. Townsend Peterson, Thomas Radocy, Erin Hall, Julian C. Kerbis Peterhans and Gastone G. 

Celesia (2014). The potential distribution of the Vulnerable African lion Panthera leo in the face of 

changing global climate. Oryx, 48, pp 555-564. doi:10.1017/S0030605312000919.  
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As the Service acknowledged in the proposed rule, the plight of lions in West Africa is 

particularly bleak. Henschel et al. (2014)2 estimate that of 21 protected areas surveyed in 

11 countries in West Africa (Guinea-Bissau, Senegal, Mali, Guinea, Cote d’Ivoire, Ghana, 

Burkina Faso, Togo, Benin, Niger, and Nigeria), only four had lions; three of these 

protected areas had fewer than 50 lions and the only large population had an estimated 356 

lions (range: 246-466). The authors estimate that the total number of lions remaining in 

West Africa is 406 and the range was estimated to be only 1.1% of the historic range in 

West Africa. The authors conclude that the lion has “undergone a catastrophic collapse in 

West Africa”. Thus, in West Africa the lion satisfies the IUCN Red List criteria for a 

“critically endangered” listing because the population is declining, it has fewer than 250 

mature individuals, and more than 90% of individuals are in one population.  

 

Petitioners have argued that this subspecies is in danger of extinction because of habitat 

loss, and the Service has acknowledged that habitat loss is a severe threat throughout the 

African lion’s range; thus, the subspecies must be listed under the ESA based on this factor 

alone.  

 

 Trophy Hunting is a Threat to African Lion Survival 

 

Petitioners agree with the Service’s finding that human-lion conflict (e.g., retaliatory killing 

and loss of prey base) is a serious threat to African lion survival. 79 Fed. Reg. at 64498. But 

the best available scientific evidence further demonstrates that trophy hunting contributes 

to substantial declines in lion populations across African range states, and therefore puts 

the subspecies in danger of extinction. Thus, Petitioners strongly object to the Service’s 

finding that “trophy hunting is not a significant threat to the species.” 79 Fed. Reg. at 

64494.  Such finding is not supported by the administrative record and is contrary to 

multiple peer-reviewed studies, some of which the Service appears to have inexplicably 

ignored in its decision-making.  

 

For example, with the world’s preeminent lion scientist as the lead author, Packer et al. 

(2009)3 and Packer et al. (2010)4 identify trophy hunting as the likely cause of multiple lion 

population declines in Africa. In addition to direct population reduction through lethal take, 

trophy hunting poses a threat to lions because it can weaken a population’s genetic 

constitution (e.g. Allendorf et al. 20085). Because hunters target the biggest and strongest 

males, trophy hunting removes these animals from the breeding pool and unnaturally 

selects for smaller or weaker animals (Allendorf and Hard, 20096). In this way, trophy 

                                                           
2 Henschel, P., Coad, L., Burton, C., Chataigner, B., Dunn, A., MacDonald, D., ... & Hunter, L. T. 

(2014). The lion in West Africa is critically endangered. PloS one, 9(1), e83500. 
3 Packer, C., Kosmala, M., Cooley, H.S., Brink, H., Pintea, L., Garshelis, D., Purchase, G., Strauss, 

M., Swanson, A., Balme, G., Hunter, L., and Nowell, K. (2009). Sport Hunting, Predator Control and 

Conservation of Large Carnivores. PLoS ONE, 4(6): e5941. DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0005941 
4 Packer, C., Brink, H., Kissui, B.M., Maliti, H., Kushnir, H., and Caro, T. (2010) Effects of 

trophy hunting on lion and leopard populations in Tanzania. Conservation Biology, 25, 142–153. 
5 Allendorf, F.W., England, P.R., Luikart, G., Ritchie, P.A., and Ryman, N. (2008). Genetic effects of 

harvest on wild animal populations. Trends in Ecology and Evolution, 23, 327-337. 

doi:10.1016/j.tree.2008.02.008 
6 Allendorf, F.W. and Hard, J.J. (2009). Human-induced evolution caused by unnatural selection 

through harvest of wild animals. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United 

States of America, 106, 9987-9994. 
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hunting can decrease genetic variation, shift the population structure, and cause unnatural 

evolutionary impacts (Allendorf et al., 2008). This effect has already been documented in 

other species. For example, selective hunting likely increased the occurrence of mature 

female African elephants (Loxodonta africana) lacking tusks from 10% to 38% in parts of 

Zambia over 20 years (Jachmann et al. 19957), and recent studies of bighorn sheep suggest 

that horn size and body weight decreased over time as a result of trophy hunting (e.g. 

Coltman et al., 20038; Festa-Bianchet et al., 20139).  

 

With respect to the African lion specifically, several recent studies have identified trophy 

hunting as a threat to the species. Notably, Sogbohossou et al. (2014)10 studied lions in 

Pendjari Biosphere Reserve, Benin, which includes Pendjari National Park, Pendjari 

Hunting Zone, and Konkombri Hunting Zone. The authors concluded that the low lion 

density and small group size found in Pendjari is due to human disturbance and mortality 

through trophy hunting, and infer that this may also be the case in other protected areas in 

West and Central Africa. They also noted that the Pendjari lion hunting quota is three 

times higher than recommended by Packer et al. (2011), and the existing age limit for ‘old 

males’ is not enforced. 

 

Additionally, a new study by Dolrenry et al. (2014)11 (which was not cited by FWS in the 

proposed rule) describe lions as under threat in both Tanzania and Kenya where, despite 

the fact that the countries contain more than half of the remaining lions in Africa, lion 

populations are declining due in part to “overexploitation due to poor management of 

trophy hunting”. The authors state that lion populations in East Africa exist in a 

metapopulation structure in which distinct populations exist in patches with limited 

migration or dispersal. The authors found that males are key to ensuring connectivity and 

occupancy of patches within a metapopulation because they show greater dispersal than 

females. However, the authors warned that “if male lions are not able to disperse from 

stable populations, as may be the case where adult male survival is low, i.e., sport hunting 

areas, this could result in a lower rescue effect for the broader metapopulation, causing an 

increased risk of extinction for local populations.” 

 

Another new study, by Groom et al. (2014)12, which was not cited by FWS in the proposed 

rule, looked at lion population sizes in two areas in Zimbabwe using a direct method of 

counting lions. One of the study areas is a national park (Gonarezhou) surrounded by 

                                                           
7 Jachmann, H., Berry, P.S.M., and Imae, H. (1995). Tusklessness in African Elephants: a future 

trend. African Journal of Ecology, 33, 230-235. DOI: 10.1111/j.1365-2028.1995.tb00800.x 
8 Coltman, D.W., O’Donoghue, P., Jorgenson, J.T., Hogg, J.T., Strobeck, C., and Festa-Bianchet, M. 

(2003). Undesirable evolutionary consequences of trophy hunting. Nature, 426, 655-658. 

doi:10.1038/nature02177 
9 Festa-Bianchet, M., Pelletier, F., Jorgenson, J.T., Feder, C., and Hubbs, A. (2013). Decrease in 

Horn Size and Increase in Age of Trophy Sheep in Alberta Over 37 Years. Journal of Wildlife 

Management, 78, 133-141. 
10 Sogbohossou, E. A., Bauer, H., Loveridge, A., Funston, P. J., De Snoo, G. R., Sinsin, B., & De 

Iongh, H. H. (2014). Social Structure of Lions (Panthera leo) Is Affected by Management in Pendjari 

Biosphere Reserve, Benin. PloS one, 9(1), e84674. 
11 S. Dolrenry, J. Stenglein, L. Hazzah, R.S. Lutz, and L. Frank (2014). A metapopulation approach 

to African lion (Panthera leo) conservation. Plos One 9 (2), e88081. 
12 R.J. Groom, P.J. Funston and R. Mandisodza (2014). Surveys of lions Panthera leo in protected 

areas in Zimbabwe yield disturbing results: what is driving the population collapse? Oryx 2014: 1-9. 
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trophy hunting concessions; in the other area (Tuli) trophy hunting is permitted. The 

authors were able to directly count only ten lions in Gonarezhou and no lions in Tuli. 

However, based on prey density, the authors expected 248 lions to exist in Gonarezhou and 

31 in Tuli. Therefore, lion density estimates were significantly lower using direct count 

methods than using estimates based on prey density. The authors state that previous lion 

population size estimates that relied on prey base, including often-cited papers by 

Chardonnet (2002), Bauer & van der Merwe (2004) and the IUCN Cat Specialist Group 

(2006), may have seriously over-estimated lion population sizes. The authors also concluded 

that the low densities of lions found are due to the collapse of these populations in the past 

because of “unsustainably high trophy hunting within Tuli and in the concessions around 

Gonarezhou …” in addition to other anthropogenic factors. Between 2001 and 2011, the lion 

quota for concessions around Gonarezhou totaled 74 male and 9 female lions, although no 

lions were hunted there since 2009. One Mozambique hunting area adjacent to Gonarezhou 

had a hunting quota of 7 male lions in 2009 which the authors point out was 14 times the 

recommendation for establishing lion hunting quotas. The Tuli area, which is much smaller 

than Gonarezhou, also had a high lion trophy hunting quota over the period of 2000-2009 of 

16 males, which also exceeded the general recommendation; there was no lion hunting 

there in 2010-2011. The authors conclude that ‘hunting has probably had a strong negative 

effect on lion abundance in both reserves.”  

 

Lindsey et al. (2014)13 reviewed the functioning of Zambia’s protected areas and game 

management areas (GMAs, where trophy hunting occurs), but this study was not cited by 

FWS in the proposed rule. The authors found numerous problems that pertain to 

management of trophy hunting (generally, not specific to lions except in one instance) in 

GMAs including: uncontrolled human immigration and open access to wildlife; the Zambia 

Wildlife Authority (ZAWA) retains most of income derived from trophy hunting, little of 

this income goes to people living in GMAs with affluent community members benefiting 

most, and there are frequent financial irregularities associated with the distribution of this 

income; scouts employed in anti-poaching in GMAs are poorly and irregularly paid, 

insufficiently trained and equipped, and inadequate in number; ZAWA is poorly funded, 

has an inadequate number of staff to protect wildlife against poaching (particularly 

‘resurgent’ elephant poaching), has increased hunting quotas to unsustainable levels in 

GMAs in order to raise money (the authors state that ZAWA ‘are sometimes forced to make 

decisions to achieve financial survival at the expense of the wildlife they are mandated to 

conserve’), establishes trophy quotas arbitrarily (the authors note that “quotas of lions have 

been particularly excessive”), and does not monitor wildlife populations or trophies;  and 

hunting concession agreements are not effectively enforced and unscrupulous concession 

operators are not adequately punished.  The authors blame these many failures for the low 

numbers and diversity of wildlife. Of relevance to lions, the authors note that “depressed 

prey populations means that predator populations are almost certainly also occurring well 

below historic densities.” 

                                                           
13 Lindsey, P. A., Nyirenda, V. R., Barnes, J. I., Becker, M. S., McRobb, R., Tambling, C. J., ... & 

t’Sas-Rolfes, M. (2014). Underperformance of African Protected Area Networks and the Case for New 

Conservation Models: Insights from Zambia. PloS one, 9(5), e94109. 
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FWS also does not appear to have considered a new study by Rosenblatt et al. (2014)14 that 

focuses on lions in South Luangwa National Park, Zambia, and associated Game 

Management Areas (GMAs, where trophy hunting occurs) from 2008-2012 (just before a 

hunting ban was instituted in January 2013) and found a declining lion population with low 

recruitment, low sub-adult and adult survivorship, depletion of adult males and an aging 

adult female population. Trophy hunting was the leading cause of death. The authors 

stated that the trophy hunting of male lions from the Park in the GMAs led to the turnover 

of male coalitions within the Park thereby “continually creating open territories and 

weakening established coalitions by removing their members.” The authors looked at other 

possible factors that may have caused severe depletion of males but concluded, “it is 

unlikely that factors other than trophy hunting significantly contributed to the severe male 

depletion”. Regarding their findings on low cub recruitment, the authors further state that 

“infanticide following turnover in male coalitions is well-documented in lions” and 

“increased turnover of male coalitions from trophy hunting is expected to produce the low 

cub recruitment that we observed”). The authors also recognize trophy hunting as one of 

the reasons for the decline of the lion throughout its range. The authors support 

continuation of the hunting ban to “at least 2016” to allow for recovery. Thereafter, they 

recommend substantially reduced quotas, age-limits, and effective trophy monitoring.  

Regarding the hunting ban, Zambia is considered to have one of the eight remaining lion 

strongholds and has a National Conservation Strategy and Action Plan for the Lion, 

published in 2009, the intent of which is to establish science-based policy. However, Zambia 

banned lion trophy hunting in January 2013 due to concerns over excessive quotas, 

mismanagement, lion declines and lack of scientific data (see: 

http://www.reuters.com/article/2013/01/10/uk-zambia-hunting-ban-

idUSLNE90900T20130110 ).  

 

Lion scientists have produced a steady drumbeat of warnings that trophy hunting across 

African range states is unsustainable and is a threat to survival of the species: 

 

African Continent: 

 Rosenblatt (2014): “…overharvesting of lions has been well-documented throughout 

Africa”, recognize trophy hunting as one of the reasons for the decline of the lion 

throughout its range.   

 Hunter et al. (2014): “there is considerable scientific evidence of negative population 

impacts associated with poorly-managed trophy hunting of lions.” The authors state 

“there have been documented negative impact on lion populations resulting from 

trophy hunting” and call for lion trophy hunting reform. 

 Lindsey et al. (2013) stated that, regarding the recent decline of lion populations, 

“Most of the factors that contribute to this decline are now well understood, although 

evidence of the impacts of trophy hunting on lions has only emerged relatively 

recently.” The authors also state, “lion quotas remain higher than the 0.5/1,000 km2 

recommended by [Packer et al. (2011)] in all countries except Mozambique” and “in 

all countries where data are available, harvests appear too high in a proportion of 

hunting blocks.” 

                                                           
14 Rosenblatt, E., Becker, M. S., Creel, S., Droge, E., Mweetwa, T., Schuette, P. A., ... & Mwape, H. 

(2014). Detecting declines of apex carnivores and evaluating their causes: An example with Zambian 

lions. Biological Conservation, 180, 176-186. 

http://www.reuters.com/article/2013/01/10/uk-zambia-hunting-ban-idUSLNE90900T20130110
http://www.reuters.com/article/2013/01/10/uk-zambia-hunting-ban-idUSLNE90900T20130110
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Zambia: 

 Rosenblatt et al. (2014): found a declining lion population in South Luangwa 

National Park with low recruitment, low sub-adult and adult survivorship, depletion 

of adult males and an aging adult female population and attributed this to the 

“severe male depletion” caused by trophy hunting. 

 Lindsey et al. (2014): numerous problems identified with trophy hunting in Zambia 

including that the Zambia Wildlife Authority establishes trophy quotas arbitrarily 

and “quotas of lions have been particularly excessive”.  

 Lindsey et al. (2013): “Excessive offtake from trophy hunting also lowered 

population density of lions and altered sex-ratios of lions in Hwange National Park, 

Zimbabwe, South Luangwa, Kafue and Lower Zambezi national parks in Zambia, 

and the Bénoué Complex in Cameroon.” The authors also said that mean lion 

harvests are higher than Packer et al. (2011) 0.5/1,000 km2 threshold in Zambia. 

Tanzania: 

 Dolrenry et al. (2014): populations in Tanzania are declining in part due to 

“overexploitation due to poor management of trophy hunting”. 

 Lindsey et al. (2013): “Trophy hunting has contributed to population declines outside 

(and inside some) protected areas in Tanzania, a country that holds between 30-50% 

of Africa’s lion.” 

Zimbabwe: 

 Groom et al. (2014): the low densities of lion populations in Gonarezhou National 

Park and trophy hunting concessions in Tuli are due to the collapse of these 

populations in the past due to “unsustainably high trophy hunting within Tuli and 

in the concessions around Gonarezhou ….” The authors concluded, “hunting has 

probably had a strong negative effect on lion abundance in both reserves.” 

 Lindsey et al. (2013): “Excessive offtake from trophy hunting also lowered 

population density of lions and altered sex-ratios of lions in Hwange National Park, 

Zimbabwe, South Luangwa, Kafue and Lower Zambezi national parks in Zambia, 

and the Bénoué Complex in Cameroon.” 

 Lindsey et al. (2013): mean lion harvests are higher than Packer et al. (2011) 

0.5/1,000 km2 threshold in Zimbabwe. 

Namibia: 

 Lindsey et al. (2013): mean lion harvests are higher than Packer et al. (2011) 

0.5/1,000 km2 threshold in Namibia. 

Cameroon: 

 Lindsey et al. (2013): “Excessive offtake from trophy hunting also lowered 

population density of lions and altered sex-ratios of lions in Hwange National Park, 

Zimbabwe, South Luangwa, Kafue and Lower Zambezi national parks in Zambia, 

and the Bénoué Complex in Cameroon.” 

Burkina Faso: 

 Lindsey et al. (2013): mean lion harvests are higher than Packer et al. (2011) 

0.5/1,000 km2 threshold in Burkina Faso. 

Benin: 
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 Sogbohossou et al. (2014): the low lion density and small group size found in 

Pendjari  Biosphere Reserve in Benin is due to human disturbance and mortality 

through trophy hunting, the Pendjari lion hunting quota is three times higher than 

recommended by Packer et al. (2011), and the existing age limit for ‘old males’ is not 

enforced. 

Instead of heeding these warnings, the Service took the position in the proposed rule that 

trophy hunting contributes to lion conservation by creating a revenue stream that could 

ostensibly be used to fund lion conservation efforts. See 79 Fed. Reg. at 64471, 64492, 

64493, 64499. However, as demonstrated in our petition and subsequent comments, few of 

the potential dividends from hunting are consistently realized by local communities that 

live amongst lions. According to an IUCN analysis from 2009, big-game hunting only 

provided one job for every 10,000 inhabitants in the area studied,15 and many of these jobs 

were temporary seasonal positions like opening the trails at the start of the hunting season 

(IUCN 200916). Trophy hunting fails to create a significant number of permanent jobs (and 

those that it does create do not automatically benefit conservation), but ecotourism offers a 

possible solution. Consider the Okavango in Botswana where, as of 2009, a safari 

ecotourism tourism park provided 39 times the number of jobs than would big-game 

hunting on an area of equal size (IUCN 2009). Another example is the Luangwa National 

Park in Zambia, which produced twice the number of jobs provided by Benin and Burkina 

Faso’s trophy hunting sector combined in 2007 (IUCN 2009). 

 

The IUCN also found that Africa’s 11 main big-game hunting countries only contributed an 

average of 0.6% to the national GDP as of 2009 (IUCN 2009). Of this marginal profit, 

studies suggest that as little as 3-5% of trophy hunting revenues are actually shared with 

local communities (Economists 201317; IUCN 2009; Sachedina 200818). Perhaps because of 

this, locals do not always view trophy hunting as the positive economic driver that hunting 

advocates portray it as. For example, villagers in Emboreet village in Tanzania 

characterized hunting as “destructive, exploitative, and disempowering,” and blame 

hunting for jeopardizing village revenues (Sachedina et al. 2008). The same study presents 

an interview with a the Village Executive Officer, who explained that villagers feel more 

closely partnered with photographic tour operators than with hunters because hunters “are 

finishing off the wildlife before we’ve had a chance to realize a profit from it,” and because 

villagers never see the 5% of revenue they are supposed to receive from trophy hunting 

(Sachedina et al. 2008).  

 

By ignoring record evidence and new studies showing that trophy hunting is a significant 

threat to African lions, the Service’s contrary finding on this point fails to comply with the 

ESA mandate that listing decisions be made on the basis of the best available scientific 

evidence. The Service’s finding that recreational lethal take benefits a threatened species 

                                                           
15 South Africa, Namibia, Tanzania, Botswana, Cameroon, Central African Republic, Burkina, and 

Benin. 
16 IUCN. (2009). Programme Afrique Centrale et Occidentale. Big Game Hunting in West Africa. 

What is its contribution to conservation? 
17 Economists at Large. (2013). The $200 million question: How much does trophy hunting really 

contribute to African communities? A report for the African Lion Coalition, prepared by Economists 

at Large, Melbourne, Australia. 
18 Sachedina, H.T. 2008. “Wildlife Is Our Oil : Conservation, Livelihoods and NGOs in the Tarangire 

Ecosystem, Tanzania.” University of Oxford. PhD. Thesis. 
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furthers the notion that imperiled lions are worth more dead than alive, which ultimately 

serves to undermine lion conservation. Trophy hunting is a significant threat to lion 

populations because it contributes to population declines, disrupts the social structures of 

lion prides, and weakens the population’s genetic composition. As discussed further below, 

hunting quotas do not mitigate these impacts because they are often not scientifically 

supported and corruption impairs the efficacy of these and other wildlife enforcement laws 

and regulations. Furthermore, trophy hunting generates very few jobs and shares little 

revenue with local communities.  

 

Thus, when the Service finalizes this rule, it must amend its finding to reflect that the 

African lion is also threatened with extinction in part as a result of trophy hunting (in 

addition to habitat loss and human-lion conflict).  And once such listing is finalized, the 

Service must ensure that no permits are issued to import trophies when it cannot be 

guaranteed that the lethal take of that specific animal enhanced the survival of the 

subspecies. 

 

 

FWS Must Strictly Regulate Import, Take, & Interstate Commerce in African Lions 

 

Pursuant to the ESA and Fish and Wildlife Service regulations, once the Service lists a 

species as threatened, individuals of the species, whether captive or wild, may not be 

subjected to import, export, take, or interstate commerce, unless such action is conducted 

pursuant to a permit or a special rule. 16 U.S.C. § 1538(a); 50 C.F.R. §§ 17.31, 17.32, 17.40. 

Special rules must be designed and implemented to promote the conservation of the species. 

See Sierra Club v. Clark, 755 F.2d 608 (8th Cir. 1985). The Service has proposed to adopt a 

special rule for African lions that would require a threatened species permit for all 

otherwise prohibited activities (79 Fed. Reg. at 64502).  In order to ensure that this special 

rule is implemented in a manner to actually promote the conservation of African lions (as 

required by law), the Service must strictly scrutinize such permit applications and ensure 

there is transparency in that process.  

 

As an initial matter, Petitioners applaud the Service for finding that the presumption that 

imports of threatened species on CITES Appendix II serve a conservation purpose is easily 

rebutted with respect to African lions. 79 Fed. Reg. at 64501; 16 U.S.C. § 1538(c)(2). Indeed, 

it is imperative that the Service exercise stringent oversight of any imports of African lions 

and African lion parts, as the international trade in trophies, claws, teeth, and other 

specimens drives unsustainable take of the subspecies for recreational purposes.  While it is 

not the Service’s standard policy to publish notice and solicit comment on threatened 

species permits, Petitioners strongly urge the Service to do so at least with respect to 

permits involving imports of African lions, as soliciting scientific input would improve the 

Service’s analysis of whether a specific import would promote the conservation purpose of 

the ESA.  

 

Threatened species permits, which the Service has proposed to apply to African lions, can 

only be issued for conservation purposes. 16 U.S.C. § 1531(c)(1) (FWS “shall seek to 

conserve endangered and threatened species and shall utilize [its] authorities in 

furtherance of the purpose[]” of the ESA, i.e., conservation, 16 U.S.C. § 1531(b)). FWS 

regulations provide for threatened species permits for scientific purposes, the enhancement 

of propagation or survival, economic hardship, zoological exhibition, educational purposes, 
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or incidental taking. 50 C.F.R. § 17.32. In deciding whether to issue a threatened species 

permit, the FWS must consider “[t]he probable direct and indirect effect which issuing the 

permit would have on the wild populations of the wildlife sought to be covered by the 

permit;” “[w]hether the permit . . . would in any way, directly or indirectly, conflict with any 

known program intended to enhance the survival probabilities of the population from which 

the wildlife sought to be covered by the permit was or would be removed;” “whether the 

purpose for which the permit is required would be likely to reduce the threat of extinction 

facing the species”; “[t]he opinions or views of scientists or other persons or organizations 

having expertise concerning the wildlife or other matters germane to the application;” and 

“[w]hether the expertise, facilities, or other resources available to the applicant appear 

adequate to successfully accomplish the objectives stated in the application.”  50 C.F.R. § 

17.32(a)(2). 

 

The most logical way to ensure that otherwise prohibited activities promote conservation is 

to analyze threatened species permits under the enhancement standard (e.g., in order for 

use of a threatened species for scientific purposes, zoological exhibition, or educational 

purposes to benefit conservation efforts, as required by the ESA, such activities must 

actually enhance the survival of the species).  As the plain language of the statute makes 

clear, enhancement authorization may only be issued for activities that positively benefit 

the species in the wild. See also U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Handbook (1996) (making 

clear that an enhancement activity “must go beyond having a neutral effect and actually 

have a positive effect”). 

 

 Permits for Lion Imports Should be Rarely, if Ever, Issued 

 

Because lions are not native to the U.S., the import of lions and lion parts makes up a 

significant portion of the activity that the Service will need to oversee once this rule is 

finalized.  Our March 2011 petition documented that the African lion was over-utilized and 

that the U.S. is a major importer of African lions and their parts. Specifically, we found that 

that between 1999 and 200819 the U.S. imported 13,484 lion specimens reported as being 

from a wild source (62 percent of the total), which is the equivalent of at least 4,021 lions; 

this averages to 402 wild-source lions per year. An updated search of U.S. imports using the 

same methodology reveals that the U.S. imported the parts of at least 2,205 wild-source 

lions from 2009-2013 (Table 1, Annex Table A1), which averages to 441 wild-source lions 

per year. This indicates that the annual average number of wild-source lions imported to 

the U.S. over the last five years has increased by approximately 39 lions per year or 9.7% 

over the annual average during 1999-2008.  

 

Our petition also found that between 1999 and 2008 the U.S. imported about 3,600 wild-

source lions just for hunting trophy purposes; this averages to 360 wild-source lions per 

year.  An updated search of U.S. imports using the same methodology reveals that the U.S. 

imported the parts of a minimum of 2,163 wild-source lions for hunting trophy purposes 

from 2009-2013 (Table 1, Annex Table A1), which averages to 432 wild-source lions per 

year. This indicates that the annual average number of wild-source lions imported to the 

U.S. over the last five years has increased by approximately 72 lions per year or about 20% 

over the annual average during 1999-2008.  

 

                                                           
19 Based on a search of the CITES Trade Database using methodology described in our petition. 
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Table 1. Summary: Gross imports to U.S. of Panthera leo specimens equal to one lion each 

from wild sources 

 

Purpose codes: H = hunting trophy; P = personal; T = commercial 

Further, UNEP-WCMC (2014)20 provides an analysis of CITES trade records from the 

CITES Trade Database pertaining to international trade in lion trophies for the years 2003-

2012. The report also looks at “threats, uses and management” and notes that many 

authors have noted concerns with existing management of trophy hunting in many areas. 

 

Consequently, the threat of over-utilization caused by the importation of wild-source 

African lions – including that for trophy hunting purposes – to the U.S. has increased since 

our petition was filed. Thus, it is essential that the Service require permits for African lion 

imports so that such applications can be rigorously evaluated to ensure that no imports are 

allowed if the lion was taken in an unsustainable manner. 

 

 FWS Must Annually Review Range State Management Plans 

 

The Service acknowledged in its proposed rule that lion trophy hunting is “a highly complex 

issue that has raised considerable controversy” and that if lions are hunted in a country 

that does not have a “scientifically based management program” such hunting should not 

be sanctioned via an import permit.  See 79 Fed. Reg. at 64488, 64492-93, 64501. According 

to the proposed rule, in 2013 trophy hunting of wild lions occurred in nine countries: Benin, 

Burkina Faso, CAR, Mozambique, Namibia, RSA, Tanzania, Zambia, and Zimbabwe. 79 

Fed. Reg. at 64488.  Further, it is well established that canned hunting of captive lions in 

South Africa accounts for a substantial portion of the lion trophies imported into the U.S. 

 

Before issuing a threatened species permit for the import of a lion trophy or part, the 

Service must evaluate whether the source country has established a scientifically based 

management program that is developed and implemented to promote the conservation of 

the species in each management area.  Petitioners recommend that the Service determine 

on an annual basis whether it could make an enhancement finding for each country where 

lion hunting occurs.  In order to facilitate that evaluation, the Service should adopt criteria 

that range state and management area plans must meet.  Petitioners generally support the 

                                                           
20 UNEP-WCMC (2014). Review of trophy hunting in selected species. UNEP-WCMC, Cambridge. 

Term Purpose 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Subtotals 

bodies H 5 3 0 2 0 10 

live  H 0 0 8  0 0 8 

skins H 40 39 63 100 36 278 

trophies H 436 416 347 376 292 1867 

live  P 1  0 0 0 0 1 

skins P 6 3 1 1 0 11 

trophies P 10 4 1 2 2 19 

bodies T 1 0 1 0 0 2 

skins T 0 1 0 1 2 4 

trophies T 2 2 1 0 0 5 

Subtotals  501 468 422 482 332 2205 
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concepts behind the “best practices” referenced in the proposed rule: quota-setting; 

moratoriums; minimum age requirements; minimum trophy quality, sizes, and standards; 

wildlife hunting regulations enacted and enforced; professional hunting training courses; 

professional hunter standards established; compliance with CITES demonstrated; 

monitoring; and information and data collection and analysis. 79 Fed. Reg. at 64491. 

 

With respect to quotas, Petitioners would note that the mere requirement that quotas are 

established is not enough. Lion trophy hunting quotas are not usually established on a 

scientific basis and are instead based on personal opinions influenced by the presence of 

problem animals (Lindsey et al. 2013; Packer et al. 2009). As of 2013, lion quotas in all 

countries except Mozambique were higher than the 0.5/1,000 km2 recommended by Packer 

et al. (2010) (Lindsey et al. 2013). And even if quotas or other trophy hunting regulations 

were developed using ideal scientific data and methodology, poor enforcement due to 

corruption often render them unsuccessful in curbing the negative effects of trophy hunting. 

It is well documented that corruption is prevalent in some lion range countries and that it 

weakens the enforcement of wildlife protection laws (e.g. IUCN 2009; Kideghesho 200821; 

Kimati 201222). We applaud the Service for acknowledging that the high financial 

investment associated with lion trophy hunting makes it a target for corruption (79 Fed. 

Reg. at 64471). While it is admirable that some countries are taking action to combat 

corruption, it is unreasonable to assume that corruption will decline to a level where its 

inhibitory impacts can be discounted in the near future.  

 

Many well-respected lion experts agree that “there is considerable scientific evidence of 

negative population impacts associated with poorly-managed trophy hunting of lions.” 

Hunter et al. (2014)23.  The authors point to examples of such poor management practices in 

South Luangwa, Kafue and Lower Zambezi National Parks in Zambia; Tuli Safari Area, 

Gonarezhou National Park and Hwange National Park in Zimbabwe; the Bénoué Complex 

in Cameroon; and in the entire country of Tanzania. The authors list the five problems that 

likely cause these negative impacts:  

• Usually, lion hunting quotas are not science-based and there is no population 

monitoring.  

• Quotas are set too high. There is documented scientific evidence that lion 

quotas and offtake in “several countries” are higher than populations can sustain. 

• “Several countries” have fixed quotas where hunting operators are charged 

for a proportion of the total regardless of the number of animals hunted which 

encourages them to kill all the animals on the fixed portion of the quota “regardless 

of sustainability”.  

• Age restrictions are applied only in Tanzania, western Zimbabwe and Niassa 

National Reserve in Mozambique. 

• Females can be hunted in Namibia and Zimbabwe. 

                                                           
21 Kideghesho, J.R. (2008). Who Pays for Wildlife Conservation in Tanzania and Who Benefits?  

Faculty of Forestry and Nature Conservation, Department of Wildlife Management, Sokoine 

University of Agriculture, P.O. Box 3073, Morogoro Tanzania.  
22 Kimati, B.  (2012). Tanzania: Kagasheki Warns Corrupt Hunters.  Tanzania Daily News (Dar es 

Salaam. Available at: http://allafrica.com/stories/201209060195.html, Accessed 1/13/2015. 
23 Hunter, L., Lindsey, P., Balme, G., Becker, M., Begg, C., Brink, H. …White, P., Whitman-Gelatt, 

K. (2014). Urgent and comprehensive reform of trophy hunting of lions is a better option than an 

endangered listing; a science-based consenus [sic]. Unpublished. 

http://allafrica.com/stories/201209060195.html
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Hunter et al. make the following recommendations on reforming lion trophy hunting: 

 Establish, implement and enforce a rule to restrict trophies to males of six years of 

age or older in all range States. Compliance should be evaluated by “multiple 

independent assessors at a central repository to ensure consistency.” Penalize 

operators by reducing quotas if they shoot underage lions and reward elevated 

quotas to those who shoot lions in accordance with the rule.  For monitoring, 

operators should be required to submit a completed questionnaire, photographs and 

x-ray analysis of pre-molar teeth for each lion shot.  

 Independent lion hunting and trophy monitoring by scientists, NGOs, etc. instead of 

governments to ensure transparency and objectivity. Submission of information 

hunting (such as hunt effort) and trophies (such as age of animal) to the monitoring 

body should be mandatory and a pre-requisite for receiving an export permit. Over 

time, the monitoring body could use changes in measured variables to set quotas 

that prevent over-harvesting. 

 Until age restrictions and trophy monitoring are in place, implement maximum 

quotas (such as Packer’s general figure of 0.5 lions per 1,000 km2) to prevent 

excessive harvest.  

 Restrict harvest to males. 

 Stop ‘fixed quota fees” whereby operators pay for lions before they are hunted, thus 

encouraging more lions to be shot because they have “been paid for”. 

 Unified approach to lion hunting amongst the 11 countries where it occurs so that no 

one country would be disadvantaged by the reforms, and the benefit to lions of the 

reforms could be spread over all countries.  

Similarly, Lindsey et al. (2013)24 identified the following ‘key problems and necessary 

interventions’ associated with the management of lion trophy hunting: 

 The basis for the establishment of quotas is arbitrary; they are not established in a 

scientific manner, instead being established on personal opinion including that of 

hunting operators or on problem animal reports. The authors recommend immediate 

establishment of quota caps following recommendation of Packer et al. (2011) for 

setting thresholds for offtake, until age restrictions, trophy monitoring and adaptive 

quota management are put into place. 

 Lack of enforced age restrictions.  

 The hunting of females is permitted in Namibia. 

 Fixed quotas encourage more lions to be killed. 

 Lack of minimum hunt lengths in some countries is a problem because hunters do 

not have time to be selective and longer hunts can bring in more money. The authors 

recommend a 21-day hunt minimum. 

 General problems associated with management of trophy hunting include:  

o Corruption: Thus it is important that lion hunting management is done 

transparently with “independent verification of processes such as quota 

setting, concession allocation and trophy monitoring.” 

o Closed tender systems for hunting concession allocation: Need to award 

hunting concessions to those who have a good track record. 

                                                           
24 Lindsey, P. A., Balme, G. A., Funston, P., Henschel, P., Hunter, L., Madzikanda, H., ... & 

Nyirenda, V. (2013). The trophy hunting of African lions: Scale, current management practices and 

factors undermining sustainability. PloS one, 8(9), e73808. 
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o Short lease periods for concessions encourages over-use. 

 

Rosenblatt et al. (2014) also provide a synopsis of practices that have been proposed to help 

ensure that lion hunting is sustainable: “conservative quotas (0.5 lions/1000 km2)” (Packer 

et al. 2011), “harvest restricted to older age-classes, changes in the quota allocation 

structure and accurate and transparent trophy monitoring and enforcement” (Lindsey et al. 

2013a), “close monitoring to prevent unsustainable harvesting”, and a rotation of hunting 

between the populations on a three year cycle. 

 

Therefore, in addition to annually reviewing each range state management plan, 

Petitioners strongly urge the Service to establish formal guidance on how permit biologists 

should evaluate each application to import a lion trophy.  For example, in order to make an 

enhancement finding and issue a permit, the range state from which the trophy originated 

must: 

 Have an approved and current National Lion Management Plan, which develops and 

implements conservation activities for specific lion conservation units and works in 

concert with regional lion management plans, 

 Such national management plans should be developed using the IUCN SSC 

guidelines for strategic conservation planning, based on scientific information, and 

implemented in a manner that benefits the species and provides economic incentives 

for local communities to protect and expand African lion habitat. 

In addition, the Service must verify whether a range state: 

 Has up-to-date estimates on lion distribution range, abundance, prey abundance, 

and status 

 Observes a precautionary approach to establishing hunting quotas given current 

lion status 

 Has an understanding of national lion population levels and trends 

 Carries a credible capacity to monitor and manage lion populations in order to 

maintain healthy numbers and genetic diversity 

 Appoints an identified national lion plan coordinator 

 Has an understanding of the biological needs of the species 

 Has  sound management practices including law enforcement capabilities to deter or 

punish illegal retaliatory killings 

 Involves  local communities in lion protection and conflict mitigation strategies  

 Implements a human-lion conflict management plan (including rapid response, 

mitigation approaches, a training component, education) 

 Actively promotes wildlife-integrated land-use to ensure land-use planning does not 

negatively impact lion conservation  

 Achieves conservation targets within identified time frames 

 Reports on the achievements of stated goals and monitors and evaluates the 

implementation of the plan, and adapts it as necessary 

Before the Service issues an import permit, it must also find that the range state: 

 Is in compliance with all international, regional and national commitments, 

agreements and regulations relating to wildlife (and specifically lion) conservation, 

including (but not limited to) CITES 
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 Has effective laws and enforcement against illegal wildlife (particularly lion) trade 

 Cooperates with neighboring countries for transboundary lion population 

conservation and monitoring 

 Has a system for measuring good governance when it comes to wildlife 

conservation/protection policy making and its implementation (for example, 

transparency International’s corruption perception index) 

 Has credible policies for managing any hunting offtake, including: 

o A science-based system for establishing hunting quotas which is 

demonstrably sustainable at a population level 

o Price-setting (taxes and minimum number of safari days) and a system of 

concession leasing that increase the value of lions across Africa (no 

competition on price) 

o Hunting moratoria for any declining populations 

o Quotas restricted to post-reproductive males older than six years with a 

verifiable and enforceable mechanism to ensure no subadults are taken  

o An adaptive management  policy of monitoring the impacts of the removal of 

individuals on remaining populations , and adjusting quotas accordingly  

o A demonstrable commitment to ensure proceeds of trophy hunting are used 

to benefit wildlife (and specifically lion) conservation and communities living 

with wildlife. 

In the proposed rule, the Service suggests that “range countries have recognized the need to 

incorporate best management practices, and have been progressively updating their policies 

and management systems in order to implement them” (79 Fed. Reg. 64471). While this is 

commendable, the Service also concedes that there is no information indicating that these 

best practices have been employed yet (79 Fed. Reg. at 64471). Petitioners have reviewed 

publicly-available lion management plans, and most available plans are woefully 

insufficient to promote lion conservation.  Notably, Lindsey et al. (2013) identified keys to 

successful management of lion trophy hunting and then explained how each country that 

allows lion trophy hunting does not meet all of these (see table below). 

 
Poor lion trophy 
hunting management 
practices (from 
Lindsey et al. 2013) 

Reason the practice is 
problematic according to 
Lindsey et al. 2013 

Country with lion trophy hunting 
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Closed tender for 
hunting concessions 
exist  

Guarantees operator access 
to lions in the concession 
even if he/she has exceeded 
quotas, hunted underage 
lions, etc. 

x x x x x     
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Short lease on hunting 
concessions (5 years 
or less) exist 

Encourages operators to 
take as many lions as 
possible because they will 
not have the concession 
after the short lease. 

 x x  x x    

Hunting quotas based 
on factors other than 
science 

Quotas must be based on 
the best available science 
and not on hunting 
concession operator’s 

x x x x x  x x x 
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opinion or problem animal 
reports. 

Mandatory quota 
payment (‘fixed 
quota’) exist 

Encourages operators to kill 
all the lions they have paid 
for.  

 x x x x    x 

Hunt return form is 
not mandatory and is 
not tied to obtaining 
export permit 

Mandatory hunt return 
forms are necessary to 
monitor hunting and 
trophies, and must be tied to 
obtaining an export permit 
as an incentive to operators 
to cooperate. 

x x x   x x x x 

No 21-day minimum 
hunt length 

A 21-day minimum gives 
hunters more time to find an 
older male, and returns 
more money to the system. 

x x  x x x x x x 

Females can be 
hunted 

Hunting females can cause 
increased cub mortality, and 
removes productive 
individuals from the 
population, thereby 
reducing the ability of the 
population to recover. 

 x        

6-year age minimum 
not in place 

Males aged 6 years and 
older can be removed 
without reducing the 
population. 

 x  x x x x x x 

 

 

Thus, it is clear that there are certain permits that cannot be lawfully issued, as the 

import of such trophies would actively undermine the conservation of African lions: 

 

 The Service cannot authorize imports of trophies from West Africa.  

 

There is abundant evidence that lions in West Africa are perilously close to extinction – 

Peterson et al. (2014) show that lion habitat in West Africa is rapidly diminishing due to 

climate change, and Henschel et al. (2014) show that lions in this region have recently 

undergone a “catastrophic collapse.”  Thus, the Service cannot lawfully issue any import 

permits for trophies or parts originating from such countries (Benin, Burkina Faso, Cote 

d’Ivoire, Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Mali, Mauritania, Niger, Nigeria, 

Senegal, Sierra Leone, or Togo).  Notably, the European Union has also suspended lion 

trophy imports from Benin and Burkina Faso (as well as Cameroon in Central Africa) (see 

http://www.speciesplus.net/#/taxon_concepts/6353/legal). 

 

 The Service cannot authorize imports of trophies from Tanzania or 

Zimbabwe.  

 

The Service should not issue any import permits for lion trophies hunted in Tanzania or 

Zimbabwe, as the Service has already made findings that those countries are incapable of 

sustainably managing trophy hunting of elephants. See 79 Fed. Reg. 44459, 44460 (July 31, 

2014) (“Without management plans with specific goals and actions that are measurable and 

reports on the progress of meeting these goals, the Service cannot determine if…Zimbabwe 

is implementing, on a national scale, appropriate management measures for its elephant 

populations.”); U.S. Endangered Species Act Enhancement Finding for Tanzanian 

http://www.speciesplus.net/#/taxon_concepts/6353/legal


17 

 

Elephants (http://www.fws.gov/international/pdf/enhancement-finding-2014-elephant-

Tanzania.PDF) (“Questionable management practices, a lack of effective law enforcement, 

and weak governance have resulted in uncontrolled poaching and catastrophic population 

declines in Tanzania.”). These systemic wildlife management problems are also relevant to 

lion trophy hunting, and the Service cannot be confident at this point that lion hunts in 

Tanzania or Zimbabwe are sustainable and promote conservation of the subspecies. See also 

Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife Management Authority (2014). Response on Implementation 

of CITES in the European Union on Importation of the African Lion (Panthera leo) into the 

European Union (Nov. 5, 2014) (conceding that Zimbabwe’s lion quotas are not scientifically 

based and that Zimbabwe allows unsustainable hunting of young male lions). 

 

 The Service cannot authorize imports of trophies from any females or  

males under 6 years of age.  

 

Regardless of where the hunt occurs, it is well-established that lethal take of female lions 

negatively impacts the subspecies’ reproductive success, and the Service therefore cannot 

make an enhancement finding for imports of female lion trophies.  Similarly, as discussed 

at length in our Petition and at the African Lion Workshop, lethal take of male lions under 

6 years of age causes cascading impacts on lion populations, leading to increased infant 

mortality and undermining conservation of the species.  Thus, the Service must not issue 

any permits if the applicant cannot prove that the male lion was 6 years of age or older 

when hunted.  Additionally, as the Service has suggested for leopards and elephants, there 

should be a cap on the number of lion trophies an applicant can import (no more than one 

per year). 

 

 The Service cannot authorize imports of trophies obtained from captive 

hunting facilities. 

 

As the Service has acknowledged, when a subspecies is listed under the ESA, such listing 

clearly applies to any individual of the listed entity, whether living in captivity or in the 

wild. See 16 U.S.C. § 1533(b) (making clear that the take prohibition applies to captive 

animals regardless of the date of listing); 16 U.S.C. § 1538(a)(1) (prohibiting the take of 

“any” endangered species); H.R. Rep. No. 93-412 (1973) (“[t]he term ‘fish or wildlife’ means 

all wild animals, whether or not raised in captivity”); 42 Fed. Reg. 28052 (June 1, 1977) 

(“captive individuals provide gene pools that deserve continued preservation, and such 

individuals make it possible to re-establish or rejuvenate wild populations,” and “[f]or these 

reasons, the Service will continue to enforce the stringent prohibitions of the Act as they 

relate to captive individuals of a species that is endangered in the wild…”); 44 Fed. Reg. 

30044 (May 23, 1979) (“The Service has consistently maintained that the Act applies to 

both wild and captive populations of a species…”); 63 Fed. Reg. 48634, 48636 (September 

11, 1998) (explaining that “take” was defined by Congress to apply to endangered or 

threatened wildlife “whether wild or captive” and conceding that “It is true that the Act 

applies to all specimens that comprise a ‘species’” and “does not distinguish between wild 

and captive specimens thereof”); 77 Fed. Reg. 431, 434 (Jan. 5, 2012) (the ESA “specifically 

covers any species that is listed as endangered or threatened, whether it is native to the 

United States or non-native and whether it is in captivity or in the wild.”); 78 Fed. Reg. 

33790 (June 5, 2013); 78 Fed. Reg. 35201, 35204 (June 12, 2013) (“the Act does not allow for 

captive-held animals to be assigned separate legal status from their wild counterparts on 

http://www.fws.gov/international/pdf/enhancement-finding-2014-elephant-Tanzania.PDF
http://www.fws.gov/international/pdf/enhancement-finding-2014-elephant-Tanzania.PDF
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the basis of their captive state, including through designation as a separate distinct 

population segment (DPS). It is also not possible to separate out captive- held specimens for 

different legal status under the Act by other approaches…”); 79 Fed. Reg. 4313, 4317 (Jan. 

27, 2014) (“The ESA does not support the exclusion of captive members from a listing based 

solely on their status as captive.”). 

 

Captive hunting of imperiled animals and the trade of the animals’ body parts as trophies 

can have a negative impact on wild populations (as well as severe welfare impacts on 

individual animals). The Service itself has recognized that “uses of captive wildlife can be 

detrimental to wild populations” because “consumptive uses,” including captive hunting, 

can “stimulate a demand for products which might further be satisfied by wild populations.” 

44 Fed. Reg. 30,044, 30,045 (May 23, 1979). Creating legal markets for endangered and 

threatened species and their parts can encourage and facilitate poaching and create 

demand for wild members of those species. See Valerius Geist, How Markets in Wildlife 

Meat and Parts, and the Sale of Hunting Privileges, Jeopardize Wildlife Conservation, 

CONSERVATION BIOLOGY, Vol. 2, Issue 1 at 16 (Mar. 1988) (U.S. wildlife conservation has 

been “based on three primary policies ... 1) the absence of market in the meat, parts, and 

products of [wildlife,] 2) the allocation of the material benefits of wildlife by law, not by the 

market place . . ., 3) the prohibition on frivolous killing of wildlife”); David M. Lavigne, et 

al., Sustainable utilization: the lessons of history, THE EXPLOITATION OF MAMMAL 

POPULATIONS 251, 260 (Victoria J. Taylor et al. eds., 1996) (establishment of “legal markets 

for valuable wildlife product . . . provide[s] incentives for poaching [because] when the 

prices of wildlife products are sufficiently high, they also attract criminal elements into 

poaching, making wildlife protection not only increasingly difficult but also dangerous”); 

Lavigne, et al., at 258-260 (“Generally, putting a price on dead wildlife almost invariably 

leads to over-exploitation and increases the ‘extinction potential’ of target species”); Hunter, 

et. al, INTERNATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL LAW & POLICY at 1035 (Foundation Press 1998) 

(Excerpt) (“Trade is responsible for an estimated 40% of vertebrate species facing 

extinction. Ironically, market forces can exacerbate the threats from illegal trade, for as 

species become rarer their value on the market increases to reflect this scarcity, increasing 

the incentive for further poaching”); see also Valerius Geist, North American Policies of 

Wildlife Conservation, WILDLIFE CONSERVATION POLICY (Geist and McTaggart-Cowan eds 

1995).  

 

Lion experts agree that “Captive-bred hunting undermines the conservation credibility of 

the hunting industry and does nothing to preserve lion habitat”.  Packer et al. (2006)25; 

Luke Hunter et al., Walking With Lions: Why There Is No Role for Captive-Origin Lions 

Panthera leo in Species Restoration, Oryx Vol 47(1), 19-24 (2013), available at 

http://www.panthera.org/sites/default/files/HUNTER-2012-WalkingWithLions-ORYX.PDF 

(experts, including members of the IUCN Species Survival Commission Cat Specialist 

Group, agree that facilities that breed lion cubs (and prematurely separate those cubs from 

their mothers for hand-rearing) to provide lions for tourist interactions do not contribute to 

conservation).  See also Chloe Cooper, How Lions Go From the Petting Zoo to the Dinner 

                                                           
25 Packer, C., Whitman, K., Loveridge, A., Jackson, J. & Funston, P. (2006). Impacts of trophy 

hunting on lions in East and Southern Africa: Recent off take and future recommendations 

(Background paper for the Eastern and Southern African Lion conservation workshop). 

Johannesburg, South Africa. P. 9. 

 

http://www.panthera.org/sites/default/files/HUNTER-2012-WalkingWithLions-ORYX.PDF
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Plate, Africa Geographic (Aug. 4, 2013) http://blog.africageographic.com/africa-geographic-

blog/hunting/how-lions-go-from-the-petting-zoo-to-the-dinner-plate/; Threat to Conservation: 

Lion Bone Trade on Rise, The Times of India (June 25, 2013) 

http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/home/environment/flora-fauna/Threat-to-conservation-

Lion-bone-trade-on-rise/articleshow/20754330.cms (noting that lion bones are being used as 

substitutes for tiger bone potions and the value of a lion skeleton could therefore be in 

excess of $10,000); Jacalyn Beales, Canned Hunting and Cub-Petting are Big Business in 

South Africa, Earth Island Journal (Jan. 20, 2015), available at  

http://www.earthisland.org/journal/index.php/elist/eListRead/canned_hunting_and_cub-

petting_are_big_business_in_south_africa?utm_content=bufferf9f87&utm_medium=social&

utm_source=facebook.com&utm_campaign=buffer (discussing the lucrative industry in 

South Africa whereby captive lions are bred to produce a maximum number of offspring, 

cubs are hand-reared to sell photographic opportunities to tourists, and once the cubs get 

too large they are sold for captive hunts); Clarissa Ward, The Lion Whisperer, CBS News – 

60 Minutes (Nov. 30, 2014), available at http://www.cbsnews.com/news/the-lion-whisperer/ 

(reporting from a sanctuary that houses lions rescued from the canned hunting industry, 

noting that such animals cannot be reintroduced into the wild after being hand-reared). 

 

Further, as discussed at the Service’s African Lion Workshop on June 26, 2013, there is a 

significant problem with lions from South Africa being traded internationally under CITES 

permits that do not accurately represent their wild or captive origin. Similarly, the CITES 

Animals Committee has recognized the detrimental impacts of international trade in other 

African big cats (cheetahs) – in East Africa, wild cheetahs are being traded under the guise 

of being captive bred, and in South Africa there is no evidence that captive-breeding is 

properly managed. See CITES Animals Committee, Illegal Trade in Cheetahs (Acinonyx 

jubatus), Decision 16.72, AC27 Doc. 18 (2014), available at 

http://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/com/ac/27/E-AC27-18.pdf.  

 

Currently, U.S. hunters are importing staggering numbers of trophies and parts obtained 

(allegedly) from captive hunting facilities. Between 2009 and 2013, the parts of 

approximately 1,962 captive-bred African lions and 13 captive-born lions were imported to 

the U.S. (Tables 2 and 3, Tables A2 and A3). This includes 1,860 trophies of which 1,848 

were imported for hunting trophy purposes, 10 for personal purposes, and 2 for commercial 

purposes; all but four of these originated in South Africa (Tables A2 and A3).  

 

Table 2. Summary: Gross imports to U.S. of Panthera leo specimens equal to one 

lion each from captive-bred sources 

Term Purpose 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Subtotals 

bodies H 0 41 0 0 0 41 

skins  H 2  7  19  0 0 28 

trophies H 379 311 375 453 321 1839 

live  P 0 0 0 0 2  2 

skins P 0 1 2 1 0 4 

trophies  P 1  3  1  1  4 10 

bodies T 0 0 1 2 0 3 

live T 0 0 25 4 4 33 

trophies  T 0 0 0 2  0 2 

http://blog.africageographic.com/africa-geographic-blog/hunting/how-lions-go-from-the-petting-zoo-to-the-dinner-plate/
http://blog.africageographic.com/africa-geographic-blog/hunting/how-lions-go-from-the-petting-zoo-to-the-dinner-plate/
http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/home/environment/flora-fauna/Threat-to-conservation-Lion-bone-trade-on-rise/articleshow/20754330.cms
http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/home/environment/flora-fauna/Threat-to-conservation-Lion-bone-trade-on-rise/articleshow/20754330.cms
http://www.earthisland.org/journal/index.php/elist/eListRead/canned_hunting_and_cub-petting_are_big_business_in_south_africa?utm_content=bufferf9f87&utm_medium=social&utm_source=facebook.com&utm_campaign=buffer
http://www.earthisland.org/journal/index.php/elist/eListRead/canned_hunting_and_cub-petting_are_big_business_in_south_africa?utm_content=bufferf9f87&utm_medium=social&utm_source=facebook.com&utm_campaign=buffer
http://www.earthisland.org/journal/index.php/elist/eListRead/canned_hunting_and_cub-petting_are_big_business_in_south_africa?utm_content=bufferf9f87&utm_medium=social&utm_source=facebook.com&utm_campaign=buffer
http://www.cbsnews.com/news/the-lion-whisperer/
http://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/com/ac/27/E-AC27-18.pdf
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Term Purpose 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Subtotals 

Subtotals  382 363 423 463 331 1962 

Purpose codes: H = hunting trophy; P = personal; T = commercial 

Table 3. Summary: Gross imports to U.S. of Panthera leo specimens equal to one 

lion each from born in captivity (F1) sources 

Term Purpose 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Subtotals 

bodies  H 1  0 0 0 0 1 

trophies  H 1  0 1  6  1  9 

live  T 0 0 0 0 3  3 

Subtotals  2 0 1 6 4 13 

Purpose codes: H = hunting trophy; P = personal; T = commercial 

Thus, the Service must rigorously evaluate future applications for imports of captive-

hunted trophies and parts, in the same vein as it evaluates applications for imports of wild-

sourced lions. Given the abundant evidence that the captive hunting industry in South 

Africa and elsewhere fails to promote the conservation of the subspecies, the Service cannot 

lawfully authorize imports of specimens obtained from such origins. 

 

 The Service cannot authorize domestic trade in lion parts. 

 

Neither the international or domestic trade in lion parts (e.g., claws, teeth, pelts, meat) can 

be said to enhance the survival of African lions, and must be strictly prohibited. Further, 

the Service must make clear to the regulated community that once lions are listed as 

threatened, interstate sale and interstate commercial transport in lion meat is prohibited.  

Eating lion meat as a novelty clearly does not benefit the conservation of the species, and it 

would be unlawful for the Service to authorize domestic trade in lion meat (whether the 

meat originated from a wild lion or from a lion raised in captivity in the U.S.). 

 

Conclusion 

 

Petitioners (joined by over 58,000 of their members) strongly urge the Service to 

expediently issue a final rule listing African lions as threatened with a special rule 

requiring threatened species permits for all otherwise prohibited activities. Such permits 

must only be issued for activities that demonstrably enhance the survival of wild lions.  The 

Service should annually review the management plan(s) for each country where lion 

hunting occurs, using the criteria established by experts and outlined herein, to ensure that 

permit applications to import lion trophies are strictly scrutinized. The Service cannot 

lawfully issue trophy import permits for any female lions or male lions under six years of 

age, as the lethal take of such animals undermines the conservation of the species.  

Further, the Service must not issue import permits for trophies or parts originating from 

West Africa, Tanzania, Zimbabwe, or any canned hunting facility, and the Service must 

make clear that domestic trade in parts is prohibited. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 
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Anna Frostic 

Attorney for The Humane Society of the United States  

and The Fund for Animals 

2100 L Street NW, Washington, DC 20037 

 

 

 
 

Teresa M. Telecky, Ph.D. 

Director, Wildlife Department 

Humane Society International 

 

 
 

Jeff Flocken 

International Fund for Animal Welfare 

 

 
 

Adam Roberts 

Born Free USA 
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ANNEX 

Table A1. Detail: Gross imports to U.S. of Panthera leo specimens from wild 

sources 

Term Purpose Country 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Subtotals 

         

bodies  H CA  3  2  0 0 0  

bodies  H NA  0 1  0 0 0  

bodies  H ZA  2  0 0 2  0  

Subtotals   5 3 0 2 0 10 

         

bones  H NA  4  0 0 0 0  

bones  H TZ  2  0 0 0 0  

bones  H ZA  10  22  14  21  18   

bones  H ZW  0 0 0 26  2   

claws  H NA  6  2  0 0 0  

claws  H TZ  0 8  0 0 0  

claws  H ZA  16  14 30  58  95   

claws  H ZW  0 0 0 0 16   

derivatives  H ZA  0 2 1  0 0  

feet  H ZA  0 4  4  0 0  

garments  H ZA  1  0 1  2  0  

live  H ZA  0 0 8  0 0 8 

         

skins  H MX  1  0 0 0 0  

skins  H MZ  3  1  19  9  9   

skins  H NA  1  0 0 1  0  

skins  H TZ  31  23  1  5  5   

skins  H ZA  1  14  23  46  0  

skins  H ZW  3  1  20  39  22   

Subtotals   40 39 63 100 36 278 

         

skulls  H CA  3  3  0 1  0  

skulls  H MZ  1  1  21  8  8   

skulls  H SA  1  0 0 0 0  

skulls  H TZ  31  23  0 5  8   

skulls  H ZA  14  25  30  53  2   

skulls  H ZW  6  3  28  41  22   

tails  H ZA  0 0 0 1  0  

teeth  H ZA  0 10  4  0 0  

         

trophies  H AD  0 0 2  0 0  
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Term Purpose Country 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Subtotals 

trophies  H AE  1  0 0 0 0  

trophies  H BF  1  0 0 0 3   

trophies  H BW  1  4  2  0 1   

trophies  H CA  0 4  0 2  0  

trophies  H CF  0 0 1  1  0  

trophies  H CM  0 1  0 0 0  

trophies  H ET  0 1  0 1  0  

trophies  H FR  0 1  1  1  0  

trophies  H MX  1  0 1  1  0  

trophies  H MZ  8  10  7  5  4   

trophies  H NA  7  7  10  7  6   

trophies  H TW  0 0 0 0 0  

trophies  H TZ  91  64  37  42  3   

trophies  H ZA  249  260  236  217  214   

trophies  H ZM  31  26  17  50  17   

trophies  H ZW  46  38  33  49  44   

Subtotals   436 416 347 376 292 1867 

         

bone pieces  P ZW  0 0 0 0 5   

bones  P ZA  4  0 0 0 0  

bones  P ZW  0 0 0 0 15   

claws  P GB  0 0 0 5  0  

claws  P ZA  18  2  0 1  0  

derivatives  P ZA  3  0 0 0 0  

garments  P ZW  0 1  0 0 0  

leather products (small)  P ZA  0 0 0 6  0  

live  P KE  1  0 0 0 0 1 

skin pieces  P NA  1  0 0 0 0  

skin pieces  P ZA  1  0 0 0 0  

         

skins  P CA  0 0 1  0 0  

skins  P NA  1  1  0 0 0  

skins  P ZA  5  1  0 1  0  

skins  P ZW  0 1  0 0 0  

Subtotals   6 3 1 1 0 11 

         

skulls  P AU  0 0 0 2  0  

skulls  P NA  1  0 0 0 0  

skulls  P NO  1  0 0 0 0  

skulls  P ZA  2  2  1  1  0  

skulls  P ZW  0 2  0 0 0  
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Term Purpose Country 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Subtotals 

tails  P ZA  0 0 0 1  0  

teeth  P ZA  0 2  0 6  0  

         

trophies  P FR  1  0 0 0 0  

trophies  P IT  0 0 0 0 0  

trophies  P NA  3  0 0 1  2   

trophies  P ZA  6  2  1  1  0  

trophies  P ZW  0 2  0 0 0  

Subtotals   10 4 1 2 2 19 

         

unspecified  P GB  0 1  0 0 0  

         

bodies  T GB  1  0 0 0 0  

bodies  T ZA  0 0 1  0 0  

Subtotals   1 0 1 0 0 2 

         

claws  T TZ  0 0 0 0 2   

claws  T ZA  12  0 1  0 74   

derivatives  T GB  0 1  0 0 0  

garments  T ZA  0 0 0 0 1   

         

skins  T ET  0 1  0 0 0  

skins  T ZA  0 0 0 1  2   

Subtotals   0 1 0 1 2 4 

         

         

trophies  T CA  0 1  0 0 0  

trophies  T ZA  1  1  1  0 0  

trophies  T ZW  1  0 0 0 0  

Subtotals   2 2 1 0 0 5 

Purpose codes: H = hunting trophy; P = personal; T = commercial 

Table A2. Detail: Gross imports to U.S. of Panthera leo specimens from captive-

bred sources 

Term Purpose Country 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Subtotals 

         

bodies  H ZA  0 41  0 0 0 41 

bone pieces  H ZA  0 0 0 2  3   

bones  H ZA  42  18  503  4  8   

claws  H ZA  4  54  6  33  72   

feet  H ZA  0 0 3  0 0  
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Term Purpose Country 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Subtotals 

garments  H ZA  0 0 1  0 0  

skins  H ZA  2  7  19  0 0 28 

skulls  H CA  0 0 0 0 2   

skulls  H ZA  4  6  22  13  1   

teeth  H ZA  2  0 0 0 0  

         

trophies  H CA  0 0 0 0 2   

trophies  H NA  0 0 0 1  1   

trophies  H ZA  379  311  375  452  318   

   379 311 375 453 321 1839 

         

bones  P ZA  0 0 0 8  0  

carvings  P ZA  0 0 0 0 1   

claws  P ZA  36  2  8  0 27   

garments  P ZA  1  1  0 0 0  

live  P MX  0 0 0 0 2  2 

         

skins  P CA  0 0 1  0 0  

skins  P ZA  0 1 1  1  0  

   0 1 2 1 0 4 

         

skulls  P ZA  0 0 1  1  0  

trophies  P ZA  1  3  1  1  4 10 

         

bodies  T BE  0 0 0 2  0  

bodies  T FR  0 0 1  0 0  

   0 0 1 2 0 3 

         

live  T BO  0 0 25  0 0  

live  T ZA  0 0 0 4  4   

   0 0 25 4 4 33 

         

trophies  T ZA  0 0 0 2  0 2 

Purpose codes: H = hunting trophy; P = personal; T = commercial 

Table A3. Detail: Gross imports to U.S. of Panthera leo specimens from born in 

captivity (F1) sources 

Term Purpose Country 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Subtotals 

         

bodies  H ZA  1  0 0 0 0 1 

trophies  H ZA  1  0 1  6  1  9 
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Term Purpose Country 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Subtotals 

live  T ZA  0 0 0 0 3  3 

Purpose codes: H = hunting trophy; P = personal; T = commercial 

 

 

 



  

  

 
 

 

April 21, 2017 

 

Mr. Timothy Van Norman 

Chief, Branch of Permits 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  

5275 Leesburg Pike 

Falls Church, VA 22041  

 

Re: Cape Mountain Zebra (Equus zebra zebra) Trophy Import Permit  

 

Dear Chief Van Norman, 

The Humane Society of the United States (HSUS), Humane Society International (HSI), and 

Center for Biological Diversity (CBD) strongly urge the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to deny 

the permit application from Alex Cisneros (PRT-07645C) to import a Cape Mountain Zebra 

hunting trophy from South Africa. See 82 Fed. Reg. 14741 (March 22, 2017). There is simply 

no evidence to support an Endangered Species Act (“ESA”) enhancement finding for this 

application, and granting this permit would violate the Service’s duties under the ESA and 

implementing regulations. 16 U.S.C. § 1539; 50 C.F.R §§ 17.21, 17.22.  Thus, the Service must 

deny this application. 

ESA Permitting Standards 

Pursuant to the ESA (16 U.S.C. § 1538(a)) and Fish and Wildlife Service regulations (50 

C.F.R. §§ 17.21, 17.22), once the Service lists a species as endangered, as it did with the 

Equus zebra zebra over 40 years ago (41 Fed. Reg. 24062 (June 14, 1976)), the species is 

protected from import unless such action will “enhance the propagation or survival of the 

affected species” or is for scientific purposes consistent with the conservation purpose of the 

ESA. 16 U.S.C. § 1539(a)(1)(A); 50 C.F.R. §§ 17.21, 17.22. As the plain language of the statute 

makes clear, enhancement authorization may only be issued for activities that positively 

benefit the species in the wild. See also FWS, Ensuring the Future of the Black Rhino (Nov. 

25, 2014), at http://www.fws.gov/news/blog/index.cfm/2014/11/25/Ensuring-the-Future-of-

the-Black-Rhino (acknowledging that the ESA enhancement standard is more stringent than 

the CITES non-detriment standard and that the trophy import permits should only be issued 

if the Service finds “that the [animal] is taken as part of a well-managed conservation 

program that contributes to the long-term survival of the species”); U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service Handbook for Endangered and Threatened Species Permits (1996) (making clear that 

http://www.fws.gov/news/blog/index.cfm/2014/11/25/Ensuring-the-Future-of-the-Black-Rhino
http://www.fws.gov/news/blog/index.cfm/2014/11/25/Ensuring-the-Future-of-the-Black-Rhino
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an enhancement activity “must go beyond having a neutral effect and actually have a positive 

effect”). 

Permits issued under Section 10(a)(1) must be granted on a case-by-case basis, with an 

application and opportunity for meaningful public participation. 16 U.S.C. § 1539(c); Friends 

of Animals v. Salazar, 626 F. Supp. 2d 102, 119 (D.D.C. 2009).  Before the Service can issue 

authorization to conduct otherwise prohibited acts, it must find that: (1) the permit or 

registration was “applied for in good faith;” (2) the permit or registration “will not operate to 

the disadvantage of such endangered species;” and (3) the proposed action “will be consistent 

with the purposes and policy” of the ESA (i.e., conservation1 ). 16 U.S.C. § 1539(d). As 

explained by Congress, these requirements were intended “to limit substantially the number 

of exemptions that may be granted under the act.” H. R. Rep. No. 93-412 p. 17 (1973) 

(emphasis added). Implementing regulations further require that applicants provide detailed 

information about the animals, persons, facilities, and actions involved in the otherwise 

prohibited activity. 50 C.F.R §§ 17.21(g), 17.22; id. § 13.21(b)(2)(3) (authorization may not be 

issued if applicant “failed to disclose material information required” or “failed to demonstrate 

a valid justification”). 

In deciding whether to issue an enhancement permit, the FWS must consider “[t]he probable 

and indirect effect which issuing the permit would have on the wild populations of the wildlife 

sought to be covered by the permit;” “[w]hether the permit . . . would in any way, directly or 

indirectly, conflict with any known program intended to enhance the survival probabilities 

of the population from which the wildlife sought to be covered by the permit was or would be 

removed;” “[t]he opinions or views of scientists or other persons or organizations having 

expertise concerning the wildlife or other matters germane to the application;” and 

“[w]hether the expertise, facilities, or other resources available to the applicant appear 

adequate to successfully accomplish the objectives stated in the application.”  50 C.F.R. § 

17.22(a)(2). 

Notably, when this animal was killed by Mr. Cisneros in August 2015 (and when Mr. Cisneros 

submitted his application for import on September 14, 2016), the Cape Mountain Zebra was 

listed on Appendix I of the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild 

Fauna and Flora (“CITES”). However, the species’ CITES status was downgraded to 

Appendix II during the 2016 CITES Conference of the Parties, effective January 2, 2017. For 

species listed on Appendix II, international trade can only be authorized if the Scientific and 

Management Authorities of the exporting country make the requisite findings for issuance 

an export permit. CITES Art. IV. Those conservation and animal welfare findings include: 

(1) the export will not be detrimental to the survival of the species, and (2) the specimen was 

                                                           
1 The primary purpose of the ESA is to “provide a program for the conservation of such endangered 

species.” 16 U.S.C. § 1531(b). The term “conservation” means “to use…all methods and procedures 

which are necessary to bring any endangered species or threatened species to the point at which the 

measures provided pursuant to this chapter are no longer necessary” – i.e. to recover the species in the 

wild so that it may be taken off of the list of endangered species. 16 U.S.C. § 1532(3). 
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not obtained in contravention of the laws of the country of origin. Thus, while FWS is not 

required to issue a CITES import permit for this trophy as they would have had to do if the 

species remained on Appendix I, the fact that this hunt occurred while the species was listed 

on Appendix I underscores the need for strict application of the ESA enhancement standard 

in this case. 

Threats to the Continued Survival of Cape Mountain Zebra 

Equus zebra zebra is endemic to the two most southern provinces of South Africa, the Eastern 

Cape and Western Cape Provinces (Boshoff, Landman & Kerley 2016), and the wild 

population is very small, has a highly fragmented distribution, and has low genetic diversity 

(Dalton et al. 2017), endangering the continued existence of the subspecies. 

 

At the turn of the twentieth century, due to over-hunting and habitat loss, only 58 Cape 

Mountain Zebra remained in three isolated areas (Cradock, Kammanassie and Gamkaberg) 

(Birss et al. 2016). Increased efforts to conserve the subspecies allowed the population to 

increase to 2,790 individuals in 52 subpopulations by 2013 (Hrabar and Kerley 2013). More 

recently, the government of South Africa stated: “In August 2015 the population of Cape 

Mountain Zebra comprised a minimum of 4,791 individuals in no less than 75 

subpopulations” (Government of South Africa 2016, p. 3). There are an estimated 1,714-3,247 

mature individuals in the population; however, of these, only 753-1,027 are certainly 

genetically pure (i.e., definitely not hybridized) (Hrabar et al. 2016).  

 

Despite this population increase, Hrabar and Kerley (2013, p. 403) warn that “the long-term 

security of the subspecies is still uncertain” due to a number of factors. Firstly, most of the 

population is at risk for inbreeding because all of the reintroduced populations, except one, 

originated from one of the relic populations and “the subspecies cannot be considered secure 

until the full genetic diversity is conserved and represented throughout the metapopulation” 

(Hrabar and Kerley 2013, p. 407).  

 

Secondly, about a third of the subpopulations within the natural range of the subspecies are 

privately-owned and of a small size; these small populations tend to have low reproductive 

output, suffer from inbreeding depression and genetic drift, and are more susceptible to 

diseases than larger populations (Hrabar and Kerley 2013, p. 406-7).  

 

Thirdly, and of high relevance to this import permit application, Hrabar and Kerley (2013, p. 

407) stated that decreasing international protection for the subspecies (as happened through 

the CITES down-listing in 2016) would encourage private owners to establish even more 

small subpopulations, exacerbating the existing genetic problems.  These researchers also 

said that the “hunting of selected individuals in small populations could have a significant 

negative effect on this socially complex species; e.g. removal of bachelor males would prevent 

the formation of new breeding herds with new genetic input.” Id.  
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More recently, Birss et al. (2016, p. 15) identified hybridization with other equids e.g. plains 

zebra (Equus quagga burchelli), as a threat to the Cape Mountain Zebra. At present, the only 

relic Cape Mountain Zebra population not threatened with hybridization is the population at 

the Gamka Nature Reserve (Dalton et al. 2017). Of further concern, Lea et al. (2016) recently 

discovered that twelve of 21 subpopulations within the historic range of the species exist in 

suboptimal habitat and that this is having a negative consequence on population 

performance. 

 

The recommended conservation efforts for the Cape Mountain Zebra are (Hrabar and Kerley 

2013, p. 407): “(1) increasing the size of existing small subpopulations, (2) ensuring the 

genetic diversity of subpopulations, (3) gaining a better understanding of the effect of hunting 

and predation on demographics, (4) determining the effective population size in 

subpopulations and the metapopulation, (5) determining the potential population size for the 

available habitat, and (6) identifying the minimum viable population size”. Hrabar et al. 

(2016) note that, unfortunately, all of these recommendations were not implemented and as 

a result little metapopulation management is practiced, founder populations are often small, 

genetic exchange between subpopulations is poor, and there are poor hunting and offtake 

management practices.  

 

More recently, Dalton et al. (2017) recommended a further conservation effort to include the 

removal of all plains zebra from all locations where both species are managed sympatrically 

in order to prevent hybridization. They caution that these removals should ideally be done in 

one operation to avoid fragmentation of breeding herds, which may increase the risk of 

hybridization as a result of social disruption. 

 

Furthermore, in South Africa, there is no formal management plan for Cape Mountain Zebra 

(Birss et al. 2016). In 2016, the government of South Africa stated, “A Biodiversity 

Management Plan (BMP) in terms of the National Environmental Management: Biodiversity 

Act (NEMBA) 2004, currently under development, will further improve the management and 

monitoring of Cape mountain zebra and address the major threat to the subspecies, which is 

a loss of genetic diversity” (Government of South Africa 2016, p. 3). Although a draft BMP 

was published in December 2016 (Birss et al. 2016), the BMP has not yet been finalized to 

date. 

 

This Import Would Not Enhance the Survival of the Species as Required by Law 

Mr. Cisneros has failed to demonstrate that his 2015 kill of an endangered Cape Mountain 

Zebra enhanced the survival of the species and, therefore, FWS must deny this permit 

application. 

The zebra at issue in this permit application was killed on a private game reserve in the 

Limpopo Province of South Africa; however, there is no information in the application 

regarding the animal’s origin, whether it is wild-born or captive-bred, nor is there any 
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information indicating that the game reserve’s breeding efforts could or would enhance the 

survival of wild zebras. See 77 Fed. Reg. 431, 434 (Jan. 5, 2012) (“While the Service does 

believe that captive breeding can provide a significant benefit to endangered species, such 

benefits can only be realized when the breeding program is scientifically based and conducted 

in a manner that contributes to the continued survival of the species….However, breeding 

just to breed, without adequate attention to genetic composition and demographics of the 

breeding population, may not provide a clear conservation benefit to an endangered 

species.”). 

The applicant’s claims that hunting this zebra on the Limpopo Province game reserve 

benefits conservation are highly dubious. First, the draft South Africa BMP described above 

is focused on “actions and strategies to strengthen the overall population performance, 

distribution and genetic diversity to ensure overall population fitness and resilience of the 

meta-population within the natural distribution range (and including protected areas with 

populations outside the natural distribution range) (Birss et al. 2016, p. 7). While the draft 

BMP includes “sustainable, non-detrimental harvest and off-take as an economic incentive 

for private land owners participating in the meta-population strategy,” in context this clearly 

does not apply to Cape Mountain Zebra in non-protected areas outside of the natural 

distribution range, such as the animal that is the subject of this permit application which 

was killed outside the natural distribution of the species, in Limpopo Province and not in a 

formal protected area. 

Further, while Cape Mountain Zebra populations occur on private land outside of the natural 

distribution range, according to the draft BMP, these are located in Eastern Cape, Western 

Cape, Northern Cape and the Free State Provinces (Birss et al. 2017, p. 20) and not Limpopo 

Province. This means that the Limpopo Province property where the animal that is the 

subject of this permit application does not contain a Cape Mountain Zebra population 

recognized in the draft BMP. Therefore, any activities with Cape Mountain Zebra in Limpopo 

Province are highly unlikely to enhance the survival of the species. 

 

In 2015, the Scientific Authority of South Africa published a Non-Detriment Finding (NDF) 

for the export of Cape Mountain Zebra live animals and hunting trophies. The NDF states 

“effects of harvesting (e.g. on heterozygosity and fitness) are not currently monitored” and 

there is only “medium confidence in the current monitoring of the harvest” (Scientific 

Authority of South Africa 2015, p. 12). The NDF states that there “no conservation incentives 

for either the subspecies or its habitat are derived from hunting Cape mountain zebra within 

the Western Cape. In the Eastern Cape, hunting has potentially benefited the Cape mountain 

zebra, but has not necessarily incentivized habitat conservation” (Scientific Authority of 

South Africa 2015, p. 12). The NDF states, “legal local and international trade in live animals 

and the export of hunting trophies at present poses a moderate to high risk to the survival of 

this subspecies in South Africa” (Scientific Authority of South Africa 2015, p. 12). The NDF 

concluded that exports could proceed only if a small hunting quota could be determined 

through population viability analysis that considers genetic diversity and if the quota is 
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monitored through a research project; and if a BMP is developed and implemented to improve 

metapopulation management. However, to date, these measures are not in place. Therefore, 

it would be unlawful for South Africa to issue a CITES export permit for the Cape Mountain 

Zebra addressed in this permit application. Indeed, according to Hrabar et al. (2016, p. 7), 

“the CITES hunting quota is zero and thus there is no international trade.”2 

 

The application attempts to rely on the South African government’s proposal at CITES CoP17 

to transfer the Cape Mountain Zebra from Appendix I to II, which stated that “private land 

owners are responsible for the increase of Cape Mountain Zebras.” However, as noted above, 

this refers to private owners within the natural range of the species and part of the meta-

population strategy, not a game reserve in Limpopo Province where this zebra was killed. 

Thus, the record is devoid of any information to support a finding that hunting Cape 

Mountain Zebra in Limpopo Province enhances the survival of the subspecies.   

 

Captive hunting of endangered animals and the trade of the animals’ body parts as trophies 

can have a negative impact on wild populations. The Service itself has recognized that “uses 

of captive wildlife can be detrimental to wild populations” because “consumptive uses,” 

including captive hunting, can “stimulate a demand for products which might further be 

satisfied by wild populations.” 44 Fed. Reg. 30,044, 30,045 (May 23, 1979). Indeed, for trophy 

hunters, the rarer the trophy, the more valuable and expensive it is, and the greater is the 

prestige. See Courchamp F, Angulo E, Rivalan P, Hall RJ, Signoret L, et al. (2006) Rarity 

Value and Species Extinction: The Anthropogenic Allee Effect. PLoS Biol 4(12): e415. 

doi:10.1371/journal.pbio.0040415. 

There is abundant evidence that the existence of legal markets for endangered species can 

both encourage and facilitate poaching of those species. See Valerius Geist, How Markets in 

Wildlife Meat and Parts, and the Sale of Hunting Privileges, Jeopardize Wildlife 

Conservation, CONSERVATION BIOLOGY, Vol. 2, Issue 1 at 16 (Mar. 1988) (U.S. wildlife 

conservation has been “based on three primary policies ... 1) the absence of market in the 

meat, parts, and products of [wildlife,] 2) the allocation of the material benefits of wildlife by 

law, not by the market place . . ., 3) the prohibition on frivolous killing of wildlife”); David M. 

Lavigne, et al., Sustainable utilization: the lessons of history, THE EXPLOITATION OF MAMMAL 

POPULATIONS 251, 260 (Victoria J. Taylor et al. eds., 1996) (establishment of “legal markets 

for valuable wildlife product . . . provide[s] incentives for poaching [because] when the prices 

of wildlife products are sufficiently high, they also attract criminal elements into poaching, 

making wildlife protection not only increasingly difficult but also dangerous”); Lavigne, et al., 

at 258-260 (“Generally, putting a price on dead wildlife almost invariably leads to over-

exploitation and increases the ‘extinction potential’ of target species”); Hunter, et. al, 

INTERNATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL LAW & POLICY at 1035 (Foundation Press 1998) (Excerpt) 

                                                           
2 A search of the CITES trade database for imports of Cape Mountain Zebra to the U.S. from 2006-

2015 confirms that the U.S. did not report imports in the past decade (although South Africa recorded 

that two skins were exported to the U.S. for hunting trophy purposes during this period). 



7 
 

(“Trade is responsible for an estimated 40% of vertebrate species facing extinction. Ironically, 

market forces can exacerbate the threats from illegal trade, for as species become rarer their 

value on the market increases to reflect this scarcity, increasing the incentive for further 

poaching”); see also Valerius Geist, North American Policies of Wildlife Conservation, 

WILDLIFE CONSERVATION POLICY (Geist and McTaggart-Cowan eds 1995). Further, the 

Service has explicitly recognized that some of these endangered species are specifically 

targeted by “non-resident hunters” who seek to obtain “trophies” of these exotic wild animals.  

70 Fed. Reg. 52319, 52321. 

 

The Service cannot sanction such actions that are anathema to the letter and intent of the 

ESA, the purpose of which is to “provide a program for the conservation of such endangered 

species.” 16 U.S.C. § 1531(b); see also Humane Society v. Kempthorne, 481 F. Supp. 2d 53, 62 

(D.D.C. 2006) (enjoining an FWS program allowing lethal take of endangered gray wolves, 

holding that: “[t]he language ‘propagation or survival of the affected species,’ is on its face, 

antithetical to the killing of 43 members of an endangered species barring some direct and 

immediate danger imposed by the individual animals killed to other members of the species.”) 

(vacated as moot); Fund for Animals v. Turner, 1991 WL 206232, at *7 (D.D.C. Sept. 27, 1991) 

(rejecting FWS’s argument that hunting threatened grizzly bears promotes conservation by 

creating wariness of humans).  

The ESA requires a direct link between the authorized action (the import) and the required 

effect (enhancement). See 58 Fed. Reg. 32,632 (June 11, 1993) (questioning “whether there is 

a direct cause and effect relationship between education through exhibition of living wildlife 

and enhancement of survival in the wild of the species exhibited”) (emphasis added). The 

plain language of the ESA only allows FWS to permit an “otherwise prohibited action” if that 

action enhances the species’ survival. 16 U.S.C. § 1539(a)(1)(A). Here, the “otherwise 

prohibited” action that the Service would be permitting – import of a hunting trophy – is not 

carried out for the purpose of enhancing the species; rather, the action is undertaken solely 

for the personal benefit of the hunter and the private game ranch. 

While any conservation justification is absent from his initial application, Mr. Cisneros 

claims that “Obviously the funds that I paid for the Mountain Zebra would be used to help 

with the increase of future Mountain Zebras by the landowner. I am unsure what portion will 

be used for the exact amount for enhancement of Cape Mountain Zebra, but I am sure some 

portion will be used to further increase the herd.” However, as noted above, the draft BMP 

does not recognize a Cape Mountain Zebra population in Limpopo Province. Therefore, it is 

highly unlikely that funds paid by the applicant will be used to enhance the survival of the 

species. Thus, this application fails to meet the requirement that applicants to provide a “full 

statement of why the permit is justified.” 50 C.F.R. § 17.22(a)(1)(vii).  

 

Moreover, the record shows that this particular hunt was the result of highly suspect animal 

husbandry practices. Mr. Cisneros claims that, “I was able to acquire this particular Zebra 

because it had defective hooves that made it painful to walk and the land owner allowed me 
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to put the animal down.” The applicant further claims that the landowner did not want this 

zebra’s “genetics to cause future animals to be disabled also.” However, over-grown hooves 

(laminitis) is not a genetic disorder, but rather an indication of poor animal husbandry. The 

zebra’s hoof condition in the photographs contained in the application materials shows 

insufficient wear and treatment to keep the hoofs trimmed, as would naturally occur in the 

habitat to which they are endemic. Overgrown hooves can and must be trimmed by human 

caregivers; there is no need to kill the animal to address this problem. 

 

In the wild, zebras can walk 40 km per day, which provides natural wear to their hooves. The 

natural habitat of Cape Mountain Zebra is “rugged, broken mountainous and escarpment 

areas up to 2,000 m above sea level with a diversity of grass species and perennial water” 

(Birss et al. 2016, p. 20). However, the Farm Cambrais 352 in the Legkraal area of the 

Capricorn District of Limpopo Province, where the animal in question was killed, is not 

suitable Cape Mountain Zebra habitat. Rather, it is typical sandveld, characterized by dry, 

sandy soil, which is definitely not adequate terrain for hoof maintenance of this species. The 

farm and terrain can be viewed on this map: 

http://travelingluck.com/Africa/South+Africa/Limpopo/_983460_Legkraal.html  

Therefore, the landowner appears to have been grossly negligent in providing proper hoof 

care for this zebra. This problem potentially could have been exacerbated by an improper diet 

provided by the landowner, as food provided to captive wildlife is often higher in calories than 

wild forage, which can lead to overweight animals and has been surmised to contribute to 

hoof overgrowth (Maulhardt et al. undated). Captive care experts have explicitly found that 

mountain zebras require more frequent hoof trimming than other types of zebras (Wiedner 

et al. 2012, p. E7). 

Notably, the South Africa Animals Protection Act explicitly prohibits persons in control of 

any wild animal from failing to “render or procure veterinary or other medical treatment or 

attention” or to “negligently…cause[] any unnecessary suffering to any animal…”3 To the 

extent that Mr. Cisneros was complicit in the improper management of this animal, arguably 

the zebra was taken in violation of South African law and cannot be lawfully imported into 

the U.S. pursuant to the Lacey Act (16 U.S.C. § 3372(a)(2)(A)). 

 

Therefore, HSUS, HIS, and CBD strongly urge the Service to deny this application, which 

would be the first permit issued (at least in recent decades)4 for a trophy import for the 

endangered Cape Mountain Zebra and would create dangerous precedent for all endangered 

species by allowing the import of hunting trophies from poorly managed populations.  

                                                           
3 See http://www.gov.za/sites/www.gov.za/files/Act%2071%20of%201962.pdf  

4 A search of the Federal Register reveals two other trophy import applications for this species in 2007 

(PRT-165737) and 2008 (PRT- 180473), but there is no evidence that notice of issuance of these permits 

was ever published in the Federal Register, as required by law, and there is no readily available 

evidence that FWS authorized any such trophy imports since the species was listed in 1976.  

http://travelingluck.com/Africa/South+Africa/Limpopo/_983460_Legkraal.html
http://www.gov.za/sites/www.gov.za/files/Act%2071%20of%201962.pdf
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Pursuant to the Service’s regulations (50 C.F.R. § 17.22(e)), we hereby request ten days 

advance notification (via email, afrostic@humanesociety.org) prior to the issuance of this 

permit. Additionally, if the Service decides to issue this permit, please include with such 

notice a copy of the individualized enhancement finding for the applicant. 

Sincerely, 

 

     
Anna Frostic       Teresa M. Telecky, Ph.D. 

Senior Attorney, Wildlife Litigation   Director, Wildlife Department 

The Humane Society of the United States   Humane Society International 

 

 

 

 

Tanya Sanerib 

Senior Attorney 

Center for Biological Diversity  
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October 9, 2012 

Public Comments Processing 

Attn: FWS-R9-ES-2011-0003 

Division of Policy and Directives Management  

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  

4401 North Fairfax Drive, MS 2042-PDM  

Arlington, Virginia 22203  

 

Via: www.regulations.gov  

 

Re: Comments on Proposed Downlisting of Capra falconeri jerdoni 

Docket #FWS-R9-ES-2011-0003; FXES111309F2130D2-123-FF09E2200; 

RIN 1018-AY42 

 

The Humane Society of the United States, the nation’s largest animal protection 

organization, hereby submits the following comments on the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service’s proposed rule to reclassify the markhor subspecies Capra 

falconeri jerdoni from endangered to threatened, with a special rule that would 

allow for the import of hunting trophies without a permit. See 77 Fed. Reg. 47011 

(August 7, 2012). This proposed listing does not appear to be based on the best 

available scientific evidence, as required by the Endangered Species Act (16 

U.S.C. § 1533(b)(1)(A)), nor does the proposed special rule provide for the 

conservation of the subspecies, as required by law (16 U.S.C. § 1533(d)).  

Therefore, the Service may not finalize the proposed rule without amendment. 

Taxonomic Uncertainty Undermines Listing 

As an initial matter, the Service has not resolved fundamental questions of 

taxonomy that significantly affect this markhor subspecies listing.  The Service is 

proposing to amend the listing of subspecies Capra falconeri jerdoni, yet the 

Service has not adequately addressed the question of whether that subspecies is 

distinct from another markhor subspecies, C.f. megaceros, which is currently 

listed as endangered. See 50 C.F.R. § 17.11 (currently listing 3 subspecies of 

markhor as endangered: C.f. chiltanensis, C.f. megaceros, and C.f. jerdoni). 

Indeed, the Service has specifically acknowledged that it is still looking for 

information on basic markhor taxonomy (77 Fed. Reg. at 47013), and such 

information must be ascertained before a reclassification of C.f. jerdoni can be 

made on the basis of the best scientific evidence. 

http://www.regulations.gov/
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Previously, seven subspecies of markhor were generally recognized: Capra falconeri jerdoni 

(straight-horned or Suleiman markhor), C.f. megaceros (Kabul  markhor), C.f. cashmirensis 

(Kashmir markhor), C.f. falconeri (Aston markhor), C f. ognevi (Uzbek markhor), C.f. 

heptneri (Tajik markhor), and C f. chialtanensis (Chiltan markhor) (64 Fed. Reg. 51499 

(Sept. 23, 1999). However, in 1975, scientist recognized that these subspecies were not all 

distinct, and markhor taxonomy was reorganized into only three subspecies based on horn 

shape and body characteristics: notably, C.f. jerdoni and C.f. megaceros were combined into 

C.f. megaceros (straight-horned markhor). See George B. Schaller & S. Amunallah Khan, 

Distribution and Status of Markhor (Capra falconeri), Biological Conservation Col. 7(3), 

185-198 (1975). Although the Service acknowledges this collapse in the distinction between 

C.f. jerdoni and C.f. megaceros, it also notes that there has been inconsistent use of these 

terms in scientific literature and that the Service did not receive any information in 

comments on 90-day finding regarding the correct nomenclature that should be followed.  

77 Fed. Reg. at 47014.   

When faced with this taxonomic uncertainty, instead of trying to resolve it by consulting 

with markhor experts (such as the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN), 

which does not recognize C.f. jerdoni, http://www.iucnredlist.org/details/3787/0) or 

completing the status review of the entire species that the Service began in 1999 (64 Fed. 

Reg. 51499 (Sept. 23, 1999)), the Service instead arbitrarily decided that it will continue to 

recognize C.f. jerdoni and C.f. megaceros as distinct subspecies.  77 Fed. Reg. at 47014. This 

decision to focus on reclassifying C.f. jerdoni is particularly unfounded because of the 

petition history here.  The 2010 petition for which the Service is now making a 12-month 

finding requested that the Service downlist the Torghar Hills population of the Suleiman 

markhor, which the petitioners identified as Cf. jerdoni or C.f. megaceros.  The Service’s 90-

day finding on the petition specifically asked for information on genetics and taxonomy for 

C.f. jerdoni and C.f. megaceros “to determine if these two subspecies constitute a single 

subspecies.”  76 Fed. Reg. 31903 (June 2, 2011). Thus, it is completely unclear why the 

Service has now decided to reclassify C.f. jerdoni even though it continues to recognize the 

(potentially indistinguishable) subspecies C.f. megaceros as endangered. 

Until the Service adequately resolves this uncertainty, it cannot take any listing action 

with respect to one subspecies as such action could directly jeopardize the other listed 

subspecies.  For example, if C.f. jerdoni and C.f. megaceros are indeed distinct subspecies, 

facilitating trade of one subspecies (as proposed through the downlisting of C.f. jerdoni) 

could jeopardize C.f. megaceros by facilitating unsustainable hunting of that endangered 

subspecies.  If C.f. jerdoni and C.f. megaceros are in fact just one subspecies (as recognized 

in scientific literatures since 1975 and currently by the IUCN), the Service’s analysis of the 

subspecies range and threats would be inaccurate, as it only considered C.f. jerdoni. 

Under the plain language of the statute, the Service is required to base listing decisions 

“solely” on the “best available scientific and commercial data available.” 16 U.S.C. § 

1533(b)(1)(A).  “The addition of the word ‘solely’ is intended to remove from the process of 

http://www.iucnredlist.org/details/3787/0
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listing or delisting of species any factor not related to the biological status of the species . . . 

. [E]conomic considerations have no relevance to determinations regarding the status of 

species.’” New Mexico Cattle Growers v. U.S. Fish & Wildlife, 248 F.3d 1277, 1284-85 (10th 

Cir. 2001), quoting H.R. Rep. No. 97-567, pt. 1 at 29 (1982) (emphasis added); see also  H.R. 

Conf. Rep. No. 835, 97th Cong. 2d Sess. 19-20 (1982) (the limitations on the factors the 

Service may consider in making listing decisions was intended to “ensure that decisions . . . 

pertaining to listing . . . are based solely upon biological criteria and to prevent 

nonbiological considerations from affecting such decisions." (emphasis added); S. Rep. No. 

418, 97th Cong., 2d Sess. 12 (1982) (explaining that this language “would preclude the 

Secretary from considering economic or other non-biological factors in determining whether 

a species should be listed . . . Only in this way will the endangered and threatened species 

lists accurately reflect those species that are or are likely to be in danger of extinction”) 

(emphasis added)).   

Moreover, in keeping with the overall purposes of the statute, even where the best available 

scientific evidence leaves some doubt as to the status of a species, the Service is required to 

“give the benefit of the doubt” to the species. (Conner v. Burford, 848 F.2d 1441, 1454 (9th 

Cir. 1988); see also San Luis & Delta-Mendoza Water Auth., 2000 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 1779 at 

*9 (E.D. Cal. 2000)).  Indeed, “[e]ven if the available scientific and commercial data were 

quite inconclusive [the Service] may – indeed must – still rely on it in making listing 

decisions.” (Southwest Center for Biological Diversity v. Babbitt, 215 F.3d at 60, quoting 

City of Las Vegas v. Lujan, 891 F.2d 927, 938 (D.C. Cir. 1989)). 

In this case, without a resolution of the taxonomic questions surrounding C.f. jerdoni and 

C.f. megaceros, the Service’s proposed downlisting of C.f. jerdoni cannot be said to be based 

on the best available scientific evidence. Therefore, the Service must conduct further 

scientific review before proposing to reclassify one or more subspecies of markhor. 

Significant Portion of Range Analysis 

Although the Service does not make it clear in this markhor listing, the agency appears to 

be applying its recent draft policy regarding how to evaluate the significant portion of a 

subspecies’ range (76 Fed. Reg. 76991 (Dec. 9, 2012)). The Service found that despite the 

remaining threats to C.f. jerdoni, the increase in population size in the Torghar Hills in 

Pakistan means that the subspecies is no longer endangered because these threats “are not 

of sufficient imminence, intensity, or magnitude to indicate that the straight-horned 

markhor is presently in danger of extinction”.  77 Fed. Reg. at 47022.  The Service went on 

to analyze whether C.f. jerdoni is endangered in any significant portion of its range (though 

it does not address how or whether that range is different from that of C.f. megaceros). 

As indicated in our comments on the draft policy, HSUS is concerned about the Service’s 

definition of “significant,” which specifies that a portion of range can be considered 

significant only if loss of the species from that portion would threaten the species as a whole 
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with extinction.  HSUS also continues to be concerned about the Service’s determination 

that lost historic range cannot qualify as a significant portion of range. 

The draft policy and this proposed markhor listing specify that a portion of the range of a 

(sub)species is significant “if its contribution to the viability of the species is so important 

that without that portion, the [sub]species would be in danger of extinction.” See 77 Fed. 

Reg. at 47023.  This definition does not provide a meaningful distinction between when a 

species is endangered or threatened in a significant portion of its range and when a species 

is imperiled throughout all its range, and will severely limit protection for species that are 

imperiled in significant portions of their ranges. This definition also does not truly solve the 

redundancy problem identified by the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals in Defenders of 

Wildlife v. Norton, 258 F.3d 1136 (9th Cir. 2001), where the appellate court held that “[i]f … 

the effect of extinction throughout ‘a significant portion of its range’ is the threat of 

extinction everywhere, then the threat of extinction throughout ‘a significant portion of its 

range’ is equivalent to the threat of extinction throughout all its range.” Id. at 1141. 

Although worded differently, it seems that, in effect, the Service has collapsed the two 

paths to species’ protection mandated by Congress. Portions of range that meaningfully 

contribute to the species in terms of its redundancy, resiliency, and representation should 

be considered significant.  

Further, according to the draft policy (76 Fed. Reg. 76991), when considering whether a 

species is endangered in a significant portion of its range, the range that the Service is 

considering is “the general geographical area within which that species can be found at the 

time FWS…makes any particular status determination,” and more directly that lost 

historical range “cannot constitute a significant portion of a species’ range.” Under this 

framework, past losses of species are effectively ignored unless they compromise the 

viability of the species in its current range, making determinations of the need to protect 

species arbitrarily dependent on when the agencies consider the status of a species. This 

approach leads to a temporally shifting baseline, which has long been recognized as 

problematic by conservation scientists. As with current range, the agencies should analyze 

whether areas of lost range are needed to ensure redundancy, resiliency, and 

representation of the species. The Service does not appear to have done that here, simply 

stating that “no markhor occur in Afghanistan.” 77 Fed. Reg. at 47014. 

The Service found that although the threats to C.f. jerdoni are most severe outside of 

Torghar Hills, the portion of the range outside of the Torghar Hills does not meet the 

definition of “significant” and “does not warrant further consideration.”  Id.  at 47024.  But 

instead of considering whether this portion of the range could present opportunity for 

further recovery, the Service simply dismisses it as currently insignificant.  Given the 

concerns regarding the Service’s definition of significant, and given the taxonomic 

uncertainty with markhor subspecies, the Service’s analysis of the significant portion of the 

range of C.f. jerdoni cannot be said to be based on the best available scientific evidence, as 

required by law. 
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Proposed Special Rule Would Not Promote Conservation 

In addition to proposing to downlist C.f. jerdoni to threatened, the Service proposes to issue 

a special rule that would allow for the import of hunting trophies without a permit.  The 

Service claims that this regulation “would support and encourage conservation actions of 

the straighthorned markhor” (77 Fed. Reg. at 47012); however, instead of providing for the 

conservation of straight-horned markhor (C.f. jerdoni or C.f. megaceros), as required by law, 

this special rule would decrease oversight of hunting activities for a species decimated by 

poaching, would adopt an unlawful pay-to-play scheme, and would undermine the 

conservation of straight-horned markhor. 

Whenever a species is listed as threatened, the Service “shall issue such regulations as [it] 

deems necessary and advisable to provide for the conservation of such species.” 16 U.S.C. § 

1533(d) (emphasis added)).  The Service has issued regulations that provide that all of the 

prohibitions that apply to endangered species also apply to threatened species, unless the 

agency (a) otherwise permits those activities pursuant to its general regulations governing 

permits for threatened species, 50 C.F.R. § 17.32, or (b) has issued a “special rule” that 

governs a particular threatened species, 50 C.F.R. § 17.31(c).  However, pursuant to the 

plain language of the Act, any such “special rule” must also “provide for the conservation” of 

the species – i.e., provide for its recovery in the wild. 16 U.S.C. § 1533(d); see also Sierra 

Club v. Clark, 577 F. Supp. 783 (D.Minn. 1984), aff’d, 755 F.2d 608 (8th Cir. 1985); accord, 

Fund for Animals v. Turner, 1991 WL 206232 (D.D.C. 1991)). 

As an endangered subspecies, C.f. megaceros is protected from import unless such action 

will “enhance the propagation or survival of the affected species.” 16 U.S.C. § 1539(a)(1)(A); 

50 C.F.R. §§ 17.21(g)(1)(ii), 17.22. As the plain language of the statute makes clear, 

enhancement authorization may only be issued for activities that positively benefit the 

species in the wild. See also 50 C.F.R. § 17.3 (“Enhance the propagation or survival, when 

used in reference to wildlife in captivity, includes” certain activities that “would not be 

detrimental to the survival of wild or captive populations of the affected species.”); U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife Service Handbook for Endangered and Threatened Species Permits 

(1996) (making clear that an enhancement activity “must go beyond having a neutral effect 

and actually have a positive effect”). 

Enhancement authorization must be granted on a case-by-case basis, with an application 

and opportunity for meaningful public participation. 16 U.S.C. § 1539(c); Friends of 

Animals v. Salazar, 626 F. Supp. 2d 102, 119 (D.D.C. 2009).  Before the Service can issue 

authorization to conduct otherwise prohibited acts, it must find that: (1) the permit or 

registration was “applied for in good faith;” (2) the permit or registration “will not operate 

to the disadvantage of such endangered species;” and (3) the proposed action “will be 

consistent with the purposes and policy” of the ESA (i.e., conservation1). 16 U.S.C. § 1539(c)-

                                                           
1 The primary purpose of the ESA is to “provide a program for the conservation of such endangered 

species.” 16 U.S.C. § 1531(b). The term “conservation” means “to use…all methods and procedures 
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(d). As explained by Congress, these requirements were intended “to limit substantially the 

number of exemptions that may be granted under the act.”  H. R. Rep. No. 93-412 p. 17 

(1973) (emphasis added). Permits for threatened species may also be issued for zoological 

exhibition, educational purposes, incidental taking, or special purposes consistent with the 

purpose of the Act (i.e., conservation). 50 C.F.R. § 17.32.  

The Service is proposing the following special rule for C.f. jerdoni (50 C.F.R. § 17.40(r) 

(emphasis added)), which would allow for the import of hunting trophies without an import 

permit, as normally required:  

(1) General requirements. Except as noted in paragraph (r)(2) of this section, all prohibitions 

of § 17.31 of this part and exemptions of § 17.32 of this part apply to this subspecies.  

(2) What are the criteria under which a personal sport-hunted trophy may qualify for import 

without a permit under § 17.32 of this part?  

If, upon receiving information on an established conservation program for straight-horned 

markhor:  

(i) Populations of straight-horned markhor within the conservation program’s 

areas can be shown to be sufficiently large to sustain sport hunting and are 

stable or increasing;  

(ii) Regulating authorities have the capacity to obtain sound data on populations;  

(iii) The conservation program can demonstrate a benefit to both the communities 

surrounding or within the area managed by the conservation program and 

the species; and the funds derived from sport hunting are applied toward 

benefits to the community and the species; 

(iv) Regulating authorities have the legal and practical capacity to provide for the 

long-term survival of the populations; and  

(v) Regulating authorities can determine that the sport-hunted trophies have in 

fact been legally taken from the populations under an established 

conservation program,  

the Director may, consistent with the purposes of the Act, authorize by publication of a notice 

in the Federal Register the importation of personal sport-hunted straight-horned markhor, 

taken legally from the established program after the date of such notice, without a 

Threatened Species permit pursuant to § 17.32 of this part, provided that the applicable 

provisions of 50 CFR part 23 have been met. 

 Lack of Oversight 

 

This proposed special rule would be exceedingly difficult for the Service to implement.  For 

example, although the rule specifically exempts trophies from the standard import permit 

process, it nevertheless would require the Service’s decision of whether to authorize 

importation to be based “upon receiving information on an established conservation 

program.” 77 Fed. Reg. at 47027. Yet the special rule does not make clear who is required to 

submit this information and in what format.  Further, the special rule does not make clear 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
which are necessary to bring any endangered species or threatened species to the point at which the 

measures provided pursuant to this chapter are no longer necessary” – i.e. to recover the species in 

the wild so that it may be taken off of the list of endangered species. 16 U.S.C. § 1532(3). 
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how the Service would determine if local regulatory authorities “have the capacity to obtain 

sound data on populations” or whether and how the Service will decide if regulatory 

authorities “can determine” where a particular trophy was hunted. [This is particularly 

concerning given that the 12-month finding itself acknowledges that provincial laws 

impacting C.f. jerdoni “are subject to broad exemptions, allowing for overriding laws 

favoring development and commercial use, and enforcement is lacking.” 77 Fed. Reg. at 

47021.] These are the exact types of questions that an import permit applicant must submit 

information on, and the Service and the public routinely evaluate these concerns through 

the notice and comment permitting process. 

Instead, here the Service is proposing to set up a parallel scheme that avoids public 

comment on import permit applications and makes it unclear whose burden it is to 

establish whether the conditions for import have been met.  This vague regulation would 

not provide for conservation, but instead would decrease the Service’s oversight of hunting 

activities for a subspecies that has been severely threatened by poaching. By decreasing its 

oversight of straight-horned markhor trophy imports, the Service would not only fail to 

actively promote conservation for threatened C.f. jerdoni, but would also jeopardize the 

survival of endangered C.f. megaceros (as the Service concedes it does not know how or 

whether to distinguish between these two subspecies).  This is particularly true given that 

the proposed special rule is not limited to the Torghar Hills population, which is the only 

management program that the Service appears to have any information on.   

 Hunting of Endangered Species Undermines Conservation 

 

The Service suggests that the trophy hunting management scheme in the Torghar Hills has 

“eliminated impacts from poaching in this population” (77 Fed. Reg. at 47012) – yet the 

Service does not evaluate whether the suppression of poaching is due to recreational 

hunting or due simply to the increased surveillance of the population.  For example, it has 

been demonstrated with other species that the presence of behavioral researchers and/or 

eco-tourists (both non-consumptive uses of wildlife) can provide significant protection of 

populations threatened by poaching. See, e.g. Elizabeth V. Lonsdorf, The Role of Behavioral 

Research in the Conservation of Chimpanzees and Gorillas, J. OF APPLIED ANIMAL WELFARE 

SCIENCE vol. 10, no. 1, 71-78 (2007); Sophie Kondgen et al., Pandemic Human Viruses 

Cause Decline of Endangered Great Apes, CURRENT BIOLOGY vol. 18, 260-264 (Feb. 26, 

2008).   

Indeed, creating legal markets for endangered species and their parts can encourage and 

facilitate poaching and create demand for wild members of those species. For trophy 

hunters, the rarer the trophy, the more valuable and expensive it is, and the greater is the 

prestige. See Courchamp F, Angulo E, Rivalan P, Hall RJ, Signoret L, et al. (2006) Rarity 

Value and Species Extinction: The Anthropogenic Allee Effect. PLoS Biol 4(12): e415. 

doi:10.1371/journal.pbio.0040415. There is abundant evidence that the existence of legal 

markets for endangered species can both encourage and facilitate poaching of those species. 

See Valerius Geist, How Markets in Wildlife Meat and Parts, and the Sale of Hunting 
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Privileges, Jeopardize Wildlife Conservation, CONSERVATION BIOLOGY, Vol. 2, Issue 1 at 16 

(Mar. 1988) (U.S. wildlife conservation has been “based on three primary policies ... 1) the 

absence of market in the meat, parts, and products of [wildlife,] 2) the allocation of the 

material benefits of wildlife by law, not by the market place . . ., 3) the prohibition on 

frivolous killing of wildlife”); David M. Lavigne, et al., Sustainable utilization: the lessons of 

history, THE EXPLOITATION OF MAMMAL POPULATIONS 251, 260 (Victoria J. Taylor et al. 

eds., 1996) (establishment of “legal markets for valuable wildlife product . . . provide[s] 

incentives for poaching [because] when the prices of wildlife products are sufficiently high, 

they also attract criminal elements into poaching, making wildlife protection not only 

increasingly difficult but also dangerous”); Lavigne, et al., at 258-260 (“Generally, putting a 

price on dead wildlife almost invariably leads to over-exploitation and increases the 

‘extinction potential’ of target species”); Hunter, et. al, INTERNATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL 

LAW & POLICY at 1035 (Foundation Press 1998) (Excerpt) (“Trade is responsible for an 

estimated 40% of vertebrate species facing extinction. Ironically, market forces can 

exacerbate the threats from illegal trade, for as species become rarer their value on the 

market increases to reflect this scarcity, increasing the incentive for further poaching”); see 

also Valerius Geist, North American Policies of Wildlife Conservation, WILDLIFE 

CONSERVATION POLICY (Geist and McTaggart-Cowan eds 1995). Further, the Service has 

explicitly recognized that some of these endangered species are specifically targeted by 

“non-resident hunters” who seek to obtain “trophies” of these exotic wild animals.  70 Fed. 

Reg. 52319, 52321. 

 

The Service cannot sanction such actions that are anathema to the letter and intent of the 

ESA, the purpose of which is to “provide a program for the conservation of such endangered 

species.” 16 U.S.C. § 1531(b); see also Humane Society v. Kempthorne, 481 F. Supp. 2d 53, 

62 (D.D.C. 2006) (enjoining an FWS program allowing lethal take of endangered gray 

wolves, holding that: “[t]he language ‘propagation or survival of the affected species,’ is on 

its face, antithetical to the killing of 43 members of an endangered species barring some 

direct and immediate danger imposed by the individual animals killed to other members of 

the species.”) (vacated as moot); Fund for Animals v. Turner, 1991 WL 206232, at *7 

(D.D.C. Sept. 27, 1991) (rejecting FWS’s argument that hunting threatened grizzly bears 

promotes conservation by creating wariness of humans).  

 Payments Cannot Offset Trophy Hunting 

 

The ESA requires a direct link between the authorized action (e.g., import) and the 

required effect (providing for conservation). See, e.g., 58 Fed. Reg. 32,632 (June 11, 1993) 

(questioning “whether there is a direct cause and effect relationship between education 

through exhibition of living wildlife and enhancement of survival in the wild of the species 

exhibited”) (emphasis added). The plain language of the ESA only allows FWS to permit an 

“otherwise prohibited action” (i.e., import) if that action enhances the species’ survival or 

otherwise provides for conservation of the species. 16 U.S.C. §§ 1533(d), 1539(a)(1)(A). Here, 

the “otherwise prohibited” action that the Service would be authorizing with the special 
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rule – import of trophies – is not carried out for the purpose of promoting conservation; 

rather, the action is undertaken solely for the benefit of the individual hunter.  

The Service instead is proposing that in order to import markhor trophies without a permit, 

there must be information that the conservation program “can demonstrated a benefit to 

both the communities surrounding or within the area managed by the conservation 

program and the species; and the funds derived from sport hunting are applied toward 

benefits to the community and the species.”  77 Fed. Reg. at 47027. 

As an initial matter, benefits to the community are irrelevant unless they also confer a 

benefit to the listed species. Further, the Service has not established any guidelines for 

determining whether funds are sufficiently “applied towards” community and species 

benefits, nor does the Service appear to be poised to consider the financial needs of the 

conservation programs at issue.  Allowing import of hunting trophies based in part on 

funding communities living near a hunting preserve does not provide for conservation as 

required by the ESA. 

 

For the reasons stated herein, HSUS respectfully requests that the Service amend this 

proposed rule to provide for conservation, as mandated by law. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
Anna Frostic 

Staff Attorney, Wildlife Litigation 

The Humane Society of the United States 

2100 L Street NW, Washington, DC 20037 



1 
 

 

 

 

February 3, 2014 

Public Comments Processing 

Attn: FWS-R9-ES-2011-0003 

Division of Policy and Directives Management  

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  

4401 North Fairfax Drive, MS 2042-PDM  

Arlington, Virginia 22203  

 

Via: www.regulations.gov  

 

Re: Comments on the Revised Proposed Rule to Downlist  

Straight-Horned Markhor from Endangered to Threatened 

[Docket #FWS-R9-ES-2011-0003;  

FXES111309F2130-134-FF09E22000; RIN 1018-AY42] 

 

The Humane Society of the United States (HSUS) and Humane Society International (HSI) 

hereby submit the following comments on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s revised 

proposed rule to reclassify the straight-horned markhor from endangered to threatened, 

with a special rule that would allow for the import of hunting trophies without a permit. 

See 78 Fed. Reg. 73173 (Dec. 5, 2013); 77 Fed. Reg. 47011 (August 7, 2012). HSUS’ 

comments on the original proposed rule (submitted on October 9, 2012) are hereby 

incorporated by reference and attached hereto. 

As noted in HSUS’ prior comments, the present listing of markhor subspecies does not 

reflect the current scientific consensus on markhor taxonomy and the original proposed rule 

did not adequately consider the best available science on this issue. This revised rule 

proposes to combine the listing of the straight-horned markhor (Capra falconeri jerdoni in 

Afghanistan and Pakistan) and the Kabul markhor (Capra falconeri megaceros in 

Afghanistan and Pakistan) into one subspecies, the straight-horned markhor (Capra 

falconeri megaceros).  

While HSUS and HSI commend the Service for reevaluating the taxonomy of this listing, 

we reiterate our concerns regarding the Service’s application of its significant portion of the 

range analysis (which ignores threats to the subspecies outside of the Torghar Hills and 

does not consider whether areas of lost range are needed to ensure redundancy, resiliency, 

and representation of the subspecies). We also continue to believe that the proposed special 

rule (which would encourage trophy hunting of markhor, including the endangered Capra 

falconeri chiltanensis) would not promote the conservation of straight-horned markhor, as 

http://www.regulations.gov/
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required by law (16 U.S.C. § 1533(d)). These issues are addressed in HSUS’ prior comments 

(attached) and are not resolved by the proposed taxonomic amendment to this listing. 

Additionally, there is a serious flaw in the Service’s reasoning used to justify the proposed 

finding that “if there was a loss of the straight-horned markhor population outside of the 

Torghar Hills, the remaining population in the Torghar Hills would not be in danger of 

extinction.” New evidence shows that the Service’s evaluation of the threat of disease to the 

straight-horned markhor is not based on the best available science, which shows that the 

subspecies (which has less than 2500 individuals, almost all of whom are in Pakistan) could 

be at significant risk from an outbreak of pneumonia, as recently occurred in markhor in 

Tajikistan. Further, the Service has not adequately considered the impacts to endangered 

snow leopards (Uncia uncia) that might occur if the Service finalizes the proposed special 

rule for trophy hunting of straight-horned markhor. Therefore, even if the Service decides 

to proceed with this downlisting (which HSUS and HSI believe is unwarranted), the Service 

must conduct additional analysis on this proposal before finalizing such a listing. 

Significant Portion of Range Analysis Flawed 

In addition to our broader concerns about the Service’s draft policy regarding the significant 

portion of the range analysis (76 Fed. Reg. 76991 (Dec. 9, 2012)) that HSUS included in 

previous comments, HSUS and HSI are deeply concerned that the Service is arbitrarily 

dismissing the consequence of straight-horned markhor outside of the Torghar Hills 

population. 

 

To determine whether the straight-horned markhor is endangered over a significant portion 

of its range, the Service states that “the significance of the portion of the range should be 

determined based on its biological contribution to the conservation of the species”. 78 Fed. 

Reg. at 73182. The Service further states:  

 

“A portion of the range of a species is ‘significant’ if its contribution to the 

viability of the species is so important that without that portion, the species 

would be in danger of extinction….[W]e evaluate biological significance based 

on the principles of conservation biology using the concepts of redundancy, 

resiliency, and representation. Resiliency describes the characteristics of a 

species and its habitat that allow it to recover from periodic disturbance. 

Redundancy (having multiple populations distributed across the landscape) 

may be needed to provide a margin of safety for the species to withstand 

catastrophic events. Representation (the range of variation found in a 

species) ensures that the species’ adaptive capabilities are conserved.” Id. 
 

However, the Service does not appear to have applied this framework to its analysis 

concluding that “if there was a loss of the straight-horned markhor population outside of 

the Torghar Hills, the remaining population in the Torghar Hills would not be in danger of 

extinction”. 78 Fed. Reg. at 73183. 
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Firstly, the Service acknowledges that the straight-horned markhor population is highly 

fragmented and that populations other than the Torghar Hills population are under severe 

threat. The Service states “we find that threats appear to be affecting the subspecies in the 

portion of the range outside of the Torghar Hills more severely, particularly with respect to 

overhunting.” Id. 

 

Secondly, the Service acknowledges that the Torghar Hills population size was possibly as 

low as 450 animals in 1988 and grew to 3,518 animals by 2011 (78 Fed. Reg. at 73176), a 

clear indication that the population is most likely inbred with high levels of homozygosity. 

Such populations lack the genetic diversity that is necessary to ensure that the species will 

have resilience in the face of future threats, including disease. 

 

The non-Torghar Hills populations are vital to the survival to the straight-horned markhor. 

They provide redundancy, so that if something catastrophic happens to the Torghar Hills 

population, these other populations would continue to exist. They are a source of genetic 

variability that could (if these populations were also conserved and joined with the Torghar 

Hills population), be critical for saving the inbred Torghar Hills population and for ensuring 

that the subspecies has resilience in the face of threats. Finally, these populations are the 

only remaining sources of representation of geographical variation of this formerly wide-

spread subspecies, some of which would confer greater survival advantage to the subspecies 

if they were connected to other populations.  

 

Without the non-Torghar Hills populations of straight-horned markhor, the species is in 

great danger of extinction because it would lack the redundancy, resilience, and 

representation these other populations bring. It is illogical for the Service to acknowledge 

the importance of these conservation biology principles, and then to ignore them by 

concluding that the Torghar Hill’s population, and the subspecies, does not need the other 

extant populations of straight-horned markhor to survive. 

 

Through this listing, the Service essentially proposes to put all of its eggs in the Torghar 

Hills basket, an unreasonable gamble and a decision that is belied by the best scientific 

evidence available.  If all of the populations outside of Torghar Hills were to go extinct, the 

subspecies would be irrevocably harmed due to loss of genetic variability and reduced 

resiliency. Further, given the substantial risk (discussed below) that just one disease 

outbreak could decimate the Torghar Hills population, it is highly unlikely that this 

population would continue to persist and independently support the continued existence of 

the subspecies (especially given the likelihood of inbreeding within this small population). 

Loss of the non-Torghar Hills populations would endanger the subspecies rangewide and, 

therefore, are significant to the Service’s analysis of the threats to straight-horned 

markhor. 
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Threat of Disease Not Adequately Analyzed 

The Service is required to base listing decisions “solely” on the “best available scientific and 

commercial data available.” 16 U.S.C. § 1533(b)(1)(A); New Mexico Cattle Growers v. U.S. 

Fish & Wildlife, 248 F.3d 1277, 1284-85 (10th Cir. 2001), quoting H.R. Rep. No. 97-567, pt. 

1, at 29 (1982) (“The addition of the word ‘solely’ is intended to remove from the process of 

listing or delisting of species any factor not related to the biological status of the 

species…[E]conomic considerations have no relevance to determinations regarding the 

status of species.’”). 

In its proposed rule, the Service incorrectly concludes (citing to studies from 2002 and 2004) 

that “Currently, there is no evidence of disease transmission between livestock and 

markhor.” 78 Fed. Reg. at 73179.  Yet the Service recognizes that the:  

“Torghar Hills population is within an area that heavily relies on domestic 

livestock for subsistence…it is more likely to interact with domestic sheep 

and goats than the other populations. In the event of a disease outbreak, the 

Torghar Hills population would be particularly vulnerable. Because the 

other extant populations are critically low, declining, and continue to face 

threats from poaching and habitat loss, the single population in the Torghar 

Hills will not provide a sufficient enough margin of safety for the 

subspecies to withstand this type of catastrophic event.” Id. (emphasis 

added). 

 

It is incomprehensible how the Service can conclude that the straight-horned markhor is 

not currently in danger of extinction even though there is scientific consensus that this 

subspecies has recently suffered a huge loss of its range1  and when the Service itself 

acknowledges that the only known population, which contains the vast majority of the total 

surviving individuals, is “particularly vulnerable” to disease outbreak.  

Further, the Service does not appear to have considered a recent study that describes a 

pneumonia outbreak that killed approximately 20% of the markhor population in 

Tajikistan in 2010.  Stephane Ostrowski et al., Fatal Outbreak of Mycoplasma capricolum 

Pneumonia in Endangered Markhors, Emerging Infectious Diseases Vol. 17(12) (Dec. 2011), 

available at http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3311196/. The distinguished 

authors of that study (including experts from the Wildlife Conservation Society, Tajikistan, 

and France) concluded that the pathogen that killed these markhor is carried 

asymptomatically in domestic goats and that domestic goats “pose an insidious risk for 

cross-species transmission with sympatric wild caprines [like markhor].” Id.  

                                                           
1  IUCN, Capra falconeri, Redlist (2014), at http://www.iucnredlist.org/details/full/3787/0 (“In 

Pakistan, the most comprehensive study of the distribution and status of the straight-horned 

markhor comes from Schaller and Khan (1975). They showed a huge recent past range for this 

subspecies, but the present range in Pakistan consists only of small isolated areas…”). 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3311196/
http://www.iucnredlist.org/details/full/3787/0
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The Service concedes that this subspecies could be catastrophically impacted by a disease 

outbreak in the Torghar Hills and that markhor in the Torghar Hills are likely to interact 

with domestic goats; yet the Service arbitrarily concludes that the straight-horned markhor 

is not in danger of extinction due to the threat of disease. The Service made this finding 

without considering the best available science (Ostrowski et al., 2013), which shows that 

straight-horned markhor (including those in the Torghar Hills area) could easily go extinct 

due to an outbreak of pneumonia. Indeed, the International Union for the Conservation of 

Nature and Natural Resources (IUCN) considers all markhor subspecies to be endangered 

and decreasing in numbers. 2  The Service cannot lawfully finalize this rule without 

considering the best available science on the risk of disease to straight-horned markhor. 16 

U.S.C. § 1533(b)(1)(A). 

Impacts to Snow Leopards Must Be Considered 

The Service has also failed to consider whether the proposed special rule would pose a 

threat to endangered snow leopards (Uncia uncia, aka Panthera uncia). The ESA requires 

the Service to use its regulatory authority in furtherance of the conservation of endangered 

species (16 U.S.C. § 1531(c)(1)) and snow leopards have been listed as endangered since 

1972 (37 Fed. Reg. 6476). However, the proposed special rule could undermine the 

conservation of snow leopards, whose range overlaps with the straight-horned markhor in 

northern Pakistan. Compare http://maps.iucnredlist.org/map.html?id=22732, with 

http://maps.iucnredlist.org/map.html?id=3787.  

As discussed in HSUS’ previous comments, the proposed special rule would allow for the 

import of hunting trophies without a permit.  The Service claims that this regulation 

“would support and encourage conservation actions of the straighthorned markhor” (78 Fed. 

Reg. 73173); however, instead of providing for the conservation of straight-horned markhor, 

as required by law, this special rule would decrease oversight of hunting activities for a 

species decimated by poaching and would undermine the conservation of straight-horned 

markhor.  

Not only does this proposed rule fail to comply with ESA Section 4(d) (which requires 

special rules to actively “provide for the conservation of [threatened] species”), but it also 

ignores potential impacts to snow leopard conservation. For example, encouraging markhor 

trophy hunting in northern Pakistan could undermine essential community support for 

snow leopard conservation, as markhor would increase in economic value and snow 

leopards (which prey on markhor) could therefore come to be viewed as a threat to the 

                                                           
2 Notably, although IUCN recognizes that there are three subspecies of markhor (Capra falconeri 

falconeri, C.f. heptneri, and C.f. megaceros), it considers the entire species Capra falconeri to be 

endangered.  Because all of these subspecies persist only in small, fragmented populations, 

managing the conservation of the species as a whole is necessary.  HSUS and HSI strongly 

encourages the Service to reconsider this proposed rule to downlist the straight-horned markhor, and 

would further urge the Service to reconsider listing the entire species as endangered to ensure that 

the U.S. listing comports with the current science on the species’ taxonomy and conservation. 

http://maps.iucnredlist.org/map.html?id=22732
http://maps.iucnredlist.org/map.html?id=3787
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financially more valuable markhor.  See, e.g., Shafqat Hussain, Do Economic Incentives 

Work?, available at http://www.india-seminar.com/2007/577/577_shafqat_hussain.htm 

(discussing an example from Northern Pakistan where “anti-carnivore sentiment” markedly 

increased when an ibex trophy hunting program was established and noting that one of the 

biggest threats to wild carnivores in the Himalayas is retributive killing to protect 

livestock). 

Therefore, the Service must analyze potential impacts to endangered snow leopards before 

it finalizes a proposed rule to facilitate trophy hunting of straight-horned markhor. 

*** 

The straight-horned markhor only survives in highly fragmented populations and the 

survival of as many of these population fragments as possible, and ideally their future 

combination, is essential to preserve and promote genetic integrity and diversity in the 

subspecies. Indeed, the resiliency of this subspecies to survive future threats, such as 

disease, is imperative and necessarily includes conservation of the smaller fragments of the 

total population (which the Service dismisses in its analysis).   

 

HSUS and HSI strongly believe that the best available science shows that the straight-

horned markhor is currently in danger of extinction across all of its range and, therefore, 

downlisting this subspecies from endangered to threatened is not warranted, nor consistent 

with the Service’s statutory duties. 16 U.S.C. §§ 1531, 1533. Even if the Service finds that 

the straight-horned markhor is threatened, it must nevertheless ensure that any special 

rule actively and actually promotes the conservation of the subspecies. Id. at § 1533(d). 

Section 4(d) of the ESA grants the Service flexibility in designing protective measures for 

threatened species and is an opportunity to provide clear and meaningful limitations on the 

use of threatened species. Unfortunately, the revised special rule does not meet this 

standard. 

 

For the reasons stated herein and in HSUS’ comments from October 2012, HSUS and HSI 

respectfully request that the Service reconsider this proposed rule. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

     
Anna Frostic       Teresa M. Telecky, Ph.D.  

Staff Attorney, Wildlife Litigation   Director, Wildlife Department 

The Humane Society of the United States   Humane Society International  

 

 

http://www.india-seminar.com/2007/577/577_shafqat_hussain.htm


 

 

December 8, 2014 

Brenda Tapia 

Branch of Permitting  

Division of Management Authority 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

5275 Leesburg Pike 

Falls Church, VA 22041 

 

Re: Black Rhinoceros Trophy Import Permit Applications  

(PRT-33291B; PRT-33743B) 

 

Dear Ms. Tapia, 

The Humane Society of the United States and Humane Society International strongly urge 

the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to deny the permit applications from Corey Knowlton 

(PRT-33291B) and Michael Luzich (PRT-33743B) to import black rhinoceros (Diceros 

bicornis) hunting trophies from Namibia. See 79 Fed. Reg. 65980 (Nov. 6, 2014). Rhino 

poaching has dramatically increased in Namibia in the last year, corruption in the trophy 

hunting industry is rampant, and there is no evidence that Namibia’s rhinoceros 

management plan has been updated to include the most recent scientific information.  

Issuing these import permits would result in the death of a critically endangered black 

rhino and would clearly not enhance the propagation or survival of the species, as required 

by law. Indeed, granting these permits would undermine rhino conservation efforts and 

would violate the Service’s duties under the ESA and implementing regulations. 16 U.S.C. § 

1539; 50 C.F.R §§ 17.21, 17.22.  Thus, the Service must deny these applications. 

ESA Permitting Standards 

Pursuant to the ESA (16 U.S.C. § 1538(a)) and Fish and Wildlife Service regulations (50 

C.F.R. §§ 17.21, 17.22), once the Service lists a species as endangered, as it did with the 

black rhinoceros (Diceros bicornis) over 30 years ago (45 Fed. Reg. 47352 (July 14, 1980)), 

individuals of listed species are protected from import unless such action will “enhance the 

propagation or survival of the affected species” or is for scientific research consistent with 

the conservation purpose of the ESA. 16 U.S.C. § 1539(a)(1)(A); 50 C.F.R. §§ 17.21, 17.22. 

As the plain language of the statute makes clear, enhancement authorization may only be 

issued for activities that positively benefit the species in the wild. See also FWS, Ensuring 

the Future of the Black Rhino (Nov. 25, 2014), at 

http://www.fws.gov/news/blog/index.cfm/2014/11/25/Ensuring-the-Future-of-the-Black-

http://www.fws.gov/news/blog/index.cfm/2014/11/25/Ensuring-the-Future-of-the-Black-Rhino
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Rhino (acknowledging that the ESA enhancement standard is more stringent than the 

CITES non-detriment standard and that these rhino import permits will only be issued if 

the Service finds “that the rhino is taken as part of a well-managed conservation program 

that contributes to the long-term survival of the species”); U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Handbook for Endangered and Threatened Species Permits (1996) (making clear that an 

enhancement activity “must go beyond having a neutral effect and actually have a positive 

effect”). 

Enhancement authorization must be granted on a case-by-case basis, with an application 

and opportunity for meaningful public participation. 16 U.S.C. § 1539(c); Friends of 

Animals v. Salazar, 626 F. Supp. 2d 102, 119 (D.D.C. 2009).  Before the Service can issue 

authorization to conduct otherwise prohibited acts, it must find that: (1) the permit or 

registration was “applied for in good faith;” (2) the permit or registration “will not operate 

to the disadvantage of such endangered species;” and (3) the proposed action “will be 

consistent with the purposes and policy” of the ESA (i.e., conservation1). 16 U.S.C. § 1539(c)-

(d). As explained by Congress, these requirements were intended “to limit substantially the 

number of exemptions that may be granted under the act.” H. R. Rep. No. 93-412 p. 17 

(1973) (emphasis added). Implementing regulations further require that applicants provide 

detailed information about the animals, persons, facilities, and actions involved in the 

otherwise prohibited activity. 50 C.F.R §§ 17.21(g), 17.22; id. § 13.21(b)(2)(3) (authorization 

may not be issued if applicant “failed to disclose material information required” or “failed to 

demonstrate a valid justification”). 

In deciding whether to issue an enhancement permit, the FWS must consider “[t]he 

probable and indirect effect which issuing the permit would have on the wild populations of 

the wildlife sought to be covered by the permit;” “[w]hether the permit . . . would in any 

way, directly or indirectly, conflict with any known program intended to enhance the 

survival probabilities of the population from which the wildlife sought to be covered by the 

permit was or would be removed;” “[t]he opinions or views of scientists or other persons or 

organizations having expertise concerning the wildlife or other matters germane to the 

application;” and “[w]hether the expertise, facilities, or other resources available to the 

applicant appear adequate to successfully accomplish the objectives stated in the 

application.”  50 C.F.R. § 17.22(a)(2). 

Current Status of Rhinos in Namibia 

 

Rhinoceros across Africa are facing a poaching crisis on a scale never before seen – 

hundreds of rhinos are killed each year to feed the demand for rhino horn used in 

                                                           
1 The primary purpose of the ESA is to “provide a program for the conservation of such endangered 

species.” 16 U.S.C. § 1531(b). The term “conservation” means “to use…all methods and procedures 

which are necessary to bring any endangered species or threatened species to the point at which the 

measures provided pursuant to this chapter are no longer necessary” – i.e. to recover the species in 

the wild so that it may be taken off of the list of endangered species. 16 U.S.C. § 1532(3). 

http://www.fws.gov/news/blog/index.cfm/2014/11/25/Ensuring-the-Future-of-the-Black-Rhino
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traditional Asian medicine, and the profitable trade in rhino parts funds organized 

poaching gangs and terrorist organizations. See, e.g., U.S. National Strategy to Combat 

Wildlife Trafficking (2014), available at 

http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/docs/nationalstrategywildlifetrafficking.pdf. 

In South Africa, more rhinos have been killed so far in 2014 than in any other year in the 

past decade: 

 

 

 

http://www.savetherhino.org/rhino_info/poaching_statistics 

 

Unfortunately, rhino poaching is also on the rise in neighboring Namibia. As 

indicated in the attached news articles, at least 20 rhinos have been found dead 

in Namibia this year, with two poachings documented in the formerly secure 

Etosha National Park just last month.  

 

Humane Society International is actively working to decrease the demand for rhino horn – 

in partnership with the Vietnam CITES Management Authority, HSI has used a variety of 

approaches to increase public awareness that it is illegal to buy and sell rhino horn in 

Vietnam, and to educate the public on the myths of medicinal uses of rhino horn. 

Fortunately, recent polls show that this campaign has been remarkably successful. See 

http://blog.humanesociety.org/wayne/2014/10/rhino-horn-demand-drops-in-vietnam.html.     

 

http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/docs/nationalstrategywildlifetrafficking.pdf
http://www.savetherhino.org/rhino_info/poaching_statistics
http://blog.humanesociety.org/wayne/2014/10/rhino-horn-demand-drops-in-vietnam.html
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However, rhinos continue to be under siege from poachers in Africa, and there is no 

evidence that Namibia’s rhino management plan, the most recent version of which is more 

than ten years old (2003), long before the current rhino poaching crisis erupted, has been 

amended to account for the current threats that rhinos face. 

 

Further, although Namibia issues permits to hunt rhino, there is no evidence that such 

permitting decisions take into account the best available science, which demonstrates the 

importance of incorporating individual-level measures of rhino genetic diversity into 

management plans and shows that “excess” male rhinos can successfully be used to 

improving genetic diversity in small populations (instead of culled via trophy hunting). See 

Attached Cain, B. et al. 2014. Sex-Biased Inbreeding Effects on Reproductive Success and 

Home Range Size of the Critically Endangered Black Rhinoceros. Conservation Biology 

Conservation Biology, Volume 28, Issue 2, pages 594–603, 

http://www.olpejetaconservancy.org/sites/default/files/documents/Cain_2013.pdf; 

Linklater, W. L., Adcock, K., du Preez, P., Swaisgood, R. R., Law, P. R., Knight, M. H., 

Gedir, J. V. and Kerley, G. I.H. (2011), Guidelines for large herbivore translocation 

simplified: black rhinoceros case study. Journal of Applied Ecology, 48: 493–502. doi: 

10.1111/j.1365-2664.2011.01960.x http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1365-

2664.2011.01960.x/full. 

 

The international trade in rhino horns for commercial purposes is prohibited under the 

U.N. Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora 

(CITES). Rhino poaching and the illicit international trade in rhino horns has been on the 

CITES agenda for decades, including at the most recent meeting of the Conference of the 

Parties, held in March 2013, and subsequent meetings of the CITES Standing Committee. 

The illegal trade in rhino horns also has been the subject of other high level multilateral 

negotiations, including the February 2014 London Conference on Illegal Wildlife Trade 

(https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/281289/lond

on-wildlife-conference-declaration-140213.pdf).  

 

Thus, it is imperative that Namibia reevaluate whether critically endangered black rhinos 

can be sustainable hunted for trophies, especially in light of the current poaching crisis and 

new scientific information demonstrating the value of preserving bulls.  Unless or until 

such analyses are completed, it is impossible for the Service to make an enhancement 

finding for these permit applications. 

 

The Service Cannot Rely on Its Previous Enhancement Finding or Non-Detriment Finding 

 

In 2013, the Service issued an import permit for a black rhino trophy from Namibia (PRT-

229051); however, for the following reasons, the Service’s findings underlying that permit 

are insufficient for the Service to make an enhancement finding on the current applications 

http://www.olpejetaconservancy.org/sites/default/files/documents/Cain_2013.pdf
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1365-2664.2011.01960.x/full
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1365-2664.2011.01960.x/full
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/281289/london-wildlife-conference-declaration-140213.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/281289/london-wildlife-conference-declaration-140213.pdf
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from Mr. Knowlton and Mr. Luzich. See FWS, Record of Advice on Import Permit 

Application (No. 229051, Feb. 2, 2010); FWS, Enhancement Finding for PRT-229051. 

 

The Service stated that the positive enhancement finding for PRT-229051 was based on 

three factors: success of implementing the Black Rhino Conservation Strategy for Namibia, 

the use of funds generated from black rhino hunts, and the biological need for such 

harvests. Not only were these findings flawed when originally issued, but given the 

materially different landscape in 2014 (and the ongoing poaching crisis), these findings are 

particularly inadequate to support issuance of the Knowlton and Luzich permits. 

 

Regarding the “success of implementing the Black Rhino Conservation Strategy for 

Namibia”: The previous enhancement finding states that the Strategy “contains very 

specific management goals in the area of range expansion, biological management, 

protection, policy and legislative frameworks, and capacity building and sustainability”;  

“through this strategy, local communities directly benefit, resulting in increased community 

support for presence of black rhino and provides a disincentive to poaching”; and “between 

2001 and 2012, the population of black rhino in Namibia increased from 735 to over 1700. It 

should be recognized that the ten-year target established in the Strategy plan was to 

increase the population to 1,500 animals by 2011.” The implication of this explanation is 

that U.S. importation of a black rhino trophy is important to the success of the Strategy.  

 

However, firstly, given the wide-ranging activities addressed under the Strategy, it would 

be impossible to single out any one element—such as trophy hunting of one black rhino and 

the trophy being imported to the U.S.—as being the sole reason for the success of the 

Strategy.  Secondly, these statements are about the Strategy as a whole, not trophy hunting 

and not importation of a trophy into the U.S. Thirdly, it is clear that whatever successes the 

Strategy had to date have happened without imports to the U.S. (since granting the 

Namibian import permit is inconsistent with the Service’s policy over the last several 

decades). In conclusion, whatever success the Black Rhino Conservation Strategy for 

Namibia has achieved, it has done so without imports of black rhino trophies to the U.S. 

Evidence is cited in the enhancement finding for the success of the Strategy, but no 

evidence is provided that the importation of a black rhino trophy will enhance the survival 

of the species. 

 

Regarding “the use of funds generated from black rhino hunts”, the previous enhancement 

finding states that “permitting this rhino trophy deposited $175,000.00 into the GPTF.”  

According to the finding, the “Game Products Trust Fund” was established to ensure “that 

revenue obtained from the sale of wildlife products could be used exclusively towards 

wildlife conservation and community conservation and development programs aimed at 

harmonizing the co-existence of people with such wildlife, and thus securing a future for 

wildlife outside of and within protected areas in Namibia.” The finding further states that 

“since the need to protect populations from poaching and provide on the ground oversight, 
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including 24-hour surveillance, may be prohibitively expensive, the sale of a surplus male 

trophy and the use of the funds derived from that sale to provide the protection and 

oversight needed, will serve to enhance the survival of the species.” The implication of these 

statements is that the $175,000 paid to the GPTF will: a) be used for black rhino 

conservation; and b) this will enhance the survival of the species.  

 

Further, there is no guarantee that any of the $175,000 will be used for black rhino 

conservation as this money was deposited into the GPTF which is a general fund allocated 

by a Board to all manner of projects including those that have nothing to do with rhinos, 

and could even be harmful to rhinos, such as “rural development”. The GPTF Board, 

comprised of diverse interests including community representatives, and Ministries of 

Agriculture and Finance, decides which projects will be funded. Secondly, even if some or 

all of the funds are used for black rhino conservation, there is no guarantee that the 

activities undertaken will enhance the survival of the species. Thirdly, given the reported 

success of black rhino conservation in Namibia as described in the enhancement finding, it 

is unclear what the additional funds provided by this hunt could do to further enhance the 

survival of the species; as noted in the enhancement finding, at that time there was 

virtually no rhino poaching in Namibia. In conclusion, the previous enhancement finding 

admits that there is no guarantee that funds generated from black rhino hunts will be used 

to enhance the status of the species in the wild. Furthermore, the enhancement finding 

demonstrates that black rhino conservation in Namibia has been successful without funds 

associated with U.S. trophy imports. 

 

Finally, regarding “the biological need for such harvests”, the previous enhancement 

finding makes the case that so-called post-reproductive, surplus male black rhinos “need” to 

be removed from the population because males kill each other, compete with and impede 

immigration of younger males, repress breeding, and suppress gene flow. The finding 

makes numerous statements in this regard including: “there have been indications that 

aggressive males may be a population-limiting factor in some areas and removal of these 

individuals may lead to a population increase and greater survival”; “the removal of limited 

number of males has shown to stimulate population growth in areas where it is evident 

that density dependent effects are repressing breeding and causing mortality”; “biological 

effects of removing specific individuals from a population include 1) reduced male fighting; 

2) shorter calving intervals; and 3) reduced juvenile mortality”; and “male-biased 

populations can have an adverse effect on productivity, gene flow, and immigration of 

younger males”.  Firstly, to call this a “biological need” is to ignore millions of years of 

evolution that resulted in these behaviors. In evolutionary terms, mortal combat between 

males and competition with younger males is optimal behavior that does not “need” to be 

addressed by human intervention; if it were not optimal, it would not have evolved. 

Secondly, the enhancement finding does not cite sources in the scientific literature to 

support the claims made, particularly that removal of males stimulates population growth 

and improves gene flow. Thirdly, even if these claims were true, the enhancement finding 
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does not provide evidence that the black rhino trophy to be imported came from an 

“aggressive male” that lived in one of the areas or populations referred to in the claims 

(with density-dependent effects, or male-biased populations).  Fourthly, the finding refers to 

density-dependent effects of black rhinos without understanding that the reference cited, 

Emslie et al. (2009)2, refers to the effect of density of rhinos in fenced sanctuaries, and not 

to the effect of removing a specific individual from a wild population, which is relevant to 

the import of the Namibian black rhino trophy.  

 

Furthermore, the previous enhancement finding for the Namibian import argues that 

import of a black rhino trophy to the U.S. will not harm the survival of the species. The 

finding states that “animals to be taken as trophies may only be “post reproductive” male 

animals and assumed to be beyond normal reproductive age that would be at least 30 years 

old. Presumably, this means that these animals are well represented in the population”; 

and “all current studies of population dynamics indicate that the removal of a limited 

number of surplus males from a self-sustaining population will have little effect on the 

fecundity or survival of that population”. Firstly, the enhancement finding does not cite 

sources in the scientific literature to support the claims made, particularly that male black 

rhinos aged 30 and above no longer reproduce and that their genes are “well represented in 

the population”, and that removal of “surplus males” will have little effect on survival of a 

self-sustaining population. Secondly, wild black rhinos may live to age 40 (Berger and 

Cunningham 1995) 3 ; removal of a 30 year-old black rhino deprives the population of 

perhaps ten more years of genetic contribution, vital to the genetic diversity and therefore 

the resiliency and survival of a critically endangered species. Thirdly, the enhancement 

finding provides no evidence that the male black rhino subject to the import permit was a 

“surplus male” or that he lived in a “self-sustaining population”. In conclusion, the 

enhancement finding for the Namibian import does not demonstrate a “biological need” for 

removing males from black rhino populations, and should not be relied upon in evaluating 

the South African import permit application. 

 

The ESA (16 U.S.C. § 1539(c)) requires the Service to make individualized enhancement 

findings and the Service must reconsider its previous findings and examine the Knowlton 

and Luzich applications de novo.  But even if the Service did apply the same criteria, these 

applications should be denied – for example, Knowlton’s application seeks authorization to 

kill and import the trophy of Bull D, a 28 year old male that is under the 30 year age limit 

the Service used in its previous analysis.  

 

 

                                                           
2 Emslie, R.H., R. Amin, and R. Kock (eds). 2009. Guidelines for the in situ Re-introduction and 

Translocation of African and Asian Rhinoceros. IUCN Species Survival Commission, Gland, 

Switzerland. 
3 Berger, J. and C. Cunningham. 1995. Predation, sensitivity and sex: why female black rhinoceroses 

outlive males. Behavioral Ecology 6 (1): 57-64. 
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Deficiencies in Knowlton and Luzich Applications 

Mr. Luzich and Mr. Knowlton fail to meet both the procedural and substantive 

requirements for issuance of the requested import permits; therefore, the Service must 

deny these applications. 

 Bad Faith 

 

As an initial matter, these individuals cannot be said to have applied for this authorization 

in good faith, as required by law. 16 U.S.C. § 1539(d)(1). Mr. Luzich and Mr. Knowlton are 

two wealthy business men whose primary interest is securing a trophy for personal 

enjoyment and aesthetic purposes, not to contribute to rhino conservation. Michale Luzich 

is Managing Partner at Luzich Partners, LLC, a Las Vegas-based investment firm. Luzich 

is a member of the NRA Golden Ring of Freedom, which requires a minimum donation of $1 

million to the NRA to gain entry. Luzich has already killed a critically endangered black 

rhino that he now seeks to import to display as a trophy.  Corey Knowlton is currently an 

Associate Hunting Consultant for The Hunting Consortium Ltd. and works on the “Jim 

Shockey’s The Professionals”. Mr. Knowlton’s application acknowledges that without the 

issuance of the import permit he will not hunt a black rhino (thus confirming that his 

primary desire is to acquire a trophy for personal enjoyment). 

The Service cannot issue authorization to conduct otherwise prohibited activities to an 

applicant who has no intention, let alone expertise, to actually contribute to conservation of 

the species. 

Further, it is especially concerning that Mr. Luzich’s application references Peter 

Thormahlen, a professional hunter with a history of arrests for violating hunting 

regulations, including leading multiple “hunts” to feed the rhino horn trade. See Brendan 

Borrell, Hunters Paying $150,000 to Kill an Endangered Rhino May Save the Species (Dec. 

9, 2010), available at http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2010-12-09/hunters-paying-150-000-

to-kill-an-endangered-rhino-may-save-the-species.html; South Africa Vets & Hunters 

Involved in Rhino Poaching (July 18, 2012), at http://www.wildlifeextra.com/go/news/rhino-

m99.html#cr. Perhaps most egregiously, last year one of Thormahlen’s American clients 

killed a female rhino in Mangetti National Park, a significant loss to the breeding potential 

of this critically endangered species. See The Namibian, Napha Distances Itself from Rhino 

Cow Hunter (Oct. 2014), http://allafrica.com/stories/201410230452.html. This also 

demonstrates improprieties in the management and security of Mangetti, which is the same 

location that Knowlton and Luzich reference in their applications. 

 

 Insufficient Information 

 

Neither Mr. Luzich’s nor Mr. Knowlton’s application provides sufficient information for the 

Service to make an enhancement finding. 

http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2010-12-09/hunters-paying-150-000-to-kill-an-endangered-rhino-may-save-the-species.html
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2010-12-09/hunters-paying-150-000-to-kill-an-endangered-rhino-may-save-the-species.html
http://www.wildlifeextra.com/go/news/rhino-m99.html#cr
http://www.wildlifeextra.com/go/news/rhino-m99.html#cr
http://allafrica.com/stories/201410230452.html
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Both of these applications include the same supporting documentation, as both applications 

were completed by John Jackson, President of Conservation Force, which has a vested 

interest in facilitating trophy hunting and imports of trophies. By and large, the 

documentation characterizes trophy hunting as having an important economic benefit. But 

it is irrelevant that some people consider trophy hunting in general, or Namibia’s rhino 

trophy hunting program in particular to be of economic value – the ESA requires the 

Service to deny an import permit application unless the applicant clearly demonstrates that 

the proposed activity would enhance the survival of the species. 

Mr. Jackson and the Director of Conservation Force (Shane Mahoney) are members of the 

IUCN “Sustainable Use and Livelihood Specialist Group” – not to be confused with the 

IUCN African Rhino Specialist group, which is the scientific authority on the issue of black 

rhino conservation and management.  The letter from this “Sustainable Use” group 

contains a number of false and misleading statements: for example, the letter states that 

“Namibia has experienced very few poaching incidents” and references a document from 

March 2013 on that issue – but as demonstrated in the attached news articles, the situation 

in Namibia is drastically different now than it was in 2013, and rhino poaching has 

unfortunately become a significant problem in that country (both within and outside of 

national parks). 

Similarly, the included IUCN SSC Guiding Principles on Trophy Hunting as a Tool for 

Creating Conservation Incentives cannot justify an enhancement finding for either Mr. 

Knowlton or Mr. Luzich since that document does not provide any information specific to 

these particular hunts and even acknowledges (at pg 7) that “Nothing in this document is 

intended to be interpreted in any way as a specific endorsement or criticism of a particular 

trophy hunting programme.”  

Further, all of the information included in Mr. Luzich’s application that relates to the 

Dallas Safari Club auction (at issue in Mr. Knowlton’s application) is irrelevant, as that 

auction occurred four months after Mr. Luzich hunted a black rhino.  

Emails between the Service and Namibia (regarding Mr. Luzich’s hunt) provide no 

information on the rhino that was killed except to say that he was moved from Etosha 

National Park to Mangetti NP in 2009 because ‘it was post-reproductive and was breaking 

out of the park”. No information was provided on the age of the rhino as requested by 

USFWS, how it was determined that he was “post-reproductive” or “surplus”, or why he 

was selected to be hunted. Thus, Namibia did not respond fully to the request for 

information from the Service and provided no justification at all for the hunt of this 

particular animal. Indeed, the application materials provide no information at all on the 

population rhinos in Mangetti NP (e.g., how many are there, what is the sex ratio and age 

structure). 

Mr. Knowlton’s application is similarly insufficient.  Although the application materials 

suggest that there is a letter of support from the IUCN/SSC African Rhino Specialist Group 
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for this hunt, no such letter is included in the application materials.  Further, Mr. 

Knowlton’s application states that the hunt would occur in Mangetti National Park (which 

the application mistakenly identifies as a game reserve) and identifies the two bulls that he 

will chose from to kill (Bull C (age 31) and Bull D (age 28)) – without clearly identifying 

which bull he is proposing to hunt, it is difficult to analyze whether the hunt would be 

sustainable..  

Male rhinos can breed until they die so it is unclear what Mr. Knowlton’s application means 

when he says these two bulls (age 28 and 31) are “post-reproductive”. That a particular 

male rhino might restrict cows from breeding with younger bulls is a statement of the 

natural behavior of black rhinos (as male rhinos compete for access to females and older 

males naturally restrict younger males’ access to females) – thus, such description cannot 

alone justify a need to remove a particular rhino from a population. Thus, the information 

provided in these applications is insufficient for the Service to make a finding that 

importing trophies of the particular rhinos hunted would enhance the survival of the 

species, as required by law. 

 Trophy Hunting Is Not Enhancement 

 

HSUS and HSI object to the notion that trophy hunting of a critically endangered species 

provides a net benefit to species survival.  Indeed, there is abundant evidence that the 

existence of legal markets for endangered species can both encourage and facilitate 

poaching of those species. See Valerius Geist, How Markets in Wildlife Meat and Parts, and 

the Sale of Hunting Privileges, Jeopardize Wildlife Conservation, CONSERVATION BIOLOGY, 

Vol. 2, Issue 1 at 16 (Mar. 1988) (U.S. wildlife conservation has been “based on three 

primary policies ... 1) the absence of market in the meat, parts, and products of [wildlife,] 2) 

the allocation of the material benefits of wildlife by law, not by the market place . . ., 3) the 

prohibition on frivolous killing of wildlife”); David M. Lavigne, et al., Sustainable 

utilization: the lessons of history, THE EXPLOITATION OF MAMMAL POPULATIONS 251, 260 

(Victoria J. Taylor et al. eds., 1996) (establishment of “legal markets for valuable wildlife 

product . . . provide[s] incentives for poaching [because] when the prices of wildlife products 

are sufficiently high, they also attract criminal elements into poaching, making wildlife 

protection not only increasingly difficult but also dangerous”); Lavigne, et al., at 258-260 

(“Generally, putting a price on dead wildlife almost invariably leads to over-exploitation 

and increases the ‘extinction potential’ of target species”); Hunter, et. al, INTERNATIONAL 

ENVIRONMENTAL LAW & POLICY at 1035 (Foundation Press 1998) (Excerpt) (“Trade is 

responsible for an estimated 40% of vertebrate species facing extinction. Ironically, market 

forces can exacerbate the threats from illegal trade, for as species become rarer their value 

on the market increases to reflect this scarcity, increasing the incentive for further 

poaching”); see also Valerius Geist, North American Policies of Wildlife Conservation, 

WILDLIFE CONSERVATION POLICY (Geist and McTaggart-Cowan eds 1995). Further, the 

Service has explicitly recognized that some of these endangered species are specifically 
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targeted by “non-resident hunters” who seek to obtain “trophies” of these exotic wild 

animals.  70 Fed. Reg. 52319, 52321. 

For trophy hunters, the rarer the trophy, the more valuable and expensive it is, and the 

greater is the prestige. See Courchamp F, Angulo E, Rivalan P, Hall RJ, Signoret L, et al. 

(2006) Rarity Value and Species Extinction: The Anthropogenic Allee Effect. PLoS Biol 4(12): 

e415. doi:10.1371/journal.pbio.0040415. 

The Service cannot sanction such actions that are anathema to the letter and intent of the 

ESA, the purpose of which is to “provide a program for the conservation of such endangered 

species.” 16 U.S.C. § 1531(b); see also Humane Society v. Kempthorne, 481 F. Supp. 2d 53, 

62 (D.D.C. 2006) (enjoining an FWS program allowing lethal take of endangered gray 

wolves, holding that: “[t]he language ‘propagation or survival of the affected species,’ is on 

its face, antithetical to the killing of 43 members of an endangered species barring some 

direct and immediate danger imposed by the individual animals killed to other members of 

the species.”) (vacated as moot); Fund for Animals v. Turner, 1991 WL 206232, at *7 

(D.D.C. Sept. 27, 1991) (rejecting FWS’s argument that hunting threatened grizzly bears 

promotes conservation by creating wariness of humans).  

 Donations Are Not Enhancement 

 

The ESA requires a direct link between the authorized action (the take or commerce) and 

the required effect (enhancement). See 58 Fed. Reg. 32,632 (June 11, 1993) (questioning 

“whether there is a direct cause and effect relationship between education through 

exhibition of living wildlife and enhancement of survival in the wild of the species 

exhibited”) (emphasis added). The plain language of the ESA only allows FWS to permit an 

“otherwise prohibited action” if that action enhances the species’ survival. 16 U.S.C. § 

1539(a)(1)(A). Here, the “otherwise prohibited” action that the Service would be permitting 

– import of a hunting trophy – is not carried out for the purpose of enhancing the species; 

rather, the action is undertaken solely for the personal benefit of Mr. Knowlton and Mr. 

Luzich.  Thus, such a donation offset is insufficient grounds for an enhancement finding. 

As discussed above, there is no evidence that donations made to Namibia’s Game Products 

Trust Fund (GPTF) automatically benefit rhino conservation.  Further, there is no 

accounting of how GPTF funds have been spent in the past, nor evidence that Namibia’s 

black rhino conservation plan relies on funding from trophy hunting. Indeed, if such 

information existed, one would have expected these applications to contain evidence that 

funds generated by the hunt of the black rhino in Namibia for which the Service previously 

permitted a trophy import, were spent by the GPTF on rhino conservation projects. But Mr. 

Knowlton and Mr. Luzich rely entirely on donations to the GPTF in attempt to justify their 

proposed actions, even though they have not even alleged how exactly their donations 

would be used to further rhino conservation (e.g., projects to reduce levels of poaching and 

human-wildlife conflict or to expand protected habitat).  Mr. Jackson’s conclusory 

statements on these issues are not dispositive. 
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Mr. Luzich’s application alleges that the applicant donated $200,000 to the GPTF – but Mr. 

Luzich (and his attorney John Jackson) failed to provide any proof that such donation was 

in fact made.  Further Mr. Luzich does not even allege that the money purportedly donated 

to the GPTF would be earmarked to implement the Black Rhino Conservation Strategy for 

Namibia. While Mr. Luzich appears to have paid N$100.00 (US$9.13) for the hunting 

permit, N$135.00 (US$12.32) to the Namibia Professional Hunters Association, and 

N$250,000.00 (US$22,820.11) to Glaser Safaris, such payments are completely irrelevant to 

the Service’s enhancement analysis.   

Any alleged loss of future auction revenue is also irrelevant to the Service’s decision here, 

not only because such auctions have not been demonstrated to benefit rhino conservation, 

but because predictions about future auctions are entirely speculative. 

In fact, the applicants’ proposed activities would not enhance the survival of the species, 

would not be consistent with the conservation purpose of the ESA, and would act to the 

detriment of the animal involved. Therefore, the Service must deny this application for 

enhancement authorization. 

Conclusion 

In summary, the Service must deny this import permit application because: 

- Namibia’s rhino conservation plan has not been updated to address the poaching 

crisis; 

- The permits were not applied for in good faith; 

- The applications contain insufficient details and explanation;  

- Trophy hunting of critically endangered black rhinos is not enhancement;  

- The applicants’ trophy imports would not enhance rhino survival; and 

- Donations cannot legally offset otherwise prohibited activities.  

 

Nearly 100,000 HSUS and HSI constituents also submitted comments in opposition to these 

permits (filed separately), demonstrating that there is strong public support for protecting 

endangered rhinos from senseless death. 

 

Pursuant to the Service’s regulations (50 C.F.R. § 17.22(e)), HSUS hereby requests ten days 

advance notification (via email, afrostic@humanesociety.org) prior to the issuance of these 

permits. Additionally, if the Service decides to issue these permits, please include with such 

notice a copy of the individualized enhancement finding for the applicant. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

mailto:afrostic@humanesociety.org
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Anna Frostic 

Attorney, Wildlife Litigation 

The Humane Society of the United States 

2100 L Street NW, Washington, DC 20037 

 

 

 
 

Teresa M. Telecky, Ph.D. 

Director, Wildlife Department 

Humane Society International 
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Glossary of Terms 

Canned hunting The unethical hunting of predominantly captive-origin lions (though 

not necessarily limited to this) under conditions that preclude ‘fair 

chase’ due to mental (human habituation) and physical constraints 

(relatively small enclosures that offer no chance of escape), or some 

degree of both. 

Captive bred lions Lions bred in conditions of captivity for the sole purpose of being 

commercially exploited through a range of ‘sectors’ within the captive 

lion industry. Managers actively manipulate all vital rates and 

demographics. Some are bred with minimal human imprinting 

(‘ranched’) and hunted in larger enclosures than their hand-reared 

counterparts. Others are used for cub petting activities, or what South 

African Predator Association (SAPA) calls ‘working’ or ‘tourism’ lions. 

In petting, the cubs are exploited either at the breeding facility or sold 

from breeding farms to the petting facilities. Some facilities rent cubs 

from breeders and return them once they have fulfilled their purpose. 

Once cubs are too old to pet, they are either sold to hunting facilities 

(some of which are directly linked to the petting facilities) or become 

‘walking’ lions, where tourists can walk with lions, before being sold 

either directly into the bone trade or to the canned hunting industry. 

Because of the large stock of intensive-bred lions, and the declining 

demand for canned hunting, many lions are being slaughtered directly 

for the sale of their skeletons into the bone trade.  

CITES The Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild 

Fauna and Flora (CITES), an international treaty ratified by more than 

180 member countries, the purpose of which is to ensure that listed 

species are not subject to over-exploitation for international trade. 

Species listed on CITES Appendix I are ‘threatened with extinction’ 

and are or may be affected by trade; they, or their parts, cannot be 

traded internationally for commercial purposes. Species listed on 

Appendix II are not necessarily threatened with extinction but may 
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become so unless trade is subject to strict regulation to avoid 

utilization incompatible with their survival. The African lion is listed on 

CITES Appendix II with an annotation that prohibits trade in bones, 

bone pieces, bone products, claws, skeletons, skulls and teeth 

removed from the wild lions and traded for commercial purposes; 

however, the annotation allows South Africa to establish an annual 

export quota for these items from lions at captive breeding 

operations. 

Conservation value A genuine contribution to species conservation in the wild. For a 

captive-bred lion to have conservation value, for instance, it must be 

i) genetically uncompromised, ii) able to socialise and survive under 

wild conditions, and iii) have had zero human habituation, as human-

habituated lions lose their fear of people. No evidence yet exists that 

captive-bred lions have conservation value.   

Consumptive use The exploitation of an animal for consumptive purposes. Cub petting, 

for instance, is a form of ‘consumptive use’ tourism, as is walking with 

lions (regardless of the fact that some ‘walking lions’ are less human-

habituated than others). Trophy hunting, similarly, is a form of 

‘consumptive use’, as is the sale of lion skeletons into the predator 

bone trade. The antimony of consumptive use is non-consumptive 

use. For instance, photographic tourism – taking pictures of wild lions 

in their natural habitats – or game viewing in the wild.   

Fair chase A set of conditions under which an animal being hunted has a 

genuinely fair chance to evade its hunter for extended periods and on 

multiple occasions. Essentially, under these conditions, a kill is not 

guaranteed, even if the hunt lasts for weeks.  

Game farming The practice of breeding wild animals for sale to, for example, tourist 

lodges or hunting ranches. Game ranching does not necessarily 

involve breeding, but stock would be acquired from game farms. 

Intensive breeding The process of breeding to maximise reproductive capacity and 

increase reproduction rates, or to promote traits such as mane colour 

and cape size. It has no conservation value.   
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South African Predator Association (SAPA) The industry body that exists ‘to co-ordinate 

and promote the interests of its members with a view to establishing 

and maintaining a healthy and profitable predator breeding and 

hunting industry in congruence with national and international 

conservation principles and current national and provincial 

legislation.’1 

Sustainable use The concept that animals can be harvested as long as the relevant 

population’s maximum sustainable yield is not exceeded. In other 

words, the exploitation of animals for commercial gain is not viewed 

as necessarily problematic, provided that over-exploitation is avoided. 

While in principle the idea informs wildlife management just about 

everywhere, it has also become a smokescreen behind which 

controversial decisions are rationalised, based on a narrow reading of 

section 24 of South Africa’s constitution at the expense of broader 

biodiversity preservation commitments made in the same section.  

Also referred to as the “wildlife economy” or “green economy”. 

Wild managed lions Wild lions managed (to limit population growth and maintain genetic 

diversity) on small fenced areas or reserves typically less than 

1000km2 in size. The National Lion Biodiversity Management Plan 

(BMP) of 2015 estimates that there are about 800 lions on over 45 

small, fenced reserves in South Africa. The conservation value of 

these lions has been questioned because of the fragmentation of 

landscapes and resultant isolation of populations from each other 

that affects genetic health.  

Wild lions Lions that completely fulfil their role as apex predators in biodiversity 

processes. They exist only in formally proclaimed national parks and 

game reserves.   

  

                                                      
1 This definition is from the body’s own website: http://www.sapredators.co.za, accessed 17 August 2018. 

http://www.sapredators.co.za/
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Executive Summary 

 

In July 2018, without public consultation or scientific substantiation, South Africa’s 

Department of Environmental Affairs (DEA) raised its annual lion skeleton export quota to 

1,500, up from 800 the year before. These skeletons are supplied by the predator breeding 

industry, which breeds lions in captivity for multiple and sometimes overlapping purposes. 

 

This is a report in two parts.  

 

The first is a formal academic review of the scientific and ‘grey’ (reports and newspaper 

articles) literature pertaining to the predator breeding industry. It interrogates the most 

recent attempt to quantify the economic significance of the industry and finds its 

conclusions questionable for a number of reasons. One of its claims, for instance, is that the 

predator breeding industry provides positive conservation value. The review examines this 

claim against the available literature and finds it dubitable. Even if the conservation impact 

was neutral, it is not clear that the genetic impairment and welfare problems justify the 

continuation of the industry, even under the banner of ‘sustainable utilisation’ and the 

‘wildlife economy’ doctrine. This is especially important if the theoretical possibility of 

future adverse conservation consequences is strong. Finally, it examines the dynamics of the 

lion bone trade and questions whether predator breeding can satisfy demand for tiger and 

lion derivative parts in East-Southeast Asia. If, as it seems, legal bone exports provide a 

laundering channel to feed the illicit wildlife trade, South African authorities are well 

advised to reconsider their current position and instead set the export quota to zero.   

 

The second part of the report provides a framework for assessing the claims – made by the 

predator breeding industry - of economic significance and positive conservation value. The 

literature is relatively clear that these claims do not correspond to reality, but no work yet 

exists in the public domain that tentatively quantifies the costs and benefits of the industry. 

The word ‘tentatively’ is used because the next steps required are a full forensic audit of the 

industry and a more rigorous cost-benefit analysis using the most appropriate scientific 

methods. Neither of these research propositions can be fulfilled without a full dataset of the 
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industry and its revenue flows. This report aims to provide a foundation on which future 

work can be built. In doing so, it provides more data than existing work to date. From that 

data, it demonstrates that current efforts to quantify the economic significance of the 

predator breeding industry are inadequate and likely misleading. For instance, jobs currently 

undertaken by volunteer tourists crowd out local labour participation. One major finding, 

for instance, is that potentially as many as 84 full time jobs that would otherwise be 

available to local job-seekers are currently undertaken by volunteer tourists who falsely 

believe that they are contributing to conservation. The report also demonstrates that the 

industry in its current form has no conservation value. To market it in that way is therefore 

disingenuous. In summary, the opportunity costs and negative externalities of the captive 

predator breeding industry in South Africa warrant substantive public policy reform and 

highlight the urgent need for more well-informed regulation.  
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Section 1: Picking a bone with captive predator breeding in South 

Africa 

Introduction 

In 2017, South Africa’s Department of Environmental Affairs (DEA) issued an annual quota 

for the legal export of 800 lion skeletons (Cruise, 2017). Since 2008, more than 6,000 

skeletons weighing no less than 70 tonnes have been shipped to East-Southeast Asia 

(Williams et al., 2017). These skeletons are supplied by the predator breeding industry, 

which breeds lions in captivity for multiple purposes. Estimates suggest that there are 

between 6,000 and 8,000 lions in captivity (Born Free Foundation, 2018), though the 

number could be as high as 14,000. In July 2018, the DEA near-doubled the export quota to 

1,500 skeletons. In early July, the department’s spokesperson denied that a quota had been 

set. It was subsequently revealed that the minister, Edna Molewa, had informed the 

provincial authorities in June of the quota decision. No public consultation occurred, and the 

DEA rationalised its decision with reference to an interim study (Williams & ’t Sas-Rolfes, 

2017) that had not yet been publicly released, but is now available and dated November 

2017. This clearly indicates that the DEA were in possession of the report well in advance of 

its July 2018 decision (backdated to 7 June 2018 because of the uncomfortable fact that the 

Minister had notified the provinces of the decision on that date, even though the 

departmental spokesperson denied, in early July, that a decision had been taken).  

 

The authors of the interim study were not involved in the decision to set a quota, nor did 

their work necessarily support a quota (EMS Foundation & Ban Animal Trading, 2018, p. 4). 

Nonetheless, the authors warn that, with a skeleton export quota limited to 800 (at the time 

the interim report was written - 2017), industry respondents suggested they would seek 

ways to sell bones illegally. Williams and ‘t Sas-Rolfes express concern that this would create 

a parallel illegal market that would come to resemble the illegal rhino horn trade with its 

attendant problems of organized crime. However, it seems clear that a parallel illegal 

market has already existed for some time and the connection of bone traders to organised 

crime is similarly well established. It is not clear that these developments are related to the 

export quota decision either, as little remains known about the economic dynamics of the 
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trade, and therefore the precautionary principle – refrain from trade unless the market is 

well understood and stable – should apply with respect to regulatory decisions that may 

affect the fate of wild lions. Despite the recent improvements on the economics evidence 

base over the last two years, the latest work and its predecessors rely on survey responses 

and are subject to the constraint of small sample sizes. The Williams and ‘t Sas-Rolfes report 

is no different in this respect, with only 5 respondents having answered all six sections of 

the online survey, and only 34 respondents (27%) having answered more than one of the 

sections (Williams & ’t Sas-Rolfes, 2017, pp. 5–6).   

 

Many captive breeding facilities supply lions to the canned hunting industry, which is still 

legal in South Africa despite widespread international and domestic objection to the 

practice. Skeletons from hunted lions are sold to bone traders as a by-product. Some 

facilities supply captive-bred lions to game ranches or private game reserves, where visitors 

are invited to walk with lions or to observe ‘wild’ lions in enclosures (where they are fed by 

humans – unseen to visitors – because of their inability to hunt in the wild). In the breeding 

process, cubs are often removed from their mothers prematurely, and volunteer tourists 

pay to feed and cuddle these cubs under the pretext that they are contributing towards 

predator rehabilitation and future release back into the wild. Facilities that exploit cubs for 

these purposes knowingly lie to tourists (Peirce, 2018).  

 

Some facilities exist purely to supply the East-Southeast Asia bone trade (Schroeder, 2018), 

and a study of skeleton exports in 2017 found that 91% included skulls (EMS Foundation & 

Ban Animal Trading, 2018, p. 5). As hunters keep the skulls for trophies, this constitutes 

clear evidence that the bone trade is not – contrary to the DEA’s assertion – merely a by-

product of the hunting industry; it is separate and often independent. In short, and either 

way, captive predator breeding is a lucrative business; it offers multiple and overlapping 

revenue streams. 

 

While the total figure is unknown, estimates suggest that upwards of 200 breeding facilities 

exist in the country, with one recent academic paper citing a figure of 297 (Van Der Merwe 

et al., 2017), only 146 of which are registered with the South African Predator Association 

(SAPA), which supported the research. The same paper estimates that the industry 
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contributes R500 million annually to the South African economy and sustains 1,162 jobs if 

multiplier effects are accounted for. On the basis of this calculation, the authors assert that 

it is ‘important for local government to support these types of developments in rural areas’, 

as ‘if lion breeding was banned… [it would] result in fewer employment opportunities and 

reduction in new entrepreneurs in the breeding of wildlife’ (Van Der Merwe et al., 2017, pp. 

320–321). Perhaps most surprisingly, the authors also assert – though the authors did not 

study the interaction between captivity and conservation at all – that their research shows 

that lion breeding ‘also contributes to conservation in South Africa, since the private lion 

industry does create healthy lion populations’ (ibid).  

 

This review provides an assessment of the debates in the literature over predator breeding. 

It does so according to the following categories.  

 

First, it assesses the quality of the latest peer-reviewed contribution (Van Der Merwe et al., 

2017) in the academic literature that has attempted to ascertain the economic significance 

of the industry for South Africa. Where relevant, it references the Williams and ‘t sas-Rolfes 

(2017) interim report too, which is based on survey questionnaire responses, but which 

asked different questions of lion breeders. To our knowledge, no peer-reviewed cost-benefit 

analysis has yet been conducted that quantifies the economic significance of the industry 

with a methodology that accounts for its negative externalities and opportunity costs.  

 

Second, it addresses the question of whether predator breeding could make any positive 

contribution to wild lion survival and under what conditions. The corollary question is 

whether it may prove detrimental (Lindsey et al., 2012a). The latest IUCN Red List of 

Threatened Species classifies lions (Panthera leo) as ‘vulnerable’ – not yet ‘endangered’ but 

worse than ‘near threatened’. In population terms, it states that ‘we have greater 

confidence in an estimate of closer to 20,000 lions in Africa than in a number over 30,000’ 

(Bauer et al., 2016, p. 9) and that the ‘lion population is inferred to have undergone a 

reduction of approximately 43% over the past 21 years’ (Bauer et al., 2016, p. 2). While 

some populations have grown, others have declined rapidly. The 16 fenced African 

subpopulations have grown by 29 percent since 1993 (Bauer et al., 2016, p. 4). Unfenced 

populations have done less well. The consequent claim that captive origin lions are thus 
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needed to bolster wild or wild-managed populations remains refuted (Miller et al., 2016). 

While the overall qualification was ‘vulnerable’, ‘it is of great concern that the vast majority 

of the population is inferred to have declined at a rate that meets the criteria for 

Endangered’ (Bauer et al., 2016). The relevant question for this review is whether captive 

predator breeding in South Africa affects wild populations or may do so in the future.   

 

Third, the review deals with questions of genetic variation, animal welfare and business 

conducted under false pretexts. This section also highlights problems with South Africa’s 

narrow application of the ‘sustainable use’ doctrine (Orr, 2016) to justify activities that 

potentially undermine biodiversity conservation efforts (a key objective of Section 24 of the 

country’s constitution and legislation such as the National Environmental Management: 

Biodiversity Act, no. 10, of 2004).  

 

Fourth, the review examines the dynamics of the lion bone trade (Williams et al., 2015, 

2017; Born Free Foundation, 2018) and the criminal syndicates involved, highlighting latent 

negative externalities generated by the predator breeding industry.  

 

Economic significance of the captive breeding industry 

Shifting economic dynamics and the relative (and recent) increase in profitability of game 

ranching has led to significant land-use activity switching from the 1990s onwards among 

some land owners in South Africa. Private property rights for both land and wild animals has 

generated incentives, in conjunction with increased demand from wildlife tourism, to switch 

from farming livestock (or other agricultural and economic activities) towards game farming 

and ranching. The private wildlife industry in South Africa currently operates on 

approximately 18 million hectares, an area 2.2 times larger than state-protected wildlife 

areas (Van Der Merwe et al., 2017). Van der Merwe and his co-authors note that the private 

wildlife industry consists of consumptive and non-consumptive tourism. The distinction is 

contentious in some respects, as the breeding of wildlife is considered non-consumptive, 

though clearly breeding facilities supply consumptive exploitation such as trophy hunting, 

and so the distinction is muddied by the realities of the supply chain. Photographic safaris 

and wildlife tourism are clearly non-consumptive in that they do not directly consume the 
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animal(s) in question. Trophy hunting and wildlife meat production, on the contrary, is 

clearly consumptive.  

 

Though a number of studies have been conducted to ascertain the relevant economic 

significance of lions (Cadman, 2009; Lindsey et al., 2013; Cloete & Rossouw, 2014), Van der 

Merwe et al. note that ‘none of these studies investigated the significance of lion breeding 

(from supply side point of view (sic)), except Cadman, but it lacks a sound methodology’ 

(2017, p. 316). They provide the first attempt in the academic literature to determine the 

economic significance of the predator breeding industry in South Africa. Williams and ‘t Sas-

Rolfes (2017) commenced a research project in March 2017 that aims to increase 

understanding of the captive breeding industry and the trade in lions (and their parts), and 

how such a trade – under a quota system – will affect wild lion populations. This research 

programme will end in March 2020 and is designed to ‘provide sound scientific decision 

support to the DEA’ (2017, p. 3) regarding its export quota management. The authors have 

produced an interim report thus far, which is not yet peer reviewed.  Before interrogating 

the overall methodology and the results of the van der Merwe et al. paper, a few important 

priors are necessary. 

 

Important priors 

First, the authors note that there has been a dramatic decline in lion population numbers 

across Africa due to habitat destruction, poaching, human-wildlife conflict, hunting and the 

illegal bush meat trade (Van Der Merwe et al., 2017, p. 315). This observation is not in 

dispute. One of the latest peer-reviewed assessments indicates that wild lion populations 

are declining rapidly, except in intensively managed areas. ‘African lion populations are 

declining everywhere, except in four southern countries (Botswana, Namibia, South Africa 

and Zimbabwe) … lion conservation is successful in southern Africa, in part because of the 

proliferation of reintroduced lions in small, fenced, intensively managed, and funded 

reserves’ (Bauer et al., 2015, p. 14894; Miller et al., 2016). Wild population depletion in 

large habitat areas is significant, as the importance of apex predators for ecosystem health 

cannot be overstated. ‘Current ecological knowledge indicates that large carnivores are 

necessary for the maintenance of biodiversity and ecosystem function … These facts, 
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combined with the importance of resilient ecosystems, indicate that large carnivores and 

their habitats should be maintained and restored wherever possible’ (Ripple et al., 2014, p. 

15).  

 

The van der Merwe et al. paper only assesses the economic significance of captive breeding, 

as the results are generated from qualitative interviews conducted with 22 of the 146 active 

(at the time of conducting the interviews) SAPA members. Williams and ‘t Sas-Rolfes note 

that ‘SAPA membership has dropped significantly during the last two-year period’ (2017, p. 

6), though no data exists on the organisation’s website that provides a reliable estimate of 

total membership numbers. The Williams and ‘t Sas-Rolfes report does not reference the 

van der Merwe study, as the latter was only published in November 2017 (at the same time 

as the former).  

 

As will be shown in the second part of this review, captive breeding plays no role in the 

conservation of wild lions despite assertions to the contrary (that the role may be indirect, 

for instance, through removing poaching pressure on wild lions). It is therefore unclear why 

van der Merwe et al. conduct their research in the context of the plight of wild lions. On the 

SAPA website, an article entitled “9 Myths about Captive-bred Lions” opines – in response 

to claims of imminent extinction – that the ‘lion population is stable at between 20,000 and 

30,000 cats worldwide … In South Africa, because of the endeavours of the game ranch 

community, lion numbers are actually showing a healthy increase’ (SAPA, 2017). South 

African increases, however, are relatively anomalous in global terms. SAPA’s claim that the 

global population is stable is false, and the reference to South African increases is selective. 

The claim ignores the science that infers ‘a decline of 43% percent based on time trend 

analysis of census data for 47 relatively well monitored lion subpopulations. These 

subpopulations approximately totalled an estimated 7,500 Lions in 2014 and comprise a 

substantial portion of the total species population, so that we feel confident in applying 

observed trends to the species as a whole as well as on a regional basis’ (Bauer et al., 2016, 

p. 2). While it is true that a ‘vulnerable’ listing is not equivalent to imminent extinction, and 

southern African populations are doing relatively well, the wild lion population is not, on 

average, stable. No evidence is cited on the SAPA website for the claim of stability.  
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The only plausible reason that an article defending captive breeding would mention wild 

lion population stability is connected to the view that ‘there are numerous cases where 

captive-bred lions have successfully made the transition to become wild lions’ (SAPA, n.d.), 

or possibly that the supply of bones from captive-origin lions would be sufficient to reduce 

poaching pressure on wild lions (though this is not mentioned in any of SAPA’s documents). 

The article mentions two studies ‘of note’ but does not reference them. Again, the second 

section of the review will address this matter in greater depth, but it is important upfront to 

interrogate the economic significance of an industry in the light of its own claims about its 

contribution to wild lion conservation. Not only does SAPA make claims that captive 

breeding contributes to conservation, Van der Merwe et al. also make the explicit claim that 

their research shows that lion breeding ‘contributes to conservation in South Africa, since 

the private lion industry does create healthy lion populations’ (Van Der Merwe et al., 2017, 

p. 321). As mentioned in the introduction, however, this claim is not supported in the 

research presented. The Van der Merwe paper only claims to assess the economic 

significance of captive breeding from an operational expenditure perspective (and not from 

its purported contribution to conservation).  Attention is drawn to SAPA’s views here 

because the interviewees in the Van der Merwe study are all SAPA members.     

 

Second, because some breeders contribute to the wildlife ranching industry, it is important 

to address the fact that the relationship between ranching and wild lion conservation is also 

unclear. SAPA expressly attributes wild lion population health to the endeavours of the 

ranching industry. However, a 2017 study (Pitman et al., 2017) demonstrates that game 

ranching practices have become more intensive to facilitate the breeding of high-value 

game species. ‘Our findings demonstrate that the proportional increase in problem animal 

control of nuisance wildlife has far outweighed the proportional increase in game ranching 

trends towards more intensive practices’ (2017, p. 408). The irony is that while Van der 

Merwe et al., and others emphasise the conservation value of private wildlife ranching, 

these are increasingly the ranches that are killing apex predators. The consequences of 

decreased tolerance towards ecologically important free-ranging wildlife is likely to have 

detrimental impacts on species survival and ecosystem integrity. Ironically, the top three 

species killed as putative problem animals (by game ranchers) are leopards, elephants and 

lions. These are also among the species that generate the highest returns for non-
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consumptive tourism (van Tonder et al., 2013). While further quantitative work is required, 

it appears that general intensive game breeding has become increasingly incentive-

incompatible with broader conservation ambitions.  

 

Aim of study and methodological approach 

Van der Merwe et al. aimed to answer three research questions. First, what is the economic 

significance of lion breeding in South Africa? Second, how many people are employed in the 

captive lion breeding industry? Third, how much does it cost to breed lions in captivity? The 

study excluded the costs of infrastructure development and focused only on operational 

costs to avoid cross-farm heterogeneity and time effects (infrastructure returns generally 

accrue long after the initial expenditure). The value addition of answering these questions is 

not only to measure the scale of activity but to provide useful information for evaluative 

decision-making in the presence of trade-offs.  

 

The authors used structured interviews to collect data. Their justification for using a 

qualitative approach (to retrieve quantitative information) is from Creswell – ‘qualitative 

research is an approach to exploring and understanding the meaning individuals or groups 

ascribe to a social or human problem’ (Van Der Merwe et al., 2017, p. 316). However, it is 

not clear that the meaning respondents ascribe to a problem can produce objective 

quantitative data that researchers could reasonably subject to multiplier analysis. The study 

is designed to establish economic significance, not to explore the meaning that breeders 

assign to a problem.  

 

The second problem is that there is no way to test that the reported quantitative data is 

accurate and reliable. This means that data collection is subject to myriad effects, not least 

of which is “mirroring” – the risk that interviewees will provide the data they believe the 

interviewer desires to hear. Choosing every third member on the SAPA members’ list seems 

less like stratified purposive sampling than arbitrariness. For a purposive sample, 

‘participants are selected according to predetermined criteria relevant to a particular 

research objective’ (Guest et al., 2006, p. 61). The authors state that they use ‘credibility’, 

‘transferability’, and ‘dependability’ to establish methodological soundness and adequacy or 
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‘trustworthiness’ of the data. However, little substantiation is provided as to how this was 

accomplished. It is not sufficient to state that this is the best available method and that 

respondents were given a full and purposeful account of the research question. What 

matters is whether the data provided in response to the questions can be tested against 

reality.   

 

The third problem is that it is difficult to know whether the ‘stratified purposive sampling’ 

employed in the study provided a large enough sample to generate statistical value. The 

literature recommends that a sample is sufficient once a theoretical ‘saturation point’ has 

been reached, though the parameters vary significantly. Van der Merwe et al. provide no 

guidance on how they established that the sample size was sufficient to draw valid 

inferences.  

 

These three problems are devastating for the study. Average operational cost cannot easily 

be derived from what 22 breeders state as their running costs. The authors provide no 

indication of variation in the data, or levels of confidence that can be attributed to it. This 

does not suggest that the data is of no value. However, it does suggest that future efforts 

need to be more rigorous, while acknowledging that conducting research into this activity is 

necessarily hindered by a lack of access to open, audited financial statements.  

 

The application of the Social Accounting Matrix 

A Social Accounting Matrix (SAM) model was employed by van der Merwe et al. to 

determine the impact of a factor of productivity within each related industry. This is known 

as the multiplier effect, where a multiplier measures the changes in economic activity due 

to a change in spending. It captures the direct, indirect and induced effect of an increase in 

spending. The authors used the 2012 South African National SAM to determine these effects 

for captive lion breeding. The direct effect may accrue from direct expenditure, such as a 

breeder purchasing a fence for their property. The indirect effect is derived from what the 

fencing company may pay their employees and suppliers (Van Der Merwe et al., 2017, p. 

317).  
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The authors estimate that the average running cost per breeding facility is approximately 

R50,000 per month (R600,000 per year). Multiplied by the total number of breeding 

facilities, this amounts to R178.2 million per year. ‘From Table 3, it is clear that the highest 

spending by lion breeders is on financial and business services’ (Van Der Merwe et al., 2017, 

p. 319) – this is derived from taking each cost item and dividing it into one of the SAM 

commodity divisions. However, Table 3 in the published paper is a repeat of Table 4, which 

measures the impact of the breeding industry on employment. One has to take the authors’ 

word for it, then, that the production multiplier is equal to R3.93, ‘which signifies that every 

R1 spent by a lion breeder leads to an increase in production in the South African economy 

of R3.93’ (Van Der Merwe et al., 2017, p. 319).2 Table 4 then reveals that the breeding 

industry supports a further 613 jobs through multiplier effects in addition to the 549 direct 

jobs, sustaining a total of 1,162 jobs. ‘The sectors most affected regarding job opportunities 

are financial and business services (34.6%), construction (25.1%), and the manufacturing 

sector (11.6%)’ (Van Der Merwe et al., 2017, p. 320). A rationale as to why these particular 

sectors are most affected is not offered.  

 

The authors conclude three points from the exercise.  

 

First, they argue (from Table 1) that because 59% of respondents self-identified as well-

educated, this ‘supports the notion that breeding of wildlife has become a science, and 

therefore is crucial in safeguarding the industry’ (Van Der Merwe et al., 2017, p. 320). 

However, only 27% of those reported as possessing tertiary education (just over half of 

those ‘well-educated’) had university degrees. Even if one accepted the premise that self-

reported tertiary education constituted being ‘well-educated’, it does not follow that the 

breeding of wildlife has become a science. As will be shown in the following chapter, it is the 

lack of scientific support for the practice of captive predator breeding that may have led to 

some of the genetic variation problems that now confront the industry.  

 

                                                      
2 This researcher’s attempts to retrieve the relevant information from the lead author of the journal article 
were unsuccessful.  
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Second, the authors conclude that from a regional economic development perspective, 

predator breeding contributes to rural development (most facilities are located in the Free 

State and North West provinces) and job creation. This points to one of the major 

shortcomings of the study, however. Even with multiplier effects – if one accepts these as 

legitimate – the employment effects are minimal. A total of 1,162 jobs sustained by the 

industry is relatively minimal, and it seems to assume no seasonality effects. In other words, 

one might expect that more people would be directly employed during the busier tourist 

seasons. The calculation also does not recognise that much of the potential labour 

absorptiveness of the industry may be substituted by volunteer tourism in which volunteers 

pay breeders to come and feed cubs and work on the facilities. Moreover, the economic and 

job creation effects do not consider the opportunity costs or externalities associated with 

the industry. This is crucial. A study of this nature can only be of value if it considers what 

the land might alternatively have been used for. Because it only considers captive breeding, 

and not the value of ranching (the subject of a separate study), the land quantity of 18 

million hectares (referenced in the study) consumed by wildlife game ranching is irrelevant. 

This is, unless the ranching industry is predominantly dependent on its supply of lions from 

the captive breeding industry, but the authors do not quantify the link (if any) between 

breeding and ranching, or how many ranches also conduct breeding activities. Either way, to 

show that the captive breeding industry has economic significance, it must be demonstrated 

that it contributes more to the economy than its next best alternative. This has not yet been 

done, and future research should at least take the first steps in this direction. Moreover, if 

the industry generates a divergence between social costs and private returns (negative 

externalities), then this divergence undermines its purported economic significance. This is 

why the next section addresses the question of the relationship between captive breeding 

and wild lion conservation. If, for instance, the lack of genetic variation among bred lions 

necessitates the sourcing of wild lions to sustain the industry, that may generate a direct 

negative effect on wild lion survival. Other potential effects on wild lions will also be 

examined.  

 

Third, the authors conclude that the multiplier effect of expenditure by the captive breeding 

industry has a positive impact on several other sectors in the respective provincial 

economies and consequently on the national economy. ‘If lion breeding is banned or ceased 
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to exist, these sectors will be impacted on especially in rural areas’ (Van Der Merwe et al., 

2017, p. 321). This may be true, but the claim is difficult to verify in the absence of a 

counterfactual and/or examining what economic significance may plausibly be generated 

through alternative economic activities on that land.   

 

Remarks on curious conclusions 

Van der Merwe et al. are correct to point out that theirs is the first peer-reviewed 

investigation that attempts to determine the economic significance of captive predator 

breeding in South Africa. Certainly, their work demonstrates that more research is required 

in this direction. However, the claim that the work is based on sound methodology is 

potentially dubious. Qualitative interviews are undoubtedly the best form of information 

available in the absence of audited financial statements, but it is not clear that reliability 

checks were adequately employed, and the claim that every third member off the SAPA list 

constitutes purposive stratified sampling is questionable. Either way, the authors note that 

we now have better information about breeders’ profiles and the geographic distribution of 

breeding than we had before. Thirdly, and most dubiously, the authors conclude that the 

‘private lion industry does create healthy lion populations’ (2017, p. 321) despite the fact 

that SAPA has no stud books, no national level breeding plan and no rigorous disease 

screening programmes. But this was not in any shape or form the focus of their paper, nor 

do they provide any indication of what parameters might constitute a healthy population, or 

exactly what mechanism is at work between captive breeding and the production of such 

populations. They only focused, as far is evident, on captive breeding rather than the private 

lion industry (including ranching) more generally. This concluding line therefore comes 

across more as special pleading rather than a logically deduced conclusion that follows from 

evidence-based premises. The next section deals specifically with the available literature on 

how predator breeding may affect wild lion survival.  

 

The relationship between captive predator breeding and wild lion 

survival 
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Lions are listed under the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild 

Fauna and Flora (CITES), an international body consisting of more than 180 member 

countries, that seeks to regulate the international trade in wildlife. Species in Appendix I are 

threatened with extinction; no commercial international trade is permitted for wild 

specimens or their products. Species in Appendix II are not necessarily now threatened with 

extinction but may become so unless trade is regulated; ‘commercial international trade is 

permitted at the discretion of the exporting Party, which must determine scientifically that 

such trade will not be detrimental to the species’ survival and issue a permit for each 

shipment’ (Bauer et al., 2018, p. 1). The Asiatic lion (Pantheral leo persica) is listed on 

Appendix I and the African lion is listed on Appendix II. The top three threats to wild lion 

survival are prey depletion, habitat encroachment and human-predator conflict over 

livestock depredation. The captive breeding of lions does not address these threats. Trophy 

hunting and the trade in lion bone and parts are two further threats (Miller et al., 2016). 

While trophy hunting can contribute to securing lion habitat and community benefits, 

regulations are often poorly enforced in weakly institutionalised contexts. The trade in parts 

and bones will be discussed specifically later in this paper but suffice to note in this section 

that lion bone has been used since 2005 as a covert substitute for tiger bone in expensive 

wines made in East Asia. Some of this demand has ostensibly been met through the by-

product of the “canned hunting industry” in South Africa, defined by Bauer et al as ‘trophy 

hunting of captive bred lions in confined spaces’ (2018, p. 2). Despite well-grounded 

theoretical fears that the presence of this industry would threaten wild tiger survival – and, 

by extension, wild lion survival – through demand exacerbation, no hard evidence exists for 

this connection as yet (Williams et al., 2017), although a recent report states (EMS 

Foundation & Ban Animal Trading, 2018, p. 7) that the DEA’s decision is ‘threatening Africa’s 

wild lion populations, particularly because increasing demand (for tiger bones) is leading to 

a rise in illegal killings’ (of wild lions), because lion bones masquerade as tiger bones in 

destination markets. Another concern regarding wild populations is that consumers in East–

Southeast Asia are allegedly prepared to pay more for bones from free-ranging wild lions 

because of a belief that the effects are more potent than those of captive lions. 
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Kirkpatrick and Emerton (2010) provide at least three reasons to expect that tiger farming 

(and lion farming, by extension) will not help tigers in the wild (especially if the re-

introduction of captive-bred tigers into wilderness areas is unviable).  

 

First, as with most pro-trade arguments for scarce species, the assumptions are flawed – we 

have no reliable data to suggest that if supply increases that it will in fact cause a price 

reduction and thereby reduce poaching effort. The supply-side signal may – to the contrary 

– shift the demand curve outwards and so maintain or even increase the price. After all, the 

market is imperfect and likely oligopolistic, meaning that a simple increase in supply may 

affect price, but not in the assumed way (downwards only), especially if it has the 

inadvertent effect of changing consumer tastes towards increased consumption 

independent of price. Williams and ‘t Sas-Rolfes caution that because, in their study, a ‘large 

proportion of survey respondents have stated that they will seek other markets for lion 

bones’ (2017, p. 24), there is potential for a parallel illegal market to develop. However, it 

seems clear that such a market already exists, along with extensive connections to 

organised crime, and has occurred independently of the level at which the DEA has set the 

quota (EMS Foundation & Ban Animal Trading, 2018). Williams and ‘t Sas-Rolfes correctly 

note that we know nothing about demand elasticity for lion bones (the sensitivity of 

consumption behaviour to price changes). They argue that price shocks are best avoided 

(2017, p. 25), although the reasoning in this respect is unclear. Theoretically, if demand 

reduction campaigns resulted in an inward shift of the demand curve and a resultant price 

collapse, the incentive to breed or poach lions for their bones would disappear, solving the 

problem of how the existence of a predator breeding industry may affect wild lion 

populations beyond South Africa’s borders. The authors seem to be concerned that the 

setting of an insufficiently high quota may artificially signal scarcity and drive prices 

upwards, creating an incentive to poach wild lions. As discussed below, however, the 

different cost structures for breeding and poaching may be the stimulus for parallel markets 

developing – the level at which the quota is set may be spurious and simply provide 

confusing supply-side signals to the market as to the legitimacy of the trade.  

 

Second, farmed and wild tiger parts are not perfect substitutes. The same is true for lions. 

Third, no evidence exists that farmed tigers or lions can be produced less expensively than 
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poached ones. Therefore, it is likely that a parallel market will develop – poached lions will 

be supplied to one segment of the market, and farmed lions to another. As the EMS/BAT 

report (2018, p. 36) put it: ‘If, indeed, the current price [of a complete skeleton] “at the 

breeding farm gate” is between ZAR30,000 and ZAR50,000, then it is plausible that illegally 

killing wild lions for the bone trade may be cheaper than sourcing bones from the captive-

breeding industry’. This view is supported by Tensen (2016), who shows that commercial 

breeding is only likely to reduce the pressure on wild populations if the demand for the 

product does not increase due to the presence of a legal market, if farming does not rely on 

wild populations for re-stocking, and no laundering of illegal products into the legal trade 

occurs.  

 

The role and impact of regulations and conservation authorities 
 

In 2010, a judgment by the Supreme Court of Appeal (SCA) found against the Department of 

Environmental Affairs and in favour of SAPA. The DEA had brought a case against SAPA in an 

attempt to change the conditions under which canned hunting takes place to make it more 

ethical. The judgement rightly concluded that it was arbitrary for the DEA to insist, first, on 

introducing a minimum habituation period for captive-bred lions to assimilate to their 

enclosures, as no amount of time was likely to increase the probability of attaining fair-

chase conditions. Second, the DEA’s insistence on a minimum enclosure size was similarly 

arbitrary, as any hunt in a confined space of a captive-bred lion did not constitute a fair 

chase.  The court further ruled that lion farming was in an entirely separate category to 

wildlife conservation and should therefore not be regulated by conservation authorities 

(Supreme Court of Appeal, 2010). This part of the ruling appears to have resulted in 

widespread confusion over which government entity is responsible for the welfare of 

captive-bred lions. The DEA asserts that the Department of Agriculture, Forestry and 

Fisheries (DAFF) is the responsible entity as these are seen as ‘farmed animals’. This 

confusion and resultant passing of responsibility fails to recognise the potential 

conservation relationship between the presence of captive lion breeding and the plight of 

wild lions, not only in South Africa but also in other African range states.   
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In respect of the relationship between captive-bred lions and wild lion survival, CITES 

requires that – for South Africa to export lions or their derivative parts, regardless of the 

captive or wild origin – a non-detriment finding (NDF) must be provided by the Scientific 

Authority. A NDF is meant to reasonably establish that such a trade will have no adverse 

effects on the probability of wild lion survival. 

 

In May 2015, the Scientific Authority of South Africa issued a NDF in respect of Panthera leo. 

It stated that there ‘are currently no major threats to wild lion populations in South Africa, 

although the management of re-introduced wild lions needs to be improved’ (2015, p. 1). It 

further notes that very few wild lions are hunted for trophies each year, and that stock is 

largely provided by captive populations. The NDF only considered wild and re-introduced 

wild populations of the African lion and did not consider captive bred populations. It does, 

however, quote an estimate (from Taljaard, 2009) that between 3,600 and 6,000 lions were 

being kept in captivity across at least 174 breeding or captive facilities. This number is at 

odds with more recent estimates, and again demonstrates that the industry is not being 

regulated. The Taljaard study is unpublished and unavailable online. Interestingly, the NDF 

also indicates that ‘illegal trade in captive bred lions within North West Province is 

suspected to take place, as this industry is large and a challenge to regulate’ (Scientific 

Authority of South Africa, 2015, p. 8). Overall, the NDF demonstrated that legal local and 

international trade (in lions and their derivative parts) posed only a low to moderate, but 

non-detrimental risk to the species in South Africa. The authority stated that it had no 

concerns relating to the export of lions in accordance with Article IV of CITES.  

 

One of the members of South Africa’s Scientific Authority, however, Dr Paul Funston (Senior 

Director of Panthera’s lion programme and lead author of South Africa’s Lion Biodiversity 

Management Plan), condemned the quota for 800 lion skeletons (issued by the South 

African government in 2017) as having ‘absolutely no grounding in science’ (Panthera, 

2017). In other words, the NDF did not provide grounds on which to establish the quota; it 

only found that – as of 2015 – there were no major threats to wild lion survival in South 

Africa, and it did not explicitly examine the link between captive breeding and its potential 

future impact on wild lion conservation. Dr Funston stated that it was irresponsible to 
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establish policy that could further imperil wild lions – already in precipitous decline 

throughout much of Africa – when the facts are clear; South Africa’s lion breeding industry 

makes absolutely no positive contribution to conserving lions and, indeed, further imperils 

them’ (Panthera, 2017). 

 

Panthera cites anecdotal data to substantiate its assertions. First, they note that in 2016 

alone, 90% of carcasses from illegally killed lions in Limpopo National Park, Mozambique, 

had their skulls, teeth and claws removed. Second, the rates of poisoning of lions specifically 

to retrieve body parts have increased dramatically in Niassa National Reserve in 

Mozambique. Third, a 6kg consignment of lion claws and teeth was found in an illegal rhino 

horn confiscation in Maputo in 2016. Finally, 42% of lions killed illegally in Namibia in 2016 

had their heads, feet, tails, skin and claws removed (Panthera, 2017). 

 

A newer NDF was gazetted in early 2018, which included reference to captive bred 

populations. It stated that South Africa’s healthy wild populations exist alongside ‘a large 

captive population of approximately 7 000 lion kept in around 260 breeding/captive 

facilities…’ (Scientific Authority of South Africa, 2018, p. 5). The finding reiterates the view 

that the hunting of captive-bred lions poses no threat to the wild lion population and ‘it is 

thought that captive lions may in fact serve as a buffer to potential threats to wild lions by 

being the primary source of hunting trophies and derived products (such as bone)’ 

(Scientific Authority of South Africa, 2018, p. 5). Williams and ‘t Sas-Rolfes report that they 

‘currently find no substantial evidence that legal exports of skeletons from captive-bred 

lions have adversely affected wild populations in South Africa to date’ but nonetheless call 

for an urgent investigation into the ‘extent and impact of trade in other African lion range 

states where vulnerable wild lion populations are likely to be adversely affected’ (2017, p. 

25). 

 

The NDF appears to ignore this caution and does not consider the probability that there are 

essentially two different types of hunting markets – those who will hunt only under ‘fair 

chase’ conditions and those who attach no value to the conditions of the hunt and will hunt 

captive lions in enclosed spaces from which they cannot escape at reduced prices. The 

logical outcome is that a parallel trade will exist; to venture the idea that captive lions will 
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serve as a buffer to potential threats to wild lion survival is empirically untested and possibly 

dangerous. To further corroborate the point, the US market for canned lion trophies, the 

world’s major market, has been closed since 2016. No evidence thus far suggests that 

demand for wild lion trophies has increased as a result.  If it is the case, for instance, that 

the demand for lion bones in East Asian trade is growing, then it is not clear that bones as a 

derivative from the canned hunting industry will satisfy that demand, especially as the 

demand for canned hunting has plummeted over the last two years. Reports are already 

emerging of captive bred lions being slaughtered for their bones, and Williams and ‘t Sas-

Rolfes confirm from their questionnaire responses that breeders are signalling an intention 

to move into this market directly. This suggests that the 2018 NDF underestimates the size 

of the bone trade and is unaware that what it sees as a buffer may well prove to be a 

catalyst for wild lion destruction. The 2018 NDF states, similarly to the Williams and ‘t Sas-

Rolfes (2017) report, that ‘at present there is no evidence to suggest that the lion bone 

trade between South Africa and East-Southeast Asia is detrimental to South Africa’s wild 

lion population’ (Scientific Authority of South Africa, 2018, p. 6), but it does not determine 

whether this trade may prove detrimental even in the medium term. Finally, the assessment 

states that a quota for the export of skeletons derived from captive breeding operations 

must be established and revised on an annual basis. It does not mention the 2017 quota for 

800 lion skeletons or the increase of that quota to 1,500 in July 2018.  

 

 The possibility that the NDF underestimates the size of the bone trade and its growth is 

evidenced by the findings of the interim Williams and ‘t Sas-Rolfes report, which shows that, 

since 2012, the prices of lion skeletons have increased consistently from a mean of R18,000 

(male) and R17,000 (lioness) respectively in that year, to R50,000 (male) and R40,000 

(lioness) respectively in 2017 (2017, p. 18 figure 4.a). The increase in prices also signals a 

potential outward shift of the demand curve (though the data is too shaky to state this with 

any great confidence), as consumer preferences for lion parts may have grown as supply has 

grown. Moreover, the response from questions 51 and 52 of the survey – answered by only 

eight facilities (skewed towards those who only sell skeletons as a by-product of the hunting 

industry, reveals that just three facilities exported a total of 98 skeletons between them in 

2017, down from eight facilities in 2016 that exported a total of 151 skeletons (Williams & ’t 

Sas-Rolfes, 2017, p. 20 table 11).  
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Prior to the established quota, 381 skeletons were exported from eight facilities alone (ibid), 

strongly suggesting that the 2017 quota of 800 skeletons had no grounding in an 

understanding of the market. Moreover, if fewer facilities are exporting fewer skeletons in 

2017 than in 2016 or 2015, it is not clear why the quota increased. Of course, it is impossible 

to infer the extent of the market from such a limited sample size, but this again 

demonstrates that the DEA does not have sufficiently reliable or accurate data on which to 

establish a quota that is required to be grounded in science. ‘Once the quota was opened, it 

took less than two months for it to be used up’ (Williams & ’t Sas-Rolfes, 2017, p. 22). 74 

percent of the quota applications were to sell skeletons from euthanised lions. As Williams 

and ‘t Sas-Rolfes suggest, this is indicative of the disruption to the breeding industry as a 

result of reduced demand for canned hunting. Breeders that had previously banked on 

being able to sell to the hunting market are now supplying skeletons from slaughtered lions 

directly to the bone trade. The incentive to reduce breeding therefore appears limited at 

this stage, especially with skeleton prices having increased substantially over the last six 

years (though some breeders have indicated that they will reduce breeding), and with the 

almost doubling of the 2018 bone quota.  

  

Captive breeding and conservation 

In response to the assertion that captive lions have no conservation value, SAPA contends 

that ‘many farmers have used money from captive-lion trophy hunting to turn dusty cattle 

farms into lush wilderness areas’ (n.d.), which constitutes conservation value as far as the 

breeders are concerned. Furthermore, the organisation claims that the ‘ranch lion industry 

have (sic) satisfied the lion bone market and so made forays by poachers into our national 

parks unprofitable’ (SAPA, n.d.).  

 

Panthera asserts, to the contrary, that there is ‘not one shred of scientific evidence showing 

that canned hunting and legal lion bone exports take the poaching pressure off wild lion 

populations. In fact, it is increasingly clear that these practices stimulate demand for wild 

lion, leopard and tiger parts throughout the world’ (2017). SAPA claims to have invested 

‘millions in research, release studies, genetic enhancement, lion censuses and bloodline 
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management’ (n.d.). Yet, not a single study in the peer-reviewed literature appears to 

support the view that captive-bred lions have conservation value, or even may have that 

value in the future. The claim that captive-bred lions can transition to wild conditions has 

also not been supported in the literature.   

 

Schroeder writes that while ‘captive breeders and hunting operators have created new 

revenue streams by producing new forms of wildlife commodities geared toward whole new 

classes of wildlife consumers’ (2018, p. 19), it remains unclear whether the increased 

demand for these goods can be saturated by captive breeding, or whether such demand will 

generate unintended negative downstream impacts on wild stocks elsewhere in the region. 

 

The most comprehensive paper in the literature that addresses this question is by Lindsey et 

al. (2012a). In response to the claims made in the Taljaard report (that the captive predator 

breeding industry contributed an average annual figure of R226.7 million to the economy 

and supported 220 direct jobs), the authors note that while these benefits may accrue, 

‘ethical concerns and negative publicity associated with captive-bred lion hunting could 

potentially off-set gains by disrupting much larger and more economically significant 

industries such as ecotourism and mainstream trophy hunting’ (2012a, p. 18). In their paper, 

Lindsey et al. treat mainstream trophy hunting as a relative conservation good, given that its 

absence in many contexts would result in land conversion from wildlife conservation to 

livestock or other agricultural activity. Survey data revealed that 20 percent of clients who 

had hunted captive lions previously would prefer to hunt wild lions in the future. Given the 

relatively large size of the South African captive hunting industry, if it were to be closed 

down, even a small transfer of clientele to the wild hunting industry could be significant. ‘A 

shift of 20% of the captive-bred market could lead to an increase of 42.9% in the demand 

for wild hunts’ (2012a, p. 19). An outward shift in the demand curve for wild hunts would, 

however, confer negative conservation consequences where hunting is poorly regulated. 

Wild hunting is only sustainable if quota adherence is credibly enforced and the quotas 

themselves do not exceed that which is biologically sustainable. Excessive off-take is already 

prevalent in Namibia, Cameroon, Tanzania, Zambia and Zimbabwe.  
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An interesting predictive observation – in light of the Panthera statement cited above that 

provides anecdotal data of a potentially negative link between predator breeding and 

conservation – notes: ‘An increase in demand for wild lions within South Africa could lead to 

an increase in hunting of the species on private and communal lands adjacent to protected 

areas such as the Kruger National Park and the Kgalagadi Transfrontier Conservation Area, 

which could create sink effects similar to those seen around Hwange National Park in 

Zimbabwe. Such hunting would not necessarily rely on there being viable populations in 

hunting grounds adjacent to parks, as lions can be easily lured with the use of baits or calls 

and perimeter fencing is often poorly maintained and ineffective at controlling the 

movement of predators’ (2012a, p. 19). This happened recently in the case of the 

controversial hunting of a pride male lion named Skye in the Umbabat reserve bordering the 

Kruger National Park (Pinnock, 2018a). Conversely, where hunting is well-managed, the 

closure of predator breeding for canned hunting would make wild lion hunting substantially 

more expensive and potentially increase the conservation value of that activity as a result. 

However, a substantial difficulty with this line of reasoning is that ‘lion populations are 

particularly sensitive to trophy harvests due to the social disruption and potential for 

infanticide by incoming males following removal of pride males’ (2012a, p. 11). Moreover, 

current quotas would have to be reduced to make the industry sustainable from a 

conservation perspective. This is politically near-impossible.  

 

The relationship between captive hunting and wild hunting is therefore ambiguous for wild 

lion survival. If captive breeding reduces pressure on wild stock, a positive conservation 

effect may be present. If, however, conservation value is dependent on a large, well-

managed wild hunting industry, this positive effect may be undermined as it would 

presumably disincentivise the retention of wildlife-based land uses. Similarly, if the captive-

bred hunting industry were to be banned, the increased demand for wild hunting may have 

positive conservation value, but only if the qualifying condition of being well-managed is 

credibly met.  

 

Beyond this ambiguous effect, the more important theoretical consideration is what kind of 

impact the sale of lion parts to Asia may have on the demand for wild-sourced lion parts. 

The consumption of lion bones is not illegal in China or the other major consuming countries 
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and the number of bones exported from South Africa has increased in recent years. Being 

listed on Appendix II means that export permits for bones can be acquired without having to 

sell a hunt. ‘From a conservation perspective, trade in lion bones from captive institutions in 

South Africa to Asia would be cause for concern if it were to stimulate harvest of wild lions 

or other felids to supply the bone trade. The market preference in China for bones from 

wild, rather than captive, felids could result in such a stimulus’ (Lindsey et al., 2012a, p. 20). 

A recent investigate report notes, for instance, that leopards are now Asia’s most traded big 

cat: ‘Trade in their bones, primarily to meet demand from Chinese consumers, is one of the 

drivers of this trade’ (Environmental Investigation Agency, 2018a); the bone is consumed in 

similar ways to tiger bone. This again reinforces the proposition that a legal trade in lion 

bones opens channel for the laundering of other felid bones, which may place pressure on 

wild stocks of those felids. It also makes law enforcement challenging, as officials are unable 

to distinguish tiger bone from other felid bones. This point was emphasised by a delegate 

from Vietnam at the 2018 CITES Animals Committee meeting.    

 

SAPA’s assertion, along with that of the DEA’s 2018 NDF - that the sale of captive-bred 

derivative parts has been shown to remove the pressure on wild stock – has not been 

empirically shown in any available literature. There is a distinct possibility that the stimulus 

mentioned by Lindsey et al. would shift the demand curve outwards. Given the sheer lack of 

data pertaining to the demand for specifically-wild lion bones or parts, the precautionary 

principle would ordinarily apply. In other words, if an activity stands a theoretical chance of 

increasing pressure on wild stock, the probability of a detrimental CITES finding should 

similarly increase. As has been observed with elephant ivory and rhino horn, criminal 

syndicates find it economically more attractive to source stock from the wild through paying 

a flat rate to poachers than to source from expensive breeding stock (Harvey et al., 2017). 

Breeders would have to produce stock at lower marginal costs of production than poachers, 

which would almost certainly mean risking the health of the gene pool.  

 

If captive-bred lions could be introduced into the wild in a sustainable manner that ensured 

population growth recovery, presumably the difficulties currently associated with the 

relationship between captive breeding and wild lion survival would become obsolete. An 

important paper from 2012 examines this issue ( Hunter et al., 2013). The authors’ 
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concluding assessment is that ‘reintroducing large carnivores from captivity into the wild is 

profoundly limited by biological, technical, financial and sociological factors’ (Hunter et al., 

2013a).  

 

The importance of the Hunter et al. contribution cannot be overstated because a relatively 

large number of registered captive breeding facilities market themselves as explicitly 

contributing to conservation or research. Their revenue streams are derived from this 

particular premise. Therefore, if it is not true that captive bred stock can be successfully or 

sustainably reintroduced, the regulatory indication is that – at best – such false advertising 

should be immediately prohibited. The truth of this particular question also determines the 

relative economic significance of the industry. If it is of negligent conservation value but 

derives a large portion of its revenue stream from that pretext, its economic significance 

would presumably be diminished when that pretext is exposed as false.  

 

Hunter et al. show that population re-establishment using wild lions has been unequivocally 

successful, to the extent that many reserves now employ some form of population control 

(Kettles & Slotow, 2009; Miller & Funston, 2014). Removals from wild prides would be 

problematic if they compromised the quality of the source population by increasing the 

probability of inbreeding; it is also illegal to remove wild animals from their natural habitats 

and place them in captivity (Funston & Levendal, 2015). The probability of inbreeding 

increases inversely to the size of the source population. In other words, small populations 

are at greater risk of inbreeding and are unviable options in the presence of larger and 

therefore more suitable candidate sources.  

 

After addressing the conditions for successful wild re-introductions, Hunter et al. show that 

not only is wild translocation significantly more successful on average than captive re-

introduction, the ‘impoverished setting of the captive environment may lead to maladaptive 

behaviour’ (Hunter et al., 2013a), such as inexplicable male killing of adult females and high 

cub mortality as a result of failing to thrive. The second, and most significant problem, with 

captive bred populations as a source for reintroduction is that their origin may be 

unsuitable. The source population should ideally be as closely genetically related to the 

original native stock as possible. They should also show similar ecological characteristics to 
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those belonging to the original sub-population. In this respect, the most significant barrier 

to successful reintroduction is that captive-bred lions are likely to lack important local 

adaptation abilities, especially if they have been exposed to novel pathogens that could 

contaminate wild populations. The authors contend that the long history of private 

ownership of lions in southern Africa from various sources has created a mongrel captive 

population that is unfit for release into the wild. Where the need for captive-origin lions 

would be greatest (West and Central Africa), the wild populations are genetically distinct 

and not well represented in captivity. Finally, they argue that there is little supporting 

evidence for ‘so-called pre-release training that demands close contact between people and 

tame lions’ (Hunter et al., 2013a). Human-socialized lions present a significant risk to people 

with a number having been killed. This includes a recent incident at Dinokeng Game Reserve 

in South Africa, where Kevin Richardson – the “lion whisperer” was taking the lion for a walk 

during which she killed a young woman near a tented camp on the property (Associated 

Press, 2018).  

 

Hunter at al. contend that since no lions have been restored to the wild by the process of 

pre-release training since 1999, such programmes risk detracting attention and economic 

resources away from securing existing lion habitat and addressing the factors that kill wild 

lions and their prey.  

 

Abell and Youldon (2013) respond to Hunter et al. by noting that no evidence exists that 

‘lion restoration programmes using captive-origin lions are, or will be, failures’ (2013, p. 25). 

They question the objections raised by Hunter et al. by, for instance, arguing that not 

enough is known about lion disease epidemiology to promote translocation unequivocally 

as a more efficient and effective conservation measure than captive-bred sourcing. Sourcing 

from healthy populations incurs the very risk that Hunter et al. are keen to avoid (sourcing 

from small sub-populations that may negatively affect pride dynamics and survival). Abell 

and Youldon further argue that the aberrant behavioural characteristics of captive prides 

referred to by Hunter et al. are not typical, and may not be consequences of captivity per se. 

Ultimately, Abell and Youldon are of the view that Hunter et al. do not sufficiently address 

all the factors in question and should not condemn conservation programmes that source 

captive-bred stock for in situ conservation when wild translocations are likely to prove 
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ineffective in themselves to address imperilled wild lion populations. In response, Hunter et 

al. (2013b) essentially accuse Abell and Youldon of creating arguments that appeal to 

speculation at best: ‘It is spurious to claim that both captive-origin and wild-born 

approaches can play a part when the former has wasted millions of dollars and years of 

effort, elevated the risk to lions and people, and has not established a single, free-ranging 

lion’ (2013b, p. 27). It is difficult to dispute that, on the basis of the available evidence, wild 

lions are better candidates than captive-bred lions for reintroduction success (Slotow & 

Hunter, 2009). It may be true that captive operations may also contribute in the future, but 

objective criterion for justifying capital allocation in this direction – especially in the face of 

competing conservation investment priorities – seems to undermine its rationale. 

Furthermore, Hunter et al. express their reservations towards the encounter industry that 

misleads the public – and policymakers – into believing that captive-sourced reintroduction 

is a necessary, viable and established conservation success method.   

 

Further corroborating Hunter et al.’s point, Dunston and others (including Abell) (2017) 

recently conducted a study that attempted to ascertain whether captive-bred prides would 

be able to thrive in the wild. After comparing the territorial and hunting behaviour of 

captive-origin prides with wild-born prides, the authors state that ‘observed hunting 

behaviour by the captive-origin prides indicated their ability to hunt successfully 

individually, however, whether they are capable of co-operative hunting remains to be 

established’ (Dunston et al., 2017, p. 259). While the authors contend that upon relocation 

to a larger reserve, captive-origin prides could become self-sufficient, it is really not clear 

that this follows from the evidence presented. There appear to be too many caveats and too 

many unlikely conditions that would have to be fulfilled before conservationists could be 

convinced of the merits of ex situ reintroduction programmes. One of the critical factors 

that remains unexamined, for instance, is how captive-origin prides would compete with or 

even respond to wild prides in the same reserve. Another study by a student of Dunston’s 

concludes that it remains unclear whether captive-origin lions would respond appropriately 

to unfamiliar conspecifics in the wild post-release despite having ostensibly developed 

natural social behaviours (Hall, 2017), even if captivity does not impede the ability of a pride 

to become socially cohesive (provided a host of pre-released conditions are met to ensure 

the replication of ‘natural’ behaviour) (Dunston et al., 2016).  
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Captive breeding, genetic fitness and the unsustainability of 

‘sustainable use’ doctrine 

The relationship between captive breeding (and its associated practices) and its 

conservation value is mediated not only by whether captive bred lions can be successfully 

reintroduced into the wild or whether the derivate parts satisfy demand in Asia, but also by 

the intervening variable of genetic quality.  

 

SAPA alleges that ‘the genetics of the better lion ranch populations are much more pure 

(sic) than that of the typical wild lion pride’ (n.d.). It further states that long-term scientific 

studies and analyses of breeding practices by SAPA-accredited breeders show that ‘lion 

breeders go to extraordinary lengths to avoid inbreeding’ (n.d.). These studies are not linked 

or referenced to the article. Moreover, the reference to ranched lions (as apparently distinct 

from captive-bred lions) appears to be selective in this instance, as ‘ranched’ lions are 

sourced from captive bred populations and there is no evidence to suggest that the 

categorical distinction is warranted. Captive-bred lions who happened to grow up on a 

ranch are no less captive-bred than those who grow up in a cage. The sleight-of-hand 

rhetoric subtly introduces the idea that ‘ranched’ lions are some form of wild-managed 

population, but the difference remains an unbridged chasm. 

 

In a peer-reviewed assessment of the literature, Richard Schroeder notes a higher incidence 

of genetically derived disease among captive-bred animals and that inbreeding is a 

significant problem. ‘The weakening of the genetic pool can have serious consequences for 

the general vitality of the captive-bred population’ (2018, p. 8). This is especially the case for 

lions that are bred purely for canned hunting or the bone trade, where there is no obvious 

short-term requirement to focus on maintaining the genetic diversity of metapopulations. 

 

A report commissioned by the National Council of SPCA’s in 2009 raised concern over this 

issue too. It stated that, in addition to the welfare concerns associated with captive 
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breeding, ‘the use of growth stimulants and genetic manipulation to try and increase the 

size of captive lions’ (Cadman, 2009, p. 14) was equally concerning.   

 

Cousins et al., in 2010, noted that the legal requirement for wildlife utilisation systems to be 

surrounded by game fencing has ‘led to fragmented landscapes, causing genetic isolation of 

species and the disruption of migratory routes… Furthermore, many ranches are too small 

to contain genetically healthy predator populations’ (Cousins et al., 2010). These authors 

further highlight eight general biodiversity conservation concerns within the private 

ranching industry. Pertaining to genetics specifically, they call attention to the problems of 

deliberate cross-breeding or hybridization of species; deliberate breeding of recessive 

colour variations; and the genetic pollution of wild animal populations if released into the 

wild from unscientific intensive captive breeding programmes. Cousins et al. note that the 

Department of Environmental Affairs (DEA) in 2005 recognised that such practices could 

deplete the genetic integrity and diversity of natural populations. New regulations 

introduced in 2010 appear not to have helped, partly because of tension between 

stakeholders over the implementation costs, and because the DEA has little to no 

enforcement capacity to monitor the implementation of the regulations.  

 

Pitman et al. conclude that while game ranching has widely been heralded as a conservation 

success – the epitome of a devolutionary rights-based approach to natural resource 

management – there are significant hidden costs of local decision-making ‘in the absence of 

adequate centralised regulation and evidence-based best practice necessary to uphold 

conservation objectives’ (2017, p. 406). Moreover, it is not clear that the acclamation of 

conservation success is warranted, as intensive game-ranching practices can incentivise the 

persecution of ecologically important species (such as apex predators) (Pitman et al., 2017). 

Genetic integrity appears to be at risk even in well-managed small re-introduced wild 

populations, and intensive ranching of game on private ranches that would otherwise 

constitute lion prey in the wild has inadvertently led to the persecution of wild lions near 

these ranches.  

 

Given the peer-reviewed contribution by Pitman et al. and Cousins et al., it is difficult to see 

why SAPA insists that ‘ranch lions [bred for consumptive sustainable utilisation purposes] 
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have significant conservation value in terms of their genetic diversity; health resilience; 

reintroduction purposes; socio-economic benefits; revenue-generation; and protection of 

wild lions by meeting demand for trophy hunting and lion bone demand’ (SAPA, 2017, p. 

17). The DEA’s 2018 NDF, instead of heeding the warning in various reports and academic 

papers that captive breeding may imperil wild populations, reflects this very view.  

 

SAPA introduces a distinction between captive-bred lions – ‘ranch’ and ‘working/tourism’ 

lions – that does not exist in the National Biodiversity Management Plan for the Lion 

(Panthera leo) in South Africa (NBMPL) (Funston & Levendal, 2015) (hereafter the BMP). The 

SAPA management plan for captive lions then also asserts that ‘working/tourism’ lions (as 

opposed to ranch lions) have ‘significant conservation value in terms of their genetic 

diversity…’ (SAPA, 2017, p. 17). No supporting evidence is offered for the claim. The 2015 

BMP notes that the National Zoological Gardens (NZG) of South Africa had been requested 

by SAPA to undertake a genetic survey of lions held in captive facilities. This research, 

however, is not yet publicly available, although it began in 2013. In a recent report, the DEA 

responded to the following question: ‘Does the DEA have systems in place to monitor the 

genetic integrity of captive bred lions in South Africa?’ by stating that ‘The National 

Zoological Gardens did a project with the South African Predator Association to look at the 

genetic diversity in the captive populations and they should be approached for further 

details. The TOPS [Threatened or Protected Species] regulations do require that studbooks 

should be kept, where appropriate’ (Born Free Foundation, 2018, p. 28). The 2018 NDF 

assessment states that ‘According to recent data (2017) provided by DEA, this number [of 

lions in captive facilities] is likely to be closer to 7 000 individuals kept in approximately 260 

facilities’ (Scientific Authority of South Africa, 2018, p. 12). Again, however, this information 

is not publicly available, and numerous requests for information to the Minister of 

Environmental Affairs elicit responses that the DEA does not have this information.  

 

SAPA has insisted that captive-origin ranched and working/tourism lions (if one accepts 

their distinction) are genetically healthy and therefore of conservation value (2017, p. 17), 

but its own lion management plan – in Table 27-1 - notes that in both captive-bred and 

managed wild lions, in-breeding is a concern, especially in the former: ‘In-breeding known 

to occur (sic) – compromises genetic integrity and provenance (origin)’ (SAPA, 2017, p. 35). 
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In the absence of the NGZ study being available, another 2010 paper (Trinkel et al., 2010) 

will have to suffice as the most authoritative word on the matter.  

 

Since 1980, there has been a rapid increase in the number of small, fenced reserves (smaller 

than 1000km2) in South Africa. While reintroductions to establish wild managed lion 

populations in these reserves have been successful, most reintroduced populations are 

small and will suffer serious genetic problems from inbreeding depression unless wild stock 

is sourced from elsewhere. Beyond this issue, and pertaining to captive breeding more 

specifically, inbreeding depression is common among terrestrial predators in captivity. 

Inbreeding ‘has deleterious consequences on all aspects of reproduction and survival’ 

(Trinkel et al., 2010, p. 375). In Madikwe, a small reserve in South Africa, the average 

inbreeding coefficient of cubs born each year to reproduce increased with increasing 

population density due to incestuous mating. Wild lions were reintroduced to Madikwe 

Game Reserve specifically for eco-tourism and biodiversity conservation purposes. Trinkel et 

al. demonstrate that eco-tourism benefited from the reintroduction, and the translocation 

of excess lions provided additional income. ‘However, the benefit for conservation is 

questionable as it is clear that substantive close breeding has occurred despite the 

interventionist management approach’ (Trinkel et al., 2010, p. 379). Madikwe has the 

second-largest population of re-introduced lions, and the fourth largest overall lion 

population in South Africa. If inbreeding in such circumstances could not be avoided, it is 

difficult to see how it could be avoided among “ranched lions”. Trinkel and her co-authors 

are of the view that ‘in the longer term, a major genetic intervention is required, such as 

introduction of new blood lines’ (2010, p. 380). Slotow and Hunter (2009) recommend 

artificial takeovers, such as removing a two-male coalition and replacing them with 

unrelated two-male coalitions, as the most appropriate method for introducing new genes 

into a population. This has been successfully achieved in the Greater Makalali Private Game 

Reserve, for instance (Miller et al., 2013). Miller and Funston (2014) note that most 

managers of reintroduced lions in small reserves are not using available methods (such as 

artificial takeovers, recommended by Kettles and Slotow (2009) and contraception) to 

control population growth and ensure genetic diversity. They are simply trying to remove 

excess lions. Removal through translocation is now at saturation point, and euthanasia is 

therefore now the preferred removal approach. This has led to high levels of inbreeding, 
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which leads the authors to question the conservation value of the approximately 700 lions 

that exist in small, fenced, reserves.  

 

If inbreeding is widespread among captive lion populations in South Africa, and there is little 

reason to suspect that this is not the case – the burden of proof remains on the industry to 

demonstrate otherwise – then the industry does not appear to be sustainable. 

 

Sustainable Use 

South Africa’s constitution states that ‘everyone has the right… to have the environment 

protected, for the benefit of present and future generations, through reasonable legislative 

and other measures that… secure ecologically sustainable development and use of natural 

resources while promoting justifiable economic and social development’ (Republic of South 

Africa, 1996 section 24b, (iii)). Private game owners, including SAPA members, are of the 

view that the consumptive use of predators is therefore constitutionally justifiable, and the 

SCA judgment referenced above indicates a likely reading of the constitution in this manner.  

 

SAPA states, for instance, that ‘managed hunting is an especially revenue-rich form of 

utilization… those who oppose sustainable utilisation are inflicting the cost of conservation 

on landowners and yet denying them the benefits’ (SAPA, 2017, p. 18). But this appears to 

be carefully-worded avoidance of how unsustainable some of the practices are – such as 

supplying to the canned hunting industry –that its members may be engaged in. Until such 

time as a full audit and transparent listing of all its members’ breeding facilities is 

conducted, SAPA should expect public suspicion towards its claims. The 2018 NDF notes that 

the 2015 BMP for the African Lion included actions for how to improve the management of 

captive lions, one aspect of which was ‘an audit of all lion keeping facilities’ (Scientific 

Authority of South Africa, 2018, p. 14). Three years later, no such audit exists. Without this, 

it is difficult to see how a NDF, let alone a skeleton export quota, is justified.  

 

The practices of the predator breeding industry therefore appear to fall short of the 

constitutional insistence on ‘ecologically sustainable development’ that satisfies the 

stipulation ‘for the benefit of present and future generations’. The precautionary principle is 
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important here because it cautions that if current practices are likely to put the future 

viability of the wild lion population at risk, for instance, then they should be stopped.  

 

As it stands, no lion scientists appear willing to confirm that the captive predator breeding 

industry has positive conservation value. To the contrary, the evidence appears to be 

pointing in the direction of potentially undermining wild lion conservation (Lion 

Conservationists, 2017; EMS Foundation & Ban Animal Trading, 2018).  

 

If it were the case that SAPA simply insisted that captive-bred lions had no impact on 

conservation and are entirely separate from wild lions, the current policy equation may be 

different. However, at present, the Association explicitly claims that it makes unequivocally 

positive contributions to conservation. The evidence cited in this paper suggests that this is 

unlikely to be true. The industry may undermine conservation efforts both through the 

inadvertent stimulation of demand for lion bones in Asia (the subject of the next and final 

section), creating enforcement problems related to the illegal tiger bone trade, and through 

having to source wild stock to maintain genetic variation among the captive population.  

 

The final consideration in this section is whether the economic revenue streams that make 

the predator breeding industry so lucrative are ethically viable. Ian Michler, for instance, 

draws attention to ‘the volunteer programmes that feed revenue and free labour into many 

of these lion farms… They entice people, often young students who believe they are making 

a worthy conservation contribution, into paying substantial amounts of money to offer their 

services to these facilities’ (Michler, 2016). A number of travel blogs also expose the 

deception employed by breeders. Facilities that buy or rent cubs from breeders (often on 

separate properties) charge tourists (many of them volunteers) to cuddle, play and take 

photos with cubs that have been separated from their mothers within days of birth (Peirce, 

2018). This early separation, human habituation and subsequent walking with tourists 

renders these lions unsuitable to ‘rewilding’ efforts, despite farms’ marketing claims to the 

contrary (Travelrebellion, 2018). Similarly, Adam Cruise cites the Endangered Wildlife Trust’s 

position that captive-predator facilities give the general public the wrong impression that it 

is acceptable to hold carnivores in captivity (Cruise, 2017). Human-predator habituation is 

dangerous, as demonstrated by the fact that one of Kevin Richardson’s lions recently killed a 
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woman on his Welgedacht farm (mentioned earlier), along with the little known fact that, 

for instance, ‘38% of all known incidents involving carnivores were attacks by captive 

cheetahs’, the second highest attack rate after captive lions (De Waal, 2018). Richardson 

himself has made public statements against the cub-petting and canned hunting industry, 

but any human habituation may be a form of cruelty (directly or indirectly). For instance, 

even though a recent publication finds that the lion encounter industry may have potential 

conservation education value, it scores the industry negatively on animal welfare 

parameters (Moorhouse et al., 2015). Fair Trade Tourism has also recently published its 

‘Captive Wildlife Guidelines’, which were developed on the grounds of research from Oxford 

University’s Wildlife Conservation Research Unit that ‘up to four million tourists per year 

who visit captive wildlife attractions per year are contributing to animal welfare abuse and 

decline in species conservation, yet 80% of them are unaware of their negative impacts’ 

(FTT, 2018). 

 

There are two major ethical issues in view. First, tourists are paying to do labour that would 

otherwise presumably pay local job-seekers. These tourists are lured under the false pretext 

that they are directly contributing to conservation. That predator breeding may have an 

indirect conservation value is a difficult argument to market convincingly, thus facilities that 

use captive-bred cubs resort to lying. Second, breeders are supplying the canned hunting 

industry and the lion bone trade, unbeknown to volunteer tourists. The canned hunting 

industry is also selling its hunts as ‘wild’ – presumably few hunters are enticed by the 

thought of shooting a docile, domesticated animal. The industry therefore has to resort to 

marketing under false pretexts.  

 

Exposure of the practice, combined with the controversial shooting of Cecil the Lion in 

Zimbabwe, led to ‘a 2016 US ban on the import of trophies from captive-bred South African 

lions’ (’t Sas-Rolfes, 2017, p. 5). As indicated above, ethical trophy hunting may be of some 

conservation value; what is unclear is the extent to which South African hunting (99% of 

which is of captive-bred lions) affects the trophy hunting of wild lions or wild lion survival 

more generally. ’t Sas-Rolfes is drawing attention to this lack of clarity and warns of the 

dangers on simply banning hunting altogether – it may be an inappropriate response in light 

of the complex interaction between informal and formal institutions, shaped by 
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heterogeneous hunting preferences and other factors. This is a fair point, and trophy 

hunting of free-range wild lions may be an important conservation tool regardless of how 

one may view the matter from an ethical perspective (Nelson et al., 2013). However, the 

backlash against hunting in general – misguided as it may be in the eyes of some scholars – 

has created new dynamics and practical implications for wild lion conservation and the 

predator breeding industry. 

 

The backlash against canned hunting in particular has led to a split in the South African 

hunting industry – PHASA remains committed to the hunting of captive-bred lions and voted 

at their AGM on 22 November 2017 to continue hunting captive-bred lions, an apparent 

reversal of a previous decision (Avery, 2017), though SAPA denies this. The decision also 

appears to ignore SAPA’s statement that ‘the key issue [to have the importation of captive-

bred lion trophies re-admitted to the United States] for the captive lion industry is to 

demonstrate that the industry does contribute to the conservation of wild lions in South 

Africa and beyond’ (SAPA, 2017, p. 22).  

 

In a recent Carte Blanche interview (Summers & Watts, 2018), Richard York – current 

spokesperson for the Professional Hunters Association of South Africa (PHASA) – admitted 

that there were only eight hunting ranches (among the more than 200 captive-breeding – or 

related facilities – in the industry) that were currently SAPA-accredited. In other words, only 

eight hunting ranches in the entire country have met the appropriate standard for supplying 

the hunting industry with captive-bred lions that have minimal human imprinting. 

Interviewer Derek Watts asked what implications this had for the other 192 facilities that 

were not yet accredited. York answered that ‘small change happens in small increments’ 

and that PHASA would work with breeders to improve their facilities. It does not appear, 

however, that PHASA members are under any obligation to only hunt in the eight accredited 

facilities. SAPA’s lion management plan decries the anti-hunting lobbyists who oppose 

hunting on ‘ideological and emotional’ grounds, and states that ‘managed hunting is an 

especially revenue-rich form of utilization, which impacts relatively little on the 

environment’ (SAPA, 2017, p. 18). However, SAPA has failed to demonstrate that captive 

breeding has positive conservation value. Its claim that it reduces the impact of hunting on 

wild populations (2017, p. 39) has an ambiguous conservation effect at best (Lindsey et al., 
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2012b). And, while PHASA explicitly recognises the problems of canned hunting and claims 

not to support the industry, there is no evidence that either SAPA or PHASA are taking 

sufficient steps to address the self-recognised issues of: the small size of the hunting area; 

the minute release period prior to the hunt; human imprinting on lions to be hunted; 

unethical hunting practices and ‘the misrepresentation of facts to hunting clients’ (SAPA, 

2017, p. 44). The development of SAPA’s norms and standards (SAPA, 2017 Appendix A) is a 

start, but these do not appear to be aligned with the norms and standards stipulated in the 

2015 Lion BMP. Moreover, there is no recognition of the serious governance challenges 

associated with each province having its own disparate set of regulations pertaining to 

canned hunting.   

 

The split in PHASA led to the formation of a new hunting group called ‘Custodians of 

Professional Hunting and Conservation – South Africa’ (CPHC-SA, 2018). Paul Stones, one of 

its founding members, recognises – in the Carte Blanche interview – that with only a small 

skeleton export quota (800 at the time), and 8,000 lions in captivity, combined with the 

backlash against canned hunting (and consequent reduced demand for canned hunts), the 

‘excess’ lions are going to be exploited for their derivative parts. SAPA appears to support 

this practice, as it states that captive breeding delivers conservation benefits by meeting the 

demand for trophy hunting and lion derivatives (2017, p. 43). As the next section 

demonstrates, however, it is not clear that the legal sale of lion bones from captive-bred 

lions in South Africa will be able to satisfy demand in Asia; to the contrary, it may ignite 

demand in ways that prove deleterious to wild lion survival by generating incentives to 

increase poaching efforts. This is especially concerning if SAPA and PHASA members have 

links to criminal wildlife trafficking networks. Moreover, Safari Club International (SCI), the 

world’s largest trophy hunting club, will no longer allow captive bred lion operators to 

advertise or market captive bred lions at its annual convention, and will reject all captive-

bred lion entries for its record books (Bloch, 2018b). The Dallas Safari Club has made a 

similar ruling.  

 

Williams and ‘t Sas-Rolfes point to the danger of captive lion breeders seeking alternative 

markets for lion derivatives in the wake of the backlash against canned hunting and the 

potential link to organised crime. They warn, for instance, about the potential for the rhino 
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poaching epidemic to be replicated in the lion domain. Indeed, the links between the known 

handful of South African bone traders and the criminal networks involved in the illicit rhino-

horn trade are becoming increasingly well-established (EMS Foundation & Ban Animal 

Trading, 2018). This appears to corroborate the view that merely having an ‘excess stock’ of 

captive-bred lions may do little to prevent the large-scale poaching of wild lions.   

 

The trade in lion bones 

For SAPA to legitimise the canned hunting industry – one of the organisation’s stated aims – 

it recognises that captive-bred lions should bear no human imprinting. Animals bred for 

hunting also have to look somewhat presentable, especially if they are to become a trophy. 

The growing bone trade, however, renders welfare concerns irrelevant from the economic 

perspective of breeders. ‘In effect, the bone market’s function is to absorb surplus animals 

that are often in ill health or otherwise suffering the effects of poor treatment’ (Schroeder, 

2018, p. 8). Beyond welfare considerations, it is not clear that exploiting surplus captive-

bred lions for their derivate parts can satisfy market demand; to the contrary, legally 

available supply may both fuel demand and provide a laundering channel for illegal supply.  

 

Supply and demand dynamics of illicit wildlife trade are difficult to establish without reliable 

data, as criminal syndicates and illegal retail outlets are not in the business of making 

audited financial statements publicly available. ‘When it comes to the details of the money 

flows and economics of the lion bone trade on the South African side, very little is known’ 

(EMS Foundation & Ban Animal Trading, 2018, p. 33). Policy decisions therefore need to be 

built on the best available scientific evidence, and in the absence of good economic data, 

the best economic theoretical considerations.  

 

It is now well-known that the illegal trade in tiger body parts is a persistent and significant 

threat to wild tiger populations (EMS Foundation & Ban Animal Trading, 2018). Their bones 

are one of the most lucrative products sold on the illegal wildlife market. Efforts to curb this 

trade involve diverse strategies such as demand reduction campaigns. Confusing supply-side 

signals, however, like the breeding of felid substitutes (like lions) for tigers ‘may be foiling 

efforts to curtail the market’ (Williams et al., 2017, p. 4). Breeders assert that the supply of 
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farmed bones removes pressure on wild populations. However, the availability of a legal 

supply channel – given the export quota of 1,500 skeletons – may incentivise ‘poachers to 

target wild lions and launder their bones into these markets’ (Born Free Foundation, 2018, 

p. 2). The fact that lion bones were reportedly being passed off as tiger bones (and traders 

were not demanding to see evidence of the source) for Traditional Chinese Medicine (TCM) 

ingredients, made conservationists ‘nervous about the trajectory of the trade and what 

impact it might have on wild lion populations’ (Williams et al., 2017, p. 5). In other words, 

‘the legal trade in captive bred lion skeletons and bones may be used as a cover by criminal 

syndicates to launder illegally obtained bones and skeletons from wild-caught animals’ 

(Born Free Foundation, 2018, p. 5). We also now know that ‘lion bones have been found 

inside containers transporting ivory and rhino horn, suggesting the same networks are 

involved’ (Shaw, 2017, p. 15). 

 

The link to organised crime is important for the theoretical economics that should inform 

policy decisions. In June 2011, two Thai men (Phichet Thongpai and Punpitak Chunchom) 

were arrested for possession of lion bones. They worked for the Xaysavang Export-Import 

Company, based in Lao P.D.R., and confessed that the main business of the company was to 

trade in lion bones, supplied by the captive breeding industry. A month later, Chumlong 

Lemtongthai, a Thai national who worked for Xaysavang, was arrested at the same 

residence. Lemtongthai’s record of rhino poaching is well recorded in the literature. While 

Lemtongthai was sentenced to 40 years’ imprisonment for his role in the rhino horn trade, 

the charges against Chunchom were dropped. The court case revealed that Xaysavang 

Company traded in rhino horn, lion bones, teeth and claws (Williams et al., 2017). In 2013, 

the U.S. government offered a $1 million reward for the dismantling of the Xaysavang 

network, which was said to be Asia’s largest wildlife crime syndicate (Fuller, 2013).  

Lemtongthai told the court that Marthinus Philippus (Marnus) Steyl – a former member of 

the SAPA council – had offered to supply bones to him. ‘Two other council members in 

2016/17 had also previously been charged in connection with illegal rhino hunting and 

associated activity’ (Born Free Foundation, 2018, p. 6). Steyl is indeed in the business of 

trading lion bones, and sought a court order against the Free State Department of Economic 

Development, Tourism and Environmental Affairs on 23 June 2017 to compel them to allow 

him to export bones even prior to the finalisation of the export quota (a commitment made 
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by South Africa at the 17th CITES Conference of the Parties in 2016) (EMS Foundation & Ban 

Animal Trading, 2018, p. 40). Steyl has known links to Vixay Keosavang, the director of 

Xaysavang, an importer of lion bones (EMS Foundation & Ban Animal Trading, 2018, p. 45).    

 

The Born Free report also sheds light on the influential relationship that SAPA has with the 

DEA in general and with the North West Provincial Government in particular. Moreover, the 

DEA has admitted that it has no official figures documenting the number of breeders in the 

country nor of the number jobs created by the industry, but instead relies on figures from 

SAPA, which in turn sponsors research at North West University, the most recent and 

relevant of which — Van Der Merwe et al. (2017) — was interrogated at the beginning of 

this paper. To other enquirers, the DEA has stated that it has requested the information 

from the provincial authorities, but the provincial authorities themselves deny ever having 

received such requests (EMS Foundation & Ban Animal Trading, 2018).  

 

The picture that emerges from the above story is twofold. First, it is not clear that the legally 

available supply of lion bones from ‘excess’ captive-bred stock can satisfy demand for tiger 

bone products in Asia. Conversely, it may signal to the market that the trade is legitimate, 

thereby increasing demand and placing pressure on wild lion and tiger stock and 

undermining demand-reduction effects. If the supply-side signal shifts the demand curve 

outwards, the captive breeding industry may not be able to satiate new demand. Evidence 

that the demand curve for lion bones may indeed be shifting outwards is contained in a 

recent report that shows that – in China – lion bone is being sold at three times the price of 

wild tiger bone (Environmental Investigation Agency, 2018b). A similar concern exists with 

the arguments in favour of rhino breeding to satisfy the Asian horn market (Crookes & 

Blignaut, 2015; Crookes, 2017; Harvey, 2017). Williams et al. conclude that ‘while there is 

minimal evidence to suggest that the East-Southeast Asian bone trade is presently adversely 

affecting wild lions in protected areas in South Africa, the extent of this specific trade in 

other lion range states still requires urgent proactive monitoring and evaluation to 

substantiate and clarify these impacts and also those resulting from the trade in lion body 

parts for other purposes’ (2017, p. 18). This is especially the case in Mozambique, where law 

enforcement and anti-poaching efforts suffer from inadequate execution capacity.  
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Second, the links between SAPA council members and organised criminal syndicates is 

concerning, especially given their apparent influence over policymaking. Karl Amman, 

independent undercover wildlife market researcher, found – during his last (2018) research 

field trip to Asia– that none of the SA lion skeleton export permits he was given could be 

reconciled to legitimate import addresses (email correspondence). This corroborates the 

view that the primary destinations for lion bones and skeletons from South Africa are 

countries with poor records of addressing illegal wildlife trade (Born Free Foundation, 2018; 

EMS Foundation & Ban Animal Trading, 2018). Increasingly, it appears that SAPA’s objective 

is not to contribute to conservation – though that serves as an expedient marketing cover – 

but to generate revenue streams from supplying the canned hunting industry (supported by 

PHASA) and the illicit tiger bone product trade. It is one thing to claim that the industry’s 

activities are indirectly removing pressure on wild lion stocks; it is another thing entirely to 

wilfully create legal channels through which to launder supply to an illicit industry.  

 

Concluding remarks 

This review has examined four major aspects of the predator breeding industry in South 

Africa.  

 

First, it examined the literature that claims to have evaluated the economic significance of 

the industry by interrogating the paper produced by van der Merwe et al. in 2017. In this 

study, qualitative interviews with 22 of SAPA’s 146 registered members were employed to 

obtain quantitative expenditure information. The results were extrapolated to generalise to 

all 297 facilities that the study specified were in existence. Through the application of a 

social accounting matrix, the study demonstrated that the industry supported roughly 1,200 

jobs and generated revenue of approximately R500 million per year. The review found that 

it is not clear how accurate or reliable the data is, nor whether 22 qualitative interviews 

constitutes an adequate sample size from which to extrapolate and generalise. The relative 

lack of research into the economic contribution of the industry is concerning, and that SAPA, 

which supports this type of research, does not itself have a publicly available database of all 

its members and their relevant expenditures. The Taljaard study from 2009 is not publicly 

available, and the only other available study is by Cadman, also from 2009. No peer-
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reviewed research yet exists that quantifies the opportunity costs and potential negative 

externalities generated by the industry. It therefore remains unclear whether this 

controversial industry is economically warranted, especially if it may produce adverse wild 

lion conservation consequences.  

 

Second, the review assessed the claims of the industry regarding its conservation 

contribution. It found startling contradictions pertaining to claims over genetic integrity. 

SAPA’s lion management plan, for instance, claimed conservation benefit through genetic 

integrity among the captive-bred population but in the same plan noted significant known 

inbreeding problems. Genetic impairment may undermine the sustainability of the industry 

and incentivise the illegal acquisition of wild stock to diversify the gene pool, though SAPA 

explicitly forbids this practice under its suggested norms and standards. Beyond genetic 

impairment, it is yet to be scientifically established that captive-bred lions can be 

successfully reintroduced to the wild, therefore undermining the claims of direct 

conservation value. The argument over indirect conservation value through supplying the 

captive-bred trophy hunting industry, and thus taking pressure off wild lion hunting, is 

ambiguous at best. Hunters willing to shoot captive-bred lions are in all likelihood not in the 

same market category as those who are committed to ‘fair-chase’ wild hunts. This may also 

be why there is no empirical evidence to suggest that eliminating canned hunting would 

result in greater demand for wild hunts, which would place adverse pressure on wild lion 

populations.  

 

Third, precisely because the industry markets itself under conservation pretexts, this review 

examined the ethical dubiousness of supplying a hunting industry that explicitly sells its 

hunts as ‘wild’ whereas they are evidently ‘canned’. Even if lions are ‘ranched’ with 

minimum human imprinting, they are still of captive origin, managed by humans and lack 

the skills of escape that would characterise a ‘fair chase’ hunt. The fact that one of the eight 

SAPA-accredited ranches baits its lions (discussed in detail in the next section of the report) 

is further evidence of the disregard for the ‘fair chase’ principle. The SCA ruling that it is 

arbitrary to stipulate that time must be given to lions to habituate into their hunting 

enclosures is reasonable. A lion born in captivity, habituated by human imprinting, is not 

likely to provide a ‘fair chase’, whether one hunts it in 500m2 or 12,000 hectares, and the 
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time to become accustomed to its death-habitat is immaterial. PHASA encourages its 

members to only work with the eight SAPA-accredited facilities as currently meeting its 

standard but will not explicitly condemn canned hunting. This has caused a split within 

South Africa’s lion-hunting industry. SAPA stipulates voluntary norms and standards that 

avoid any human imprinting, but reports are widespread that breeding facilities lure 

volunteer tourists in on false conservation pretexts, extract the cubs from lioness mothers 

within hours of birth, bottle-feed them, graduate them to walking with tourists, and then 

sell them for canned hunting and the bone trade thereafter. It is not clear that SAPA is 

taking any steps to curb this extensive practice. The newly formed CPHC-SA recognises the 

untenable position of the SAPA-PHASA alliance and is unequivocal in its prediction that most 

of South Africa’s 8,000 lions in captivity will be disembowelled and their derivative parts 

sold directly to the lucrative illicit ‘tiger bone’ trade. A number of reports confirm that this is 

already occurring. With reduced demand for canned hunting, and an arbitrary annual 

skeleton export quota, it is difficult to see what else lion farmers are going to do with their 

‘excess’ stock (expensive to maintain). This section highlights that an overly narrow reading 

of the ‘sustainable utilisation’ doctrine in Section 24 of South Africa’s Constitution – one 

that ignores future ecological wellbeing and next-generation benefit – may produce a highly 

unsustainable industry that generates large rents in the short term but produces adverse 

long-term conservation consequences. It may also produce adverse wild tourism outcomes 

if it damages South Africa’s brand value, which would place further pressure on existing wild 

populations.   

 

Finally, the review briefly assessed the recent literature on the relationship between 

predator breeding and the illicit trade in tiger derivatives. It is not promising that SAPA’s 

credibility has been brought into question in respect of some of its members having known 

links to criminal syndicates involved in lion bone and rhino horn trafficking. The DEA has 

permitted the legal export of 1,500 lion skeletons with no grounding in science, and with the 

available evidence suggesting that it has been unduly influenced by SAPA. Two major 

conservation concerns persist. First, there is no reliable data with which to assess whether 

the illicit demand for tiger and lion derivative parts will shift the demand curve up or down. 

If the legal export of 1,500 lion skeletons has no impact on consumer tastes, then – 

theoretically – an increase in supply will reduce the price, increasing the quantity demanded 
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but potentially not creating incentives for higher supply at lower prices. However, if it 

changes consumer tastes for tiger and lion derivatives and pushes the whole demand curve 

up (which appears to be happening), then legal supply may be incapable of satiating that 

demand unless the breeding industry is prepared to further undermine animal welfare and 

genetic integrity. The most likely outcome would be the poaching of wild stock, for which 

there is growing anecdotal evidence. Given the volume of unknown variables, the 

precautionary principle suggests that South Africa should be cautious about permitting the 

export of any lion derivatives and move to a zero export quota. This should also temper the 

enthusiasm with which the DEA has received the non-detriment finding for South African 

lions.   
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Section 2: The opportunity costs of South Africa’s predator breeding 

and visitor-interaction industry 

Introduction 

Cost-benefit analyses (CBAs) are typically employed to evaluate the trade-offs entailed in 

policy decisions. For instance, if a major oil refinery was proposed on land near urban areas 

or coastal dunes, an evaluation of the latent impact should be undertaken. This is different 

from an environmental impact assessment, which would generally be limited to describing 

the environmental effects of building infrastructure such as a hydropower dam or a new 

uranium mine. Licenses are then distributed, or not, on the grounds of what the assessment 

reveals. CBAs are normally undertaken to attribute some kind of theoretically derived 

monetary value to the area or piece of land that is likely to be destroyed or at least 

negatively affected by the proposed development. In the case mentioned above, for 

instance, the refinery might damage an irreplaceable species of Fynbos in the coastal dune 

system or reduce the value of house prices in the area. If people vacate the area as a result, 

economic activity may be reduced, resulting in higher crime rates due to fewer employment 

opportunities. These negative effects are what economists call ‘externalities’ – the 

difference between private returns and social costs. Another example of an externality is 

pollution, in which the polluting firm does not pay for its emissions, but the costs are 

offloaded onto the affected society. One way that externalities can be addressed is through 

taxing the offending firm. An optimal tax rate depends, however, on the value of whatever 

entity is being harmed in the process of production.  

 

Some are of the view that because CBAs demand ‘that the advantages and disadvantages of 

a regulatory policy be reduced, as far as possible, to numbers, and then further reduced to 

dollars and cents’ (Ackerman & Heinzerling, 2002, p. 1553), the entire practice is not only 

cold but ‘a little crazy as well’ (ibid). While the practice is laden with value-attribution 

difficulties, especially when it comes to valuing something with specifically non-pecuniary 

value, difficulties and inadequacies are not sufficient reason to ignore CBAs altogether. They 

can shed light on project externalities. Moreover, it is not practical to argue that all parts of 

the natural environment should be conserved because it is priceless. While one may assent 
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to that principle, it provides little decision-making criteria for choosing between two 

competing options, which is the dilemma-laden world facing the policymaker. A recent 

paper, for instance, wisely noted that invoking the ‘infinite value’ argument makes it 

difficult to motivate conservation management decisions that lead to better environmental 

outcomes (Colyvan et al., 2010). 

 

CBAs employ various methods, all of which contain difficulties. For instance, evaluating 

people’s stated willingness to pay (WTP) for preserving the Okavango Delta may be wildly 

divergent from the revenue such preservation may generate for the country through 

tourism. Assessing payment for ecosystem services (PES) is another method that has 

become recently fashionable (Hiedanpää & Bromley, 2014), but also contains difficulties.  

 

I do not attempt to employ any one of these methods per se in this report, largely because 

there is insufficient information about the industry from which to run a WTP survey. Even 

then, the negative effects of the industry may be relatively removed from potential survey 

respondents, therefore skewing the results. Instead, I provide a framework for assessing 

two claims typically offered by the predator breeding industry in South Africa:  

1. The industry argues that it is economically significant. In other words, the existence 

of the industry is justified because it has a multiplier effect on the regional economy 

in which it is embedded, supporting not only immediate jobs, but also other 

industries. These other industries, in turn, also generate income and employ people, 

and so the multiplier effects are varied.  

2. The industry claims that it offers significant conservation value. There is some variety 

to this line of argument, normally along two strands. First, private game ownership 

in South Africa has ostensibly preserved land that would otherwise have been given 

over to agriculture, livestock farming or some other economic activity. Biodiversity 

preservation is thus incentivised through private ownership. Second, breeders often 

argue – or at least use this argument to convince paying volunteer tourists – that 

captive breeding allows the reintroduction of vulnerable or endangered species into 

the wild.  

The report argues that these claims are flawed. In response to the first, it suggests that the 

claims of economic significance are insufficiently substantiated at present. There are no 
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counterfactuals; neither is consideration given to the value that may be generated by 

alternative investments of similar levels of capital. To the contrary, on the basis of the 

current evidence, this report suggests that the presence of the captive predator breeding 

industry may undermine the total potential economic value of South Africa’s tourism sector. 

Moreover, because of the extensive utilisation of paid volunteers (lured under false 

conservation pretexts), local jobs that would be created by alternative industries are 

potentially foregone.  

 

On the second, it is not clear that private game ranches necessarily contribute to 

conservation. In fact, what matters for conservation is less the total amount of land that is 

conserved than the quality of the wilderness landscape preserved (preferably large and 

unfragmented). A proliferation of small reserves, as the literature review revealed, may 

have contributed to the genetic unviability of many elephant populations in South Africa. 

Private game ranch ownership, contrary to popular discourse, may be an important source 

of fragmentation which reduces migratory options and limits genetic variation and viability. 

Mere total land size therefore matters relatively little for species sustainability. Additionally, 

the re-introduction of captive-origin lions into the wild has yet to occur successfully3. This is 

not to say that it will never be successful, but a number of conditions have to be met 

simultaneously, an unlikely proposition. Moreover, re-introduction efforts are costly, largely 

funded by well-meaning volunteer tourists who may not be well informed. This report 

argues that capital allocation towards preserving large, unfragmented wilderness 

landscapes (that aid large predator and mammal migration) would be far preferable to 

preserving a host of small private ranches.   

 

                                                      
3 SAPA claims, in a 2016 article, that two lions introduced to the Warthog ranch have ‘proved’ that captive 
breeding allows easy re-introduction to the wild. But Warthog is an accredited hunting ranch, and it is not 
clear that anything about the introduction of these two lions has contributed to conservation. Certainly, there 
is no follow-up scientific research showing the progress of these two particular lions. What the article seems to 
miss, too, is that while a lion may preserve the instinct to hunt, this is hardly the only criteria by which 
successful reintroduction is measured. 

http://www.sapredators.co.za/a12/general-articles/captive-bred-lions-to-put-end-to-debate.html


 59 

In summary, this report aims to demonstrate that the opportunity costs4 of the predator 

breeding industry in South Africa, and its negative externalities5, provide a cogent 

foundation on which authorities should reconsider their support for the industry. This is 

further strengthened by the fact that – at present – the industry is almost entirely 

unregulated. Written answers to parliamentary questions (Appendix B) reveal that between 

the national and provincial environmental authorities, no governing body has a database of 

existing breeding facilities. Even SAPA does not have a publicly available list of its members 

and features only seven ‘accredited’ ranches on its website that hunt lions. PHASA lists eight 

SAPA-accredited ranches in its 2017 AGM minutes (https://phasa.co.za/wp-

content/uploads/2018/05/PHASA_40th_AGM_PHASA_LETTER.pdf). These accredited 

ranches hunt captive-bred lions that have minimal human imprinting and in enclosures that 

have to be larger than 1000ha. This still gives the hunter an improper advantage over the 

lion and in no way constitutes fair chase. In fact, ’one facility explicitly states that it baits 

white lions to guarantee a successful hunt for the client. It is therefore unclear how 

accreditation makes canned hunting more ethically acceptable, if that is indeed SAPA’s 

attempted purpose behind accreditation.  

 

Methodology 

This section of the report provides an economic assessment of the economic and 

conservation value of the ‘visitor-interaction’ (or pre-hunting/bone trade) dimensions of the 

predator breeding industry supply chain to South Africa. It is informed by a comprehensive 

review of the literature and findings are derived from a database compiled by the 

researcher (appendix A). The database aimed to be as comprehensive a list as possible of 

the number of outlets in South Africa that offer any kind of human interaction with captive-

origin predators. The database does not cover the intensive breeding element of the 

                                                      
4 Economists use the concept to show that economic activities do not have value primarily in the revenue that 
they generate, but in generating more overall revenue (private returns minus social costs) than the next-best 
available alternative. In other words, a refinery in a residential area may generate revenue x and employment 
y but impose a significant social cost burden on the area through negative human health effects which may be 
more than x and y combined. 
5 Negative externalities are the difference between private returns and social/environmental costs.  

http://www.sapredators.co.za/directory.asp
http://www.tinashegroup.co.za/
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industry directly, as breeding has zero value in itself – breeders only make money from 

three revenue streams (or some combination of them): 

• selling or renting to ‘interaction’ facilities,  

• selling to canned hunting facilities, or  

• selling directly into the bone trade.  

 

It is not methodologically plausible at this stage to trace or evaluate what kind of money the 

breeders are making, or how many facilities source from specialist breeders versus breeding 

themselves6. Suffice to note that lions are being exploited at every part of the supply chain. 

The research value addition of this report is derived from focusing on the little-known 

element of cub and pre-hunting/bone trade exploitation.  

 

The academic journal article by van der Merwe et al. (2017) purported to show the 

economic significance of the predator breeding industry. However, as the literature review 

suggested, it is not clear that telephonic interviews with 22 of an estimated 297 facilities 

constitutes a sufficiently large sample size nor accurate and reliable data from which to 

conduct a multiplier analysis and infer economic significance. Therefore, the current 

database was built only with publicly available information or data obtained via email 

(everything is recorded in written rather than spoken form). It contains the following 

information: 

• The name of the facility. The facility was only included in the database if there was 

evidence that it offered human interaction with captive-bred predators (either 

photographs showing this, or it being explicitly advertised). There is a spectrum of 

‘interaction’, from bottle-feeding cubs that have been removed from their mothers 

only a few hours after birth to walking with lions to viewing them from a distance. 

True sanctuaries were excluded from the database. These are defined as facilities 

that do not breed predators in captivity, care as well as possible for predators that 

have been rescued from exploitation, injury or impairment that cannot be released 

back into the wild, and do not allow any human interaction whatsoever. Those 

                                                      
6 The incredibly low response rates in the Van der Merwe et al. interviews and the Williams & ‘t Sas-Rolfes 
surveys provides some substantiation for how challenging it is to obtain accurate and reliable data.   
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facilities included in the database – the non-sanctuaries – were found through the 

following methods: internet searches; from a list compiled by the EMS and BAT; 

mentioned as potentially exploitative in Peirce (2018); from the Facebook Page 

‘Volunteers Beware’ (where caution is offered); and from various lists held by the 

HSI, Blood Lions Campaign or the Campaign Against Canned Hunting.  

• The relevant website pages from which most of the information was obtained.  

• What kind of experience is being offered. This ranges from feeding to petting to 

walking to general ‘interaction’.  

• The costs of a day visit per person converted to US dollars.  

• The cost of volunteering at the facility for one week (most facilities offer the 

opportunity to stay for up to four weeks at slightly reduced rates per extra week).  

• Annual number of day visitors – built on an assumption either generalised from 

similar facilities or from Tripadvisor review frequency or reasonable informants in 

books like Peirce’s.  

• Annual number of volunteers – this is also built on assumptions explicitly articulated 

in the ‘assumptions’ column.  

• Total revenue. From highly conservative estimates, the annual volunteer number is 

multiplied by the volunteer cost/week, and the annual day visitor number is 

multiplied by the cost of the day visit. The estimates are highly conservative because 

they do not include accommodation fees, or any activities only indirectly linked to 

the predators. Hunting is excluded. In other words, while the final figures are not 

derived from audited financial statements, they are an understatement, and 

therefore of sufficient validity to inform policy decision-making.  

• Location. This could aid in GIS mapping in future studies to ascertain what 

alternative economic opportunities may exist in each area. 

As it currently stands, the database consists of 81 named facilities. Data about revenue is 

publicly available or was privately obtained (via email request) for 47 of those. In other 

words, revenue data is missing for 33 of the facilities in the database. The researcher did not 

obtain information via telephone, as written data is more reliable. The sample size of 47 is 

already more than double the size of interview respondents in the Van der Merwe et al. 

study and about seven times larger than the respondent sample in the Williams and ‘t Sas-
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Rolfes report.7 The Van der Merwe et al. study stated in the abstract that ‘lion breeders 

contribute R500 million (US$42 million) annually to the South African economy’(2017, p. 

314), but the authors did not indicate how this figure was calculated and it does not appear 

again in the article.  

 

Preliminary results and related methodological notes 

Based on verifiable data in the database attached in Annexe 1 - from 47 facilities that 

generate cashflow from exploiting predators in one form or another (excluding hunting and 

bone-processing facilities) - the figure is $28.5 million in annual gross revenue, which 

equates to about R380.9 million a year. The average revenue per facility is calculated at 

$606,459. The range is incredibly wide, however, with a minimum gross revenue figure of 

$88,560 a year and a maximum of $5.1m a year.  

 

It is challenging to ascertain how many of these facilities that offer petting or walking (or 

both) breed the animals themselves. It appears, from the available literature, that a large 

number of facilities buy or rent cubs from specialist breeders located elsewhere and then 

either sell them forward (to hunting or the bone trade) or give them back to the breeders 

(once they’ve outlived their usefulness for that particular exploitation). It also appears that a 

very small number of companies might breed, pet, hunt and export to the bone trade - a 

vertically integrated model – but use different locations for each activity. Others may breed 

on the very same property as petting or walking or hunting takes place (the SAPA criteria for 

gaining accreditation require, for instance, that breeding facilities be kept at least 1 km 

away from the hunting enclosure, which seems to presuppose that many hunting outfits 

often breed on the same property).  

 

Because of this variation in business model and supply-chain complexity, the gross revenue 

figures above are only sourced from facilities that offer petting or walking or viewing of 

                                                      
7 The database (on which this report is built), the Van der Merwe et al. interviews (with SAPA members) and 
the Williams & ‘t Sas-Rolfes (WtSR) survey questionnaire all cover slightly different respondents (in that some 
of the facilities listed in the database or the WtSR study may not be SAPA members or breed lions on their 
facilities per se).  
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enclosures (without direct interaction). Though this does not preclude the possibility of 

breeding on the same property, the revenue figures for selling and/or renting cubs is not 

captured in the database. An average revenue figure for the entire industry is therefore 

difficult to calculate, as insufficient knowledge exists about revenues from direct breeding 

activities to make relevant assumptions.       

 

Based on an average figure of $606 459 in gross annual revenue for 47 facilities and if the 

other 250 facilities (assuming 297 facilities in the entire industry) generate similar average 

revenue8, the total gross revenue value is probably closer to $180 million per year, about 

R2.67 billion a year.9 If the industry only employs 613 people directly and supports an 

additional 700 (if one takes the Van der Merwe et al. figures for the sake of evaluation), the 

results suggest that there is an enormous amount of money accruing to facility owners, 

quite possibly at the expense of South Africa’s reputation as a tourism destination. The 

revenues, while large, are only a fraction (roughly 1.85%, depending on exchange rate 

values) of the country’s total tourism value (estimated at R144.3bn in 2016) (Statistics South 

Africa, 2018, p. 3).10 Furthermore, gross revenues of this magnitude do not warrant the lack 

of ethics, the opportunity costs and negative externalities that characterise the industry.  

 

This report does not employ a social accounting matrix to ascertain significance through 

multiplier effects in other sectors, as the Van der Merwe et al. paper did. Rather, it shows 

that the economic significance of the industry is limited – the gross revenues are large, but 

the industry’s clandestine nature, likely damage to wild lion populations, and tourism brand 

value damage mean that support for it is risky. The report makes its evaluation by showing 

the opportunity costs of the industry under the following main points: 

                                                      
8 This seems a reasonable assumption and is possibly an understatement. Not all of the estimated 297 facilities 
are earning revenue from exploiting predators for human interaction but it is reasonable to assume that the 
breeders are earning revenue either from selling to facilities that do so or selling to the bone trade or the 
canned hunting industry (or some combination thereof). Those that sell directly to the bone trade appear to 
be charging between R30,000 and R50,000 per skeleton (farm gate prices) (Williams & ’t Sas-Rolfes, 2017; EMS 
Foundation & Ban Animal Trading, 2018), making revenue figures potentially an order of magnitude larger 
than the estimates offered here. 
9 At an exchange rate of $0.067 to R1, as at 17 August 2018. 
10 Not all elements of the industry are tourist-facing per se, as obviously bone trading is not a tourism 
enterprise. However, the existence of the industry at every point in the supply chain is likely to have a negative 
effect on conservation and on South Africa’s overall tourism brand value. 
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• Volunteer tourists pay to do jobs that facility owners would otherwise have to pay 

local labour to undertake.11 Alternative economic activities would likely be at least as 

labour-absorptive as predator exploitation and would have more conservation value. 

• False pretexts undermine the integrity of South Africa’s tourism brand and therefore 

the potential revenue generated by tourism as consumers become increasingly 

ethically conscious. 

• Legally breeding lions that directly and indirectly supply the Asian bone trade may 

ultimately imperil wild lion (and other wild felid) survival. 

• Connections between some operators in the industry and transnational organised 

crime poses threats to wildlife conservation and national security and raises 

questions of corruption between governing authorities and traders. 

 

The report begins with descriptive statistics derived from the database. These show the 

heterogeneity of revenue potential and product offerings. Almost all of the listed facilities 

market themselves as having some kind of conservation value, normally through educating 

tourists about predator behaviour in the wild. The report then details the opportunity costs 

listed above and the overall economic impact that each may have on South Africa’s tourism 

industry and on wild lion survival (on which the region’s tourism industries largely depend).  

 

Descriptive statistics 

Of the facilities that offer day visitors interactive experience with their predators, the least 

expensive (aside from a zoo), Moreson, charges $4.92 for cub petting. Richard Peirce 

observed that within 15 minutes of arriving at this particular facility, 23 people had visited 

the lion cubs (2018, p. 98). There were 11 cubs held in closures of 6 X 5 metres. Assuming 80 

visitors an hour (a conservative estimate as Peirce’s observations were outside of peak 

times), 6 hours a day for 300 days a year, this amounts to annual revenue from the cubs 

                                                      
11 It is important to note, however, that the work is designed for volunteer tourists, and the load is probably 
not so burdensome that each volunteer is carrying the load of a potential full-time employee. Some of the jobs 
are also specifically designed around volunteer tourists being subject to misinformation (like bottle-feeding 
‘orphaned cubs’).  If human interaction and petting/walking exploitation were to stop, then of course this 
whole argument would become irrelevant. The more relevant argument at that stage would be to consider 
what the labour absorptivity of alternative economic opportunities might look like.   
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alone of $708 480. The most expensive lion interaction in South Africa for day visitors is 

$170 (Bagamoya). Assuming 100 visitors a day for 300 days of the year, this facility earns 

$5.1 million a year. They also have a volunteer programme, but the facility did not respond 

to my cost enquiry12. The price range and the product differentiation are notable. Average 

day prices are $33.65, and the median is $14.76, suggesting most business models use scale 

for keeping profit margins high. This is likely to have a negative effect on animal welfare, as 

cubs are forced to interact with tourists beyond their stress limits.        

 

 

Table 1: Price range and product offering of captive-breeding facilities (or associates) 

Least expensive Most expensive Product offering Average Price 

$4.92 $170 Cub-feeding and 

petting; walking 

with predators. 

$33.65 

Source: Database (Appendix A), compiled by researcher.  

 

A problematic element of the predator breeding industry is the number of volunteers who 

pay large sums for the privilege of working at the facilities. Almost all are lured under the 

pretext of working towards conservation. A few examples will suffice. One facility states, in 

its vision and mission, that it is not affiliated to any parties that partake in canned hunting. 

‘Almost all of the cubs that we nurture in the park belong to other predator breeders who 

are also not involved in hunting’. The facility admits to hand rearing cubs, something it 

claims as essential because the cubs are occasionally ‘neglected by their mothers due to the 

following: the mum does not have milk to feed them or the litter is simply too big for the 

mum to handle’. The reality is more brutal, as the stories in Peirce (2018) and Blood Lions 

(2015) reveal. Cubs are often removed from their mothers within hours of birth, causing the 

mother to become deeply distressed but ready to breed again far sooner than she would in 

the wild. In captivity, lionesses can produce 5 litters in the space of two years, whereas in 

the wild they would only produce one litter every 18 months (range 1.3 to 2.02 years). The 

                                                      
12 Email sent on 5 June 2018.  

https://www.akwaabalodge.co.za/cp/21790/our-vision--mission
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particular facility mentioned above further claims that its aim is to inform and educate. 

However, it is unclear what tourists are being informed or educated about per se.  

 

Another facility ‘offers you an opportunity to work/interact with the wild animals and gain 

experience like cleaning, building enclosures, feeding, and more with the wild animals, as 

well as the opportunity to unwind…’ This facility passes itself off as a sanctuary but has been 

implicated as an integral part of the breeding industry. Even the facilities that provide 

excellent care for their animals and limit human exposure entirely are not contributing to 

conservation, as no captive-origin lions have yet been demonstrated to be able to survive or 

thrive in truly wild conditions. For instance, one facility aims to re-introduce lions to the wild 

through first being trained by human walkers to hunt. But human habituation has 

repeatedly proved dangerous. The programme still has no conservation success and admits 

in academic papers published by researchers working at its facilities that there is extensive 

uncertainty over how captive-origin lions would socialise in the wild (Dunston et al., 2016).  

 

The least expensive volunteer tourism price is $143.50 a week, but this is for day volunteers. 

Most facilities require a minimum of two weeks per volunteer and generally include meals 

and accommodation. The most expensive price is $1,750 a week. Again, this is a vast range. 

$143.50 is relatively anomalous, and the facilities that accommodate volunteers on a 

longer-term basis tend to start at approximately $250. On average, volunteer tourists can 

expect to pay $624.79 a week. The median is $434.01 per week, which suggests that the 

average is being pulled up by a few outliers that are especially expensive.  

 

Table 2: Volunteer prices variation 

Minimum price Maximum price Average price Number of 

volunteers per year 

$143.50 $1,750 $624.79 360 

 Source: Database (Appendix A) 

 

While a small number of people may be employed to service these facilities, the business 

model is designed to outsource the labour requirements. Volunteers maintain the 

infrastructure and the animals. This is work that would possibly otherwise be supplied by 

https://www.wildcatfarm.co.za/images/PDFs/MARCH_2016.pdf
https://www.news24.com/SouthAfrica/News/we-dont-breed-20151127
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the local labour force.13 Instead, volunteers are paying – on average – $624 a week. Profits 

accrue to facility owners while suppressing the potential labour absorptiveness of the 

industry. Lured under false pretexts, foreign tourists are inadvertently crowding out local 

labour. Based only on publicly available information, at least 12 facilities openly advertise 

volunteer tourism packages. Each of these facilities accommodate on average 360 tourists a 

year – based on a conservative estimate of about 7 per week (assuming a 50-week year). 

That equates to potentially as many as 84 (12 by 7) direct jobs that facility owners would 

otherwise presumably have to support14. Every direct job in a context of high 

unemployment is likely to support several dependents, though these are jobs that would 

disappear if the industry was exposed and collapsed.  

 

Van der Merwe et al. estimated that the predator breeding industry supported 613 direct 

jobs and a further 700 or so indirect jobs through the multiplier effect (2017). They argued 

that this is significant in a context of high unemployment, especially as rural unemployment 

is even higher than the country average (currently at over 27% on a narrow reading). What 

they failed to note was potentially as many as 84 potentially permanent jobs were being 

provided by volunteer tourists.   

 

The analysis above indicates that volunteer tourism is crowding out local labour 

opportunities. In all likelihood, however, if volunteers recognised that predator breeding 

invariably has no conservation benefit, and that they were contributing instead to owners’ 

profit at the expense of the animals’ welfare, the industry in its tourist-facing form might 

collapse. If canned hunting and predator breeding do collapse, either through consumer 

preferences shifting away from unethical activities or by legislative design (or some 

combination thereof), there will still be at least 7,000 lions alone in captivity in South Africa 

whose owners will probably slaughter them for direct sale into the bone trade (Williams & ’t 

                                                      
13 See the explanatory footnotes above and below. 
14 The difficulty here, of course, is that if the revenue from volunteers disappeared (which it will, eventually, as 
more become aware of how they are unwittingly being exploited), so would the large revenues, and therefore 
the ability of facility owners to employ local full-time staff. However, the demand from day visitors may still be 
sufficient to warrant local employment. This is not an endorsement of the idea that the industry could employ 
more locals. Rather, it is simply noting that, at present, at least some jobs that could be supplied locally are 
being done by volunteer tourists who pay for the privilege! In other words, some parts of the industry, far 
from creating local employment, are taking jobs away from locals (assuming that day visitor demand increased 
to compensate for at least some of the revenue lost from unwitting volunteers).  
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Sas-Rolfes, 2017). As it is, predator cubs that outgrow their tourism usefulness are likely 

being sold to the canned hunting industry, and thereafter into the bone trade, or directly 

into the bone trade given declining demand for canned hunting. These dynamics will be 

dealt with in a later section.  

 

Alternative economic opportunities foregone 

The next variable to consider in this section is what kind of employment opportunities could 

be created by alternative economic activities. If the captive predator breeding industry were 

to collapse, the question is whether alternative activities could provide more labour-

absorptive activities. There are no counterfactuals, and therefore the exercise is one of 

informed conjecture and reasoned calculation.  

 

The first assumption is that lion-breeding facilities or facilities that exploit captive-origin 

lions for any range of purposes are not likely to be preserving irreplaceable biodiversity 

except perhaps inadvertently, due to the highly fragmented camp/enclosure system it 

supports. The argument that the land would otherwise revert to livestock farming or some 

other form of agriculture is not an argument in favour of the predator breeding industry. 

Even if the land did revert to agriculture, the resultant local employment benefit may well 

exceed the current employment benefits of the predator breeding industry. However, 

estimating alternative employment provision is challenging. Nonetheless, it is crucial.  

 

A study by Taylor et al. (2016) estimates that approximately 6% of South Africa’s total 

wildlife ranching acreage is under ‘intensive breeding’ (all species), but only one of the 

entire sample of private ranches surveyed admitted to breeding lions (for live sale). Fewer 

than 20% of the total number of wildlife ranches surveyed (251) had large carnivore 

populations (lions, cheetahs, and spotted hyaenas), and these correlated only with the 

largest properties. The authors estimated that there were 8,979 wildlife ranches in South 

Africa, covering a surface area of approximately 170,419km2, and employing in the region of 

65,000 people. None of these ranches are likely to be included in the database developed 
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for this project.15 However, a number of those properties that do not have wild-managed 

lions (but do offer predator hunting) may source their lions or other large carnivores from 

the facilities that are listed in the database built for this project. Estimating the total land 

size associated with captive predator breeding is therefore extremely difficult, especially 

because there are normally other activities offered to tourists on the same premises as well. 

For instance, it is not as if researchers can extrapolate an average ranch size from among 

those that have lion populations and multiply that number by 297 (the estimated total 

number of breeding facilities). Predator breeding facilities do not require large tracts of land 

due to the intensive camp/enclosure system that house multiple lions, and are therefore 

relatively small, except in the rare instances where predators are bred more extensively and 

with minimum human habituation. Moreover, intensively bred cubs tend to be sold to 

places like Moreson before being sold either into canned hunting or to the bone trade or 

back to the supplier. It is a lucrative trade per square metre of ground required.  

 

Despite the difficulties of estimating the acreage currently consumed by the predator 

breeding industry and how labour-absorptive alternative economic activities might be, it 

may be reasonable to assume the following: 

• Because many predator breeding facilities occur in relatively close proximity to one 

another (they are heavily concentrated in the North West and Free State provinces), 

a large proportion could feasibly be joined up (theoretically) to provide more 

ranching surface area. 

• Joining up with other farms is not restricted only to those that also do predator 

breeding. A search on Google Earth, for instance, reveals that there are a number of 

facilities in close proximity to each other on land that looks as if it could feasibly be 

connected to form large protected areas.16    

                                                      
15 The database for this project only included facilities that offered cub petting, walking with predators, or the 
viewing of predators in small enclosures (like zoos, but not limited to zoos). This likely precludes ranches of any 
description, and hunting facilities were specifically excluded from this report.  
16 See Google Earth for the Lion and Cheetah Sanctuary: https://earth.google.com/web/@-
25.4685062,28.4539555,1170.55448405a,1057.26239235d,35y,0h,45t,0r/data=ChcaFQoNL2cvMTFjMjBmOHY
1cBgCIAEoAigC, and follow the ‘places near’ tab in the top right of the screen. ‘Flying’ in to each of these 
places reveals vast areas of land that could presumably be joined up to form wilderness landscapes that would 
offer real conservation value.  

https://earth.google.com/web/@-25.4685062,28.4539555,1170.55448405a,1057.26239235d,35y,0h,45t,0r/data=ChcaFQoNL2cvMTFjMjBmOHY1cBgCIAEoAigC
https://earth.google.com/web/@-25.4685062,28.4539555,1170.55448405a,1057.26239235d,35y,0h,45t,0r/data=ChcaFQoNL2cvMTFjMjBmOHY1cBgCIAEoAigC
https://earth.google.com/web/@-25.4685062,28.4539555,1170.55448405a,1057.26239235d,35y,0h,45t,0r/data=ChcaFQoNL2cvMTFjMjBmOHY1cBgCIAEoAigC
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• Transformed into larger ranches, there would be greater carrying capacity for wild-

managed lions (instead of captive-origin) and an ethical, eco-tourism offering which 

may be less lucrative but more labour-absorptive and sustainable than captive 

predator exploitation. 

• A conservative average farm size of 2,000 hectares. For instance, one farm (Sondela) 

at Bela Bela is 4,767 ha, which is on the larger end of the spectrum.  

• Following Taylor et al.’s calculations (2016, p. 3), the labour absorptivity of wildlife 

ranching in South Africa is approximately 0.0038/ha (the median number of 

permanent employees per hectare on surveyed wildlife ranches). 

 

If the land currently supporting 81 of South Africa’s predator breeding facilities (those listed 

in the database) were joined up to form separate wilderness landscapes (perhaps 3 or 4), 

assuming a farm size of only 2,000 hectares each, the total land area that could be 

transformed would be in the region of 160,000 hectares. At present, the average wildlife 

ranch in South Africa is about 18.97km2 (170,419 divided by 8,979), which equates to 

1,897ha. A further 160,000ha towards genuine conservation could yield 608 direct 

permanent jobs (160,000 multiplied by 0.0038). As it stands, the van der Merwe et al. 

calculation of 613 jobs is an extrapolation from 22 breeders applied across the 297 

estimated to exist. The calculations above suggest that 608 direct permanent jobs could be 

created from only 81 of those 297 facilities being joined up to offer ecotourism value. With 

a multiplier effect of only 3, which seems reasonable in the light of a relatively conservative 

inclusion of only 81 facilities, the total number of jobs that could be created through 

alternative land use would be 2,400 (1,800 over and above the 608 direct jobs). In other 

words, the labour absorption potential of alternative economic opportunities (such as 

ecotourism) appears to be of an order of magnitude higher than what is currently offered 

through predator breeding.  

 

Predator breeding and Brand South Africa 

An important consideration in the economics of the predator breeding industry is whether 

its existence undermines South Africa’s tourism brand value. SAPA ridicules this idea by 

stating that the ‘only reason that the ranch lion industry has any blemish on its reputation is 
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because people like Mr Bell and the “Blood Lions” gang are unceasingly using 

misinformation, slander, downright lies, innuendo, false accusations, tarnishing by 

association, hysteria and deception to stain the captive-bred lion industry’ (SAPA, n.d.). Its 

substantiating evidence for this claim is that opponents of the industry are guilty of 

selection bias and have used only the most obviously unethical examples to tarnish an 

entire industry and have failed to examine the best facilities and what they have to offer. 

For example, SAPA claims that eight (of the total estimated facilities of more than 200) ‘lion-

breeding and hunting facilities accredited [by SAPA] are world class operations’. 

 

This polemic is undermined by its inability to demonstrate with any scientific evidence that 

this is true or that captive-origin lions have any conservation value, as repeatedly claimed. 

No criteria or parameters are given to determine what constitutes ‘world class’. There are 

only eight SAPA-accredited facilities, a paltry 2.6% of the total estimated number of 

breeding facilities in South Africa, and a tiny proportion of the 146 SAPA members (which 

are not listed on SAPA’s own website). One of these eight accredited ranches, Tinashe 

Outfitters, baits lions for hunts:  

‘Experience the thrill of white lion hunting in South Africa, and go home with one of 

the most prized trophies on any hunter's wishlist. Tinashe Outfitters will prepare you 

for the white lion safari, and our hunting team will place bait around the area in 

which the lions typically hunt. We will ensure that it is slightly challenging to give you 

the best possible opportunity at a successful shot’ (Tinashe Outfitters, n.d.). 

  

Another accredited ranch, De Klerk Safaris, was exposed in 2016 for conducting an illegal 

canned hunt sold to the client as a ‘wild’ hunt (Mercer & Park, 2016). In 2011, Tienie 

Bamberger, the owner of Warthog Safaris, also SAPA-accredited, organised a pseudo rhino-

hunt for Chris van Wyk on a farm called Leshoka Thabang, owned by Johan van Zyl 

(Rademeyer, 2011). Van Zyl has since been exposed as a lion bone trader with links to 

wildlife trafficker Nguyen Tien Hoan (the listed client for the 2011 pseduo rhino hunt who 

did not shoot the animal but left Bamberger’s wife and father-in-law to do so; he is linked to 

the DKC network too) (EMS Foundation & Ban Animal Trading, 2018, p. 84). DKC Trading 

was named after Chu Đăng Khoa, and he is the sole member. It operates as ‘DKC Outdoor 

Furniture’ in South Africa and is not listed in the White Pages. Chu Đăng Khoa is a wealthy 
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Vietnamese businessman who has ‘used CITES trophy hunting permit loopholes to export 

rhino horn for trade’ (EMS Foundation & Ban Animal Trading, 2018, p. 70). He was arrested 

in Limpopo in 2011, found guilty, fined R40,000 and deported for illegally being in 

possession of five rhino horns. According to the EMS/BAT report, his business has been 

allowed to grow without interference from South African law enforcement agencies.  

 

These accredited ranches are among the best of what captive-bred hunting facilities have to 

offer. The practices are clearly unethical by the standards of the international hunting 

profession. Baiting certainly violates the ‘fair chase’ requirement. The criteria that have to 

be fulfilled to be accredited by SAPA are not clear, though. SAPA’s own lion management 

plan states that ‘the released lion should be alert, well adapted to its environment and able 

to evade the hunting party. Hunting should only be permitted once a captive-bred lion has 

become self-sustaining’ (2017, p. 45), but these criteria may be arbitrary, as self-sustenance 

does not avoid the mental and physical constraints that characterise enclosed hunting or 

habituation, even if it is limited. Moreover, a number of its own accredited ranches have 

violated the norms and standards stipulated in its management plan.  

 

While a certain proportion of hunters are likely to continue canned hunting of lions, many 

are by now aware of the unethical nature of hunting captive-origin lions in South Africa. This 

is not attributable to ‘misinformation’ peddled by anyone opposed to the industry; it is 

more likely to be attributable to the decisions of Safari Club International (SCI) and the 

Dallas Safari Club (DSC) to no longer recognise South African lion trophies on its books, 

decision that have emanated from within the hunting industry itself. Moreover, as the SCA 

(2010) ruled, it is arbitrary to expect that a large enclosure or a longer habituation period is 

of any practical value in making the hunt more ethical as human imprinting is unavoidable in 

captive-origin lions and the mental and physical barriers to escaping the hunters’ bullet are 

inherent by definition.    

 

Strongly related to canned hunting is the breeding industry, which has been the focus of this 

report. Many tourists, especially volunteer tourists, are invariably unaware that they are 

contributing to the perpetuation of an industry that generates revenue off false pretexts 

and deprives the local labour force of employment opportunities in the process. Increased 
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recognition of the fact that so many predator cubs are hand-reared for subjection to 

extensive human interaction, and then likely sold into the hunting industry or directly into 

the bone industry, can only undermine South Africa’s tourism brand value.  

 

Tourism in South Africa is estimated to have contributed at least 2.9% directly to gross 

domestic product (GDP) in 2016. As the figure below demonstrates, more people are 

employed in tourism than in mining – it now accounts for at least 4.4% of total employment 

in the country. At least one in every 23 people in the labour force are employed in tourism, 

and it is one of the few sectors in the country that has continued to grow over the last few 

years. While agriculture provides 874,000 jobs, tourism is not far behind with 687,000. 

Moreover, agriculture and mining are likely to become increasingly mechanised, whereas 

tourism is likely to be less susceptible to the labour displacing effects of new technologies. A 

major part of tourism’s value proposition is the engagement with people instead of 

machines. In an employment-scarce country such as South Africa, then, every policy effort 

should be made to protect South Africa’s reputation as an ethically responsible tourist 

destination.    

 

Figure 1: The impact of tourism on the South African economy, 2016. 

 



 74 

Source: STATISTICS SOUTH AFRICA (2018) Economic Analysis. In Tourism Satellite Account for South Africa. 
Statistics South Africa, Pretoria. 

 

SAPA draws a distinction between lions reared for ‘ranch’ hunting with minimal human 

imprinting and those that are ‘working’ lions for interaction with humans. It is dubitable as 

to whether either category is of any conservation value, and marketing the industry as a 

contributor to conservation is therefore unethical. While SAPA works hard to avoid negative 

perceptions towards its industry and to market itself as having conservation value (the 

phrase alone is mentioned 273 times in its management plan), it cannot escape the 

empirically warranted conclusion that lions are being exploitatively bred under false 

pretexts, whether ‘working’ or ‘ranched’. Volunteers are often lied to about the origin of 

cubs that they hand-rear, bottle-feed, cuddle and so forth (that they are wild-orphaned, for 

instance, or that the mother could no longer look after them) (Peirce, 2018). Many hunters, 

similarly, do not realise that the lions they are going to hunt have no chance to escape 

(Mercer & Park, 2016; Michler, 2016; Summers & Watts, 2018).  

 

With Peirce’s exposure, including the employment of under-cover ‘volunteers’; a Facebook 

group called ‘Volunteers in Africa Beware’17; the Blood Lions campaign; the Carte Blanche 

interview (Summers & Watts, 2018); website Green Girls in Africa18; and the Born Free ‘Cash 

Before Conservation’ report (2018), awareness of the lack of ethics in the industry is 

certainly growing. This is perhaps most formally recognised in the 2018 guidelines published 

by Fair Trade Tourism (FTT, 2018), which will likely have a wide awareness-ranging effect.  

 

There is no hard-science method for estimating the monetary value of the damage that is 

being wrought on South Africa’s critical tourism sector through the captive predator 

breeding industry. It would be possible, however, to run a large sample-size survey of 

tourists that have previously travelled to South Africa and ask them whether knowing about 

this clandestine industry would influence their destination preferences. This is a study that 

should be commissioned by the Department of Tourism. It may also help to convince the 

Department of Environmental Affairs (DEA) that perceptions matter in the tourism game, 

                                                      
17 https://www.facebook.com/volunteersbeware/posts/743189072395258, accessed 27 June 2018.  
18 https://greengirlsinafrica.com, accessed 29 June 2018. 

https://www.facebook.com/volunteersbeware/posts/743189072395258
https://greengirlsinafrica.com/
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and that continuing to allow the proliferation of an unregulated industry may have severely 

detrimental effects on the tourism sector in a world increasingly characterised by ethically 

conscious consumption. As it may lead to a reduction in government revenue (tourism 

expenditure is taxed through VAT), it would also lead to a reduction in the DEA’s budget. 

This is especially true if the sale of South Africa’s lion bones into Asian markets shifts out the 

demand curve and results in the increase of wild lion poaching – a scenario explored in a 

later section. If wild lion survival were to be imperilled because of the captive predator 

breeding industry, one of the key pillars supporting South Africa’s tourism industry would 

collapse (Di Minin et al., 2012)19. The consequent socio-economic effects would be 

significantly welfare-reducing.  

 

In the absence of hard data, it is worth sketching a scenario for illustrative purposes under a 

‘business-as-usual’ trajectory (unregulated predator breeding; unscientifically-based lion 

skeleton export quotas; habitat destruction and fragmentation; depletion of prey species; 

and human/predator conflict). I make the following assumptions: 

1. Lions in the wild (unfenced reserves) will be extinct within ten years (in South Africa) 

due to the cumulative effect of the threats to their survival mentioned above.   

2. Wild-managed lions in fenced reserves may maintain population stability and attract 

tourists, but only if properly managed (the evidence at this stage suggests that there 

is insufficient use of the replacement effect in these populations). 

3. Wealthier tourists – who currently have a significant game-viewing preference for 

the ‘big-five’, especially lions – are likely to become increasingly more well-informed 

about the prevalence of the predator breeding industry in South Africa (and its 

attendant latent negative impacts). This does not necessarily mean that they would 

choose to avoid South Africa as a destination – they may simply choose not to visit 

                                                      
19 The authors make the crucial point that charismatic megafauna potentially have high ecotourism value even 
when populations are not viable and only few individuals are present (that can be easily seen, especially by 
wealthier, less experienced, tourists). Of specific importance for assumption 2 is that artificially managing 
small populations within electrified fences may maximise economic returns but this is ‘conservation for 
ecotourism’ instead of ‘ecotourism for conservation’. However, these populations – at high levels for tourism 
consumption – may not be viable. The authors suggest that policies governing protected areas in South Africa 
may need to be revised to enhance species persistence through addressing, for instance, the important 
conservation issues facing wide-ranging carnivores (and others) by specifying larger areas. Ultimately, 
ecotourism and biodiversity conservation objectives should be more aligned, as the former fundamentally 
depends on the latter in the long-run.  
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facilities that practice unethical exploitation. However, tourism is a highly 

competitive industry and heuristics (simple decision-making criteria informed by 

some level of evidence) can play a decisive role for tourists in choosing between 

different high-cost destinations.   

4. If assumption 1 materialises in reality, wealthy tourists – some of whom may 

already be avoiding South Africa in the light of assumption 3 – will no longer visit 

South Africa, especially if the variable determining their destination of choice is the 

presence of (and likelihood of seeing) the big five. 

The implications are as follows: 

1. If the assumptions above obtain in reality, and 44.9% of the international tourist 

market is lost as a result20 over the next decade, then South Africa’s number of non-

resident visitors (15,121,328 in 2016) will potentially fall to only 8,331,852 by 2026. 

This will, in turn, result in revenue losses of R54.51 billion, bringing the total 

international expenditure to R66.89 billion in 2026 (down from its current level of 

R121.4 billion) (Statistics South Africa, 2018, p. 15).  

2. Even if only a small proportion of implication 1 is realised, the losses are still 

significant. They are especially significant because of the direct negative revenue 

impact on protected areas, which are already budget-starved. Without lions, these 

areas’ value offering to tourists will be undermined. Biodiversity conservation 

without apex predators would also become exceptionally challenging.   

3. The calculations in implication 1 are relatively conservative, as they do not consider 

the losses that would accrue from domestic demand reduction (Statistics South 

Africa, 2018, p. 3)). The extrapolation from Di Minin et al. therefore seems 

reasonable if not strictly scientific.  

 

                                                      
20 This figure is an extrapolation from the Di Minin et al. study of 2012, where 519 surveys were completed, 
303 of which were international tourists (58.4%). Of those 303, a striking 44.9% ‘found charismatic megafauna 
to be of most interest’ (Di Minin et al., 2012, p. 5). These are the tourists that are well-educated, earn 
relatively more than local tourists, stay for longer and spend more, and are more likely to contribute to 
conservation. Their willingness to pay (WTP) to see lions (among those who considered themselves ‘safari 
novices’) was estimated at $120 (lion adult male), for instance (only slightly lower than seeing an adult male 
elephant). 
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The economics of the lion bone trade 

A recent report by the Environmental Investigation Agency opens with the line that ‘Asia’s 

massive unchecked demand for skins, bones, teeth and claws continues to drive poaching of 

wild tigers. This demand is exacerbated by the supply of huge volumes of African lion bone, 

teeth and claws, sold as tiger parts to less-discerning consumers in Asia’ (Environmental 

Investigation Agency, 2017, p. 2). Absent DNA analysis, distinguishing between tiger and lion 

bone and other parts is nearly impossible. Tiger breeding in South Africa is unregulated as 

the DEA responds that it is an exotic species and therefore outside of the department’s 

regulatory ambit. None of South Africa’s tiger breeding facilities are CITES-registered, 

though, and exports of tigers and tiger parts from these facilities for commercial purposes 

would be a violation of CITES, since the tiger is listed on CITES Appendix I. However, the lion 

is listed on CITES Appendix II and, as noted earlier, South Africa is expressly permitted by 

CITES to export captive-bred lion skeletons. For the purpose of this report, it is important to 

understand what impact continued legal sales of lion bone skeletons to Asia might have on 

wild lion survival prospects. In other words, the contention is that the sale of lion bones 

from South Africa may undermine both wild tiger and wild lion survival for as long as lion 

bone masquerades as tiger bone in Asian consumption markets.  

 

A few important priors21: 

• It only makes economic sense to regulate a legal international trade in wild animal 

parts if it can be shown beyond reasonable doubt that such trade will not undermine 

species survival prospects.  

• In order to establish reasonable doubt in respect of the above, the conditions 

articulated by Tensen (2016) should all be met simultaneously, and the onus is on 

those in favour of trade to demonstrate that those conditions can and will be met. 

• In the absence of reliable and accurate demand data (for tiger bones, for instance), it 

generally does not make sense to establish a legal quota for how many lion bone 

skeletons, for instance, can be exported based on the current number of captive 

lions. The scientific basis for doing so is demonstrably absent. Moreover, it is a 

                                                      
21 These are taken, in part, from various publications including (Nadal & Aguayo, 2014; Crookes & Blignaut, 
2015; Alden & Harvey, 2016; Tensen, 2016; Harvey, 2016, 2017; Harvey et al., 2017) 
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distinct possibility that the supply-side signal from South Africa may exacerbate 

demand in Asia, thereby undermining demand-reduction campaign efficacy and 

eroding any stigma effect that may currently be in operation among potential 

consumers.  

• While the legal export of lion skeletons from South Africa’s captive-bred facilities 

may theoretically satisfy the demand for tiger bones in Asia (as forced breeding for 

this purpose is technically viable – more so than with rhinos or elephants), it is not 

clear that it can do so at lower operating costs than poaching syndicates22. This 

would render both captive-bred and wild lions susceptible to poaching. Legally 

regulated breeders and traders would be competing with illicit syndicates for market 

share, a battle they are likely to lose on cost grounds alone.  

• As with all proposals to regulate international trade in the products of vulnerable 

species, the practical transaction costs tend to be ignored in favour of theoretical 

possibilities. One major transaction cost in this respect is that legal trade channels 

provide convenient cover for illegal product supply (Environmental Investigation 

Agency, 2017; Born Free Foundation, 2018; EMS Foundation & Ban Animal Trading, 

2018). Moreover, law enforcement officials cannot reasonably be expected to 

distinguish, at each relevant port of entry or arrival, or even in a final form in retail 

sale (such as ‘cake’23), between legal and illegal supply, and between different 

species (Outhwaite, 2018).  There is also little reason to expect that DEA, which has 

demonstrated that it cannot regulate the captive predator breeding industry in 

South Africa (or canned hunting), is likely to be able to effectively regulate the legal 

export of lion bone skeletons for which it has set apparently arbitrary quotas in 2017 

and 2018. This raises significant questions about why such a trade has been allowed 

in the first instance.  

                                                      
22 This is very important, and the discussion in the EMS/BAT (2018) report about ‘farm gate’ prices for bones 
demonstrates the point effectively. Capital overheads for breeders are higher than they are for poachers. And 
breeders require high prices in consumer markets to incentivize investment in security and maintenance. This 
necessarily undermines the efficacy of demand reduction campaigns designed to reduce the price of lion 
derivatives (and thus the incentive to poach). 
23 “Tiger ‘jelly’/’cake’/’glue’ (Cao in Vietnamese) is made by boiling cleaned bones for several days to 
condensing down the gelatine. The bone pieces are removed, and the remaining liquid is gradually reduced to 
a glue-like consistency which hardens into an odourless cake. It is normally cut into squares for sale and 
generally consumed by dissolving small pieces into medicinal wine (Nowell, 2000).” 
(https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/com/ac/30/Inf/E-AC30-Inf-15x.pdf , p. 5) 

https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/com/ac/30/Inf/E-AC30-Inf-15x.pdf
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• Because of the risks of illegal supply entering legal product channels, and the likely 

relative inability of legal breeders to compete with syndicates, the incentive emerges 

for legal breeders to collude with illicit syndicates to share rents instead of 

competing for them, as is already occurring (Shaw, 2017; EMS Foundation & Ban 

Animal Trading, 2018). The incentives that animate such collusion are the same 

incentives that have generated relationships between rhino breeders and organised 

crime networks to smuggle rhino horn illegally (Aucoin & Deetlefs, 2018).   

 

It is therefore difficult to understand why the authors of South Africa’s 2018 NDF ventured 

to state that the presence of the captive predator breeding industry may act as a buffer 

against threats to the wild lion population. The presence of canned hunting has not led to 

an alleviation of demand for wild lion hunting, and there are strong theoretical grounds for 

assuming that they are two different markets in any event. This is demonstrated perhaps 

most aptly – if anecdotally – in the controversial recent case of a wild lion called Skye 

hunted in Umbabat on the border of Kruger National Park (Cruise, 2018; Pinnock, 2018b). 

The presence of an extensive domestic breeding industry has not resulted in a decline in 

poaching of wild lions, who increasingly have their claws, teeth and bones removed. This 

suggests that, as with other species such as abalone, a parallel market may emerge – one 

for captive-bred bones and one for wild bones. It is one thing for the NDF to claim that there 

is no current evidence of detriment to wild lions through the sale of lion skeletons from 

South Africa. It is another thing altogether – dubious too – to claim that the presence of 

captive breeding (especially as it is unregulated) may buffer wild lions from poaching or 

over-hunting threats. There is no evidence to suggest that this is true, and there are 

therefore cogent grounds on which to reconsider the decision to set the skeleton export 

quota to 1,500. Until better evidence is available, a zero quota would be advisable.   

 

Organised crime and predator breeding      

Simon Bloch, in a recent article, accused South Africa’s Minister of Environmental Affairs, 

Edna Molewa, of being ‘blissfully content to rubber-stamp the battery-breeding farms when 

lion cubs are ripped from their mothers after two or three days, legitimise unethical captive 

lion hunts and the export of lion bones to criminal wildlife trade networks in Asia, all under 
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the guise of “sustainable use of a natural resource”’ (Bloch, 2018a). He also quoted a former 

crime intelligence officer who stated that the pseudo-hunting of South African rhinos 

started with the export of lion bones to the Xaysavang Trading Company, directed by Vixay 

Keosavang, widely considered to be one of the world’s most prolific wildlife traffickers (Vira 

et al., 2014; Miller et al., 2015). The connection between captive lion breeding and 

organised crime has been well documented (Environmental Investigation Agency, 2017; 

Shaw, 2017; Williams et al., 2017; Born Free Foundation, 2018; EMS Foundation & Ban 

Animal Trading, 2018).  

 

The government’s failure to act in response to these concerns, in addition to animal welfare 

problems (EMS & BAT, 2018; Endangered Wildlife Trust; Centre for Environmental Rights, 

2018) and incidents involving human victims, may suggest a lack of capacity or a 

questionable relationship with the captive breeding and hunting industry (or some 

combination thereof). A recent investigation covered by Carte Blanche, for instance, 

suggests the willingness of government officials to apparently turn a blind eye to the gun-

running at the root of South Africa’s rhino poaching epidemic (Schwendenwein & Austin, 

2018). Organised criminal syndicates clearly do not have an interest in the conservation of 

South Africa’s wildlife. Its presence poses a serious security risk to the country, in addition 

to exacerbating the problem of illicit financial flows.  

 

Conclusion 

This report has shown that 47 facilities – that exploit predators bred in captivity for human 

interaction – for which revenue figures are available plausibly generate $28.5m in gross 

revenue per year. On the assumption that each of the other 250 estimated facilities that 

benefit from captive breeding (either through human interaction, selling to the canned 

hunting industry or the bone trade, or some combination thereof) earn average revenue 

($606,459 a year) the captive predator breeding industry in South Africa is worth potentially 

as much as $180m a year in gross revenue terms. It is worth considering this figure as a 

proportion of the total economic value of tourism to South Africa, not because each facility 
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is directly comparable in every instance24, but because of the damage that the industry may 

inflict on South Africa’s tourism brand value. The revenues, while large, are only a fraction 

(roughly 1.85%, depending on exchange rate values) of the country’s total tourism value 

(estimated at R144.3bn in 2016). It is also probably reasonable to assume, given the links 

between bone traders and organised crime, that there is much revenue that is unaccounted 

for. The figures in this report are based only on verifiable, publicly available information and 

rational extrapolations.   

 

The main findings are as follows: 

• There is no evidence that the captive predator breeding industry is of any 

conservation value. It is therefore purposefully exploitative to various degrees. 

There is, in other words, heterogeneity in the extent of exploitation, ranging from 

extremely high levels of human interaction from within a few hours of birth to 

minimal human imprinting (the latter supplying accredited SAPA ranches with lions 

for canned hunting).  

• There are high levels of variation in the prices charged to tourists for animal 

interaction, ranging from a mere $4.90 per session to $170 at the highest end. The 

average price offering is about $33. 

• A number of facilities are geared up for attracting volunteer tourists, a particularly 

lucrative form of exploitation where mostly foreign tourists are convinced to pay 

large sums of money to contribute to conservation in Africa. Again, there is variation 

in the levels of deceit and prices charged. The least expensive facility charges 

$143.50 per week, while the most expensive charges $1,750 per week. The average 

is $624.79. Most importantly, the database suggests that there are about 360 

volunteers per year, or 7 per week present on any given facility. If we assume, 

conservatively, that only 11 facilities offer ‘voluntourism’, then there are potentially 

as many as 84 permanent jobs that would otherwise be provided by members of the 

local labour force. We therefore have the beginning of evidence that paid 

                                                      
24 Those that sell directly to the bone trade obviously have nothing to do with tourism per se, but every other 
element of the industry (from human interaction to hunting) does constitute a form of tourism if one counts 
canned hunting as a tourism activity).  
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volunteering crowds out local labour, thus undermining the argument advanced by 

van der Merwe et al. that the predator breeding industry is a significant employer. 

• Using a highly conservative labour-absorption figure from the wildlife ranching 

industry and applying that to only 81 of the known predator interaction facilities 

(some of which breed on the premises), this report estimates that 608 alternative 

direct jobs could be created through transforming those facilities into larger pockets 

of wilderness landscapes amenable to ecotourism offerings. The multiplier 

coefficient is unknown, but the figure is at least comparable to the 613 direct jobs 

estimated by van der Merwe et al. (though their figure is an estimate derived from 

all 297 facilities). Using a multiplier of three, alternative industry could support in 

the region of 1,800 jobs. Again, we have the beginning of evidence here, subject to 

further research, that suggests that supporting captive breeding does not 

necessarily contribute to job creation that could not otherwise be obtained through 

more ethical and conservation-enhancing activities. 

• The opportunity costs and negative externalities associated with the predator 

breeding industry may – along with other threats facing wild lion survival – 

undermine South Africa’s brand attractiveness as a tourism destination by up to 

R54.51bn over the next decade. Even if it were only a small proportion of this, the 

losses would be significant, especially as much of this revenue currently aids 

conservation objectives in large wilderness landscape such as the Kruger National 

Park and the KZN reserves.  

• The lion bone trade may be particularly lucrative, and breeders who now may find it 

difficult to sell their lions to human interaction facilities or into canned hunting may 

be likely to sell bones directly into the Asian trade where they often masquerade as 

tiger bones. This poses a threat to both wild lion and wild tiger survival, as the 

evidence does not suggest that the presence of a legal trade is doing anything to 

disincentivise the poaching of lions in the wild. It is also not clear that the South 

African government, which does not regulate predator breeding, can reasonably 

regulate a legal export of lion skeletons. This raises the risk of illegal supply being 

laundered through legal channels. Moreover, there is no scientific evidence that 

supports the quota figure of 800 (2017) or 1,500 (2018) lion bone skeletons a year 

as a conservation-supporting number. The lack of science and regulation is 
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concerning, and some conservationists have reasonably raised concerns of 

corruption. 

• Further supporting the view that corruption should be investigated is the 

documented link between bone traders and organised crime. Questions have been 

asked, for instance, as to why known kingpins in the rhino-horn trafficking debacle 

have not been arrested despite damning evidence (Schwendenwein & Austin, 

2018). 

 

In closing, it is clear that the predator breeding industry has no conservation value and 

attracts both day visitors and high-paying volunteer tourists under false pretexts. 

Furthermore, the revenues that it generates – while highly lucrative for the owners – 

constitute a tiny proportion of South Africa’s tourism industry, one of the biggest employers 

in the country. The damage to South Africa’s brand that the predator breeding industry is 

causing, and may continue to cause in the future, may undermine tourism revenue potential 

significantly. There are other high-cost destinations that offer more ethical opportunities to 

observe the ‘big five’ in the wild, which continues to be among the most important 

drawcards to attract tourists to South Africa. If South Africa loses its share of high-income 

tourists who visit South Africa specifically to observe the big five (and are educated, 

ethically conscious and conservation-minded), it will simultaneously lose the revenue it 

requires to fund the conservation of large wilderness landscapes. Without these large 

landscapes, charismatic megafauna will be imperilled because the sustainability of predator 

populations on fenced reserves is increasingly questionable.  

 

From this research alone, there are strong grounds on which to propose, very simply, that 

the predator breeding industry in South Africa be closed down. It is not an irreplaceably 

valuable industry. At worst, it is a highly unethical industry that is damaging to conservation, 

socio-economic welfare and South Africa’s tourism brand value.  
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Appendix A 
 
Please find the online database here: 
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1ypURpOaG2a7hOpTddLDbFv97Y2LMW-
__V1CPjfCwbJ0/edit?usp=sharing   

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1ypURpOaG2a7hOpTddLDbFv97Y2LMW-__V1CPjfCwbJ0/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1ypURpOaG2a7hOpTddLDbFv97Y2LMW-__V1CPjfCwbJ0/edit?usp=sharing
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NATIONAL ASSEMBLY 

 
 
(For written reply) 
 
QUESTION NO. 1189 {NW1283E} 
 
INTERNAL QUESTION PAPER NO.12 of 2018 
 
DATE OF PUBLICATION: 20 April 2018 
 
 
Mr R K Purdon (DA) to ask the Minister of Environmental Affairs: 

 What is the government’s position on the relationship between captive-bred predators and the survival 
of wild predator populations in southern Africa?  NW1283E 
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1189. THE MINISTER OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS REPLIES: 

 

The Non-Detriment Finding made by the Scientific Authority of South Africa as published in the Gazette 

on 23 January 2018 states that the trophy hunting of lion poses no threat to the wild lion population of 

South Africa and it is thought that captive lions may serve as a buffer to potential threats to wild lions by 

being the primary source of hunting trophies and derivatives such as lion bones. It must be noted, 

however, that the captive bred lions and the wild lions are bred in different environments and managed 

differently. The department is finalising its compliance assessment of breeding facilities as part of what 

will inform the future position on captive lion breeding in South Africa.  

 

 

---ooOoo--- 
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NATIONAL ASSEMBLY 

(For written reply) 

 

QUESTION NO. 1187 {NW1281E} 

INTERNAL QUESTION PAPER NO.12 of 2018 

 

DATE OF PUBLICATION: 20 April 2018 

 

 

Mr R K Purdon (DA) to ask the Minister of Environmental Affairs: 

What (a)(i) is the total number of predator breeding facilities in the country and (ii) is the detailed 

breakdown of the number of the specified facilities registered with the (aa) SA Predators Association and 

(bb) other associations, (b) are the names of each of the other associations and (c)(i) is the type of each 

predator and (ii) is the number of each type of predator found at each of the specified facilities? 
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1187. THE MINISTER OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS REPLIES: 

 

(a) (i) The current estimate is that there are 300 lion breeding facilities in South Africa. This is based 

on reports provided by the provincial issuing authorities.   

(ii) (aa) the lion breeding facilities register with the Provincial Authorities as competent 

Authorities; hence the data referred to in (a) (i) (the Department, therefore, does not have 

information on the detailed breakdown of the number of the specified facilities registered 

with SA Predators Association and other associations. Such information on the 

registration aspects to respective associations can be sourced from associations 

themselves;  

(bb) As indicated above, information on any other associations is also not available to DEA. 

 

(b) Information on the names of other associations is not available to DEA. However, DEA works, or 

cooperates, with a number of associations individually or through various forums, depending on 

issues at hand. 

 

(c) (i) Information on the type of each predator is not available to DEA and are closely connected with 

and under the control of the Provincial Issuing Authorities  

(ii) Information on the number of each type of predator found at each specified facilities is not 

available to DEA and are closely connected with and under the control of the Provincial Issuing 

Authorities. 

 

 

---ooOoo--- 

 

 



 
 

 

November 13, 2017 

 

 

Mr. Timothy Van Norman 

Chief, Branch of Permits 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  

5275 Leesburg Pike 

Falls Church, VA 22041  

 

Re: Bontebok Trophy Import Permit  

 

Dear Chief Van Norman, 

The Humane Society of the United States (HSUS) and Humane Society International (HSI) 

strongly urge the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to deny the permit application from David 

Gitilitz (PRT-40731C) to import a Bontebok hunting trophy from South Africa. See 82 Fed. 

Reg. 47570 (Oct. 12, 2017). There is simply no evidence to support an enhancement finding 

for this application, and granting this permit would violate the Service’s duties under the 

ESA and implementing regulations. 16 U.S.C. § 1539; 50 C.F.R §§ 17.21, 17.22.  Thus, the 

Service must deny this application. 

ESA Permitting Standards 

Pursuant to the ESA (16 U.S.C. § 1538(a)) and Fish and Wildlife Service regulations (50 

C.F.R. §§ 17.21, 17.22), once the Service lists a species as endangered, as it did with the 

Bontebok (Damaliscus pygarus dorcas) nearly 40 years ago (41 Fed. Reg. 24062 (June 14, 

1976)), the species is protected from import unless such action will “enhance the propagation 

or survival of the affected species” or is for scientific purposes consistent with the 

conservation purpose of the ESA. 16 U.S.C. § 1539(a)(1)(A); 50 C.F.R. §§ 17.21, 17.22. As the 

plain language of the statute makes clear, enhancement authorization may only be issued for 

activities that positively benefit the species in the wild. See also FWS, Ensuring the Future of 

the Black Rhino (Nov. 25, 2014), at 

http://www.fws.gov/news/blog/index.cfm/2014/11/25/Ensuring-the-Future-of-the-Black-

Rhino (acknowledging that the ESA enhancement standard is more stringent than the 

CITES non-detriment standard and that the trophy import permits should only be issued if 

the Service finds “that the [animal] is taken as part of a well-managed conservation program 

that contributes to the long-term survival of the species”); U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Handbook for Endangered and Threatened Species Permits (1996) (making clear that an 

http://www.fws.gov/news/blog/index.cfm/2014/11/25/Ensuring-the-Future-of-the-Black-Rhino
http://www.fws.gov/news/blog/index.cfm/2014/11/25/Ensuring-the-Future-of-the-Black-Rhino
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enhancement activity “must go beyond having a neutral effect and actually have a positive 

effect”). 

Enhancement authorization must be granted on a case-by-case basis, with an application and 

opportunity for meaningful public participation. 16 U.S.C. § 1539(c); Friends of Animals v. 

Salazar, 626 F. Supp. 2d 102, 119 (D.D.C. 2009).  Before the Service can issue authorization 

to conduct otherwise prohibited acts, it must find that: (1) the permit or registration was 

“applied for in good faith;” (2) the permit or registration “will not operate to the disadvantage 

of such endangered species;” and (3) the proposed action “will be consistent with the purposes 

and policy” of the ESA (i.e., conservation1). 16 U.S.C. § 1539(d). As explained by Congress, 

these requirements were intended “to limit substantially the number of exemptions that may 

be granted under the act.” H. R. Rep. No. 93-412 p. 17 (1973) (emphasis added). Implementing 

regulations further require that applicants provide detailed information about the animals, 

persons, facilities, and actions involved in the otherwise prohibited activity. 50 C.F.R §§ 

17.21(g), 17.22; id. § 13.21(b)(2)(3) (authorization may not be issued if applicant “failed to 

disclose material information required” or “failed to demonstrate a valid justification”). 

In deciding whether to issue an enhancement permit, the FWS must consider “[t]he probable 

and indirect effect which issuing the permit would have on the wild populations of the wildlife 

sought to be covered by the permit;” “[w]hether the permit . . . would in any way, directly or 

indirectly, conflict with any known program intended to enhance the survival probabilities 

of the population from which the wildlife sought to be covered by the permit was or would be 

removed;” “[t]he opinions or views of scientists or other persons or organizations having 

expertise concerning the wildlife or other matters germane to the application;” and 

“[w]hether the expertise, facilities, or other resources available to the applicant appear 

adequate to successfully accomplish the objectives stated in the application.”  50 C.F.R. § 

17.22(a)(2). 

Application Deficiencies 

This application fails to meet both the procedural and substantive requirements for issuance 

of the requested import permit. 

Insufficient Information 

HSUS and HSI are very concerned that the application form the Service uses for Bontebok 

trophy imports (#3-200-22) does not even require the applicant to provide a justification for 

its otherwise prohibited actions. This is in contrast to other ESA import permits, for which 

the applicant (rightfully) has the burden to demonstrate enhancement.  Without providing 

                                                           
1 The primary purpose of the ESA is to “provide a program for the conservation of such endangered 

species.” 16 U.S.C. § 1531(b). The term “conservation” means “to use…all methods and procedures 

which are necessary to bring any endangered species or threatened species to the point at which the 

measures provided pursuant to this chapter are no longer necessary” – i.e. to recover the species in the 

wild so that it may be taken off of the list of endangered species. 16 U.S.C. § 1532(3). 



3 
 

such rationale, the public is not afforded the opportunity to meaningfully comment on this 

application as required by 16 U.S.C. § 1539(c). Similarly, although HSUS has requested that 

the Service publicly release its most recent enhancement memorandum for Bontebok trophy 

imports for consideration during the comment periods on such applications, the Service has 

not done so, depriving the public of essential information to meaningfully participate in the 

comment period. 

*** 

 

This applicant has failed to meet the substantive requirements for the Service to make an 

enhancement finding, as required by both the ESA and FWS regulations. In fact, the 

applicant’s activities would not enhance the survival of the species, would not be consistent 

with the conservation purpose of the ESA, and would act to the detriment of the Bontebok. 

Therefore, the Service must deny this application for enhancement authorization. 

 Unmanaged Breeding 

 

The Bontebok at issue in this permit application was killed on a private game reserve (Ezulu 

Private Game Reserve) and the 2011 herd certification provided by the applicant is outdated 

and not dispositive as to enhancement. 

This application provides no evidence that the ranch’s breeding efforts could or would 

enhance the survival of wild Bonteboks. See 77 Fed. Reg. 431, 434 (Jan. 5, 2012) (“While the 

Service does believe that captive breeding can provide a significant benefit to endangered 

species, such benefits can only be realized when the breeding program is scientifically based 

and conducted in a manner that contributes to the continued survival of the 

species….However, breeding just to breed, without adequate attention to genetic composition 

and demographics of the breeding population, may not provide a clear conservation benefit 

to an endangered species.”). 

This is particularly true given the serious concern with hybridization in Bontebok herds 

maintained on private property. See Anna M. van Wyk et al., A hybrid dilemma: a molecular 

investigation of South African bontebok (Damaliscus pygarus pygarus) and blesbok 

(Damaliscus pygarus phillipsi), Conservation Genetics Vol. 14(3), 589-599 (2013) (“The 

identification of pure and admixed populations is key to sound biodiversity conservation 

management and practices. …[In this] [f]irst molecular analyses on pure bontebok and 

blesbok as well as putative hybrid populations and samples of unknown 

purity[,]...[h]ybridization was detected in 33 % (40 of 121) of the samples with unknown 

purity.”) (attached). Hybridization between Bontebok and Blesbok can have negative impacts 

on Bontebok conservation, including reduction of fitness in hybrids, alteration in the genetic 

structure of populations and the interference of locally co–adapted gene complexes. 

Similarly, Cousins et al. (2010) (attached) describe South African game ranches as 

“businesses first and foremost, competing to attract customers” and find that private game 
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ranches in South Africa conflict with conservation principles including through selective 

breeding of animals for trophy hunting and intensive captive breeding programs that can 

lead to inbreeding. HSUS and HSI are particularly concerned that the locations where these 

applicants hunted are not in the native range of the Bontebok (which is endemic to the 

Western Cape, while the hunt at issue here took place in the Eastern Cape), which raises the 

question of whether the breeding by these farms contributes to the introduction of non-native 

species and facilitates hybridization and displacement of indigenous species.  

 Captive Hunting Is Not Enhancement 

 

Captive hunting of endangered animals and the trade of the animals’ body parts as trophies 

can have a negative impact on wild populations. The Service itself has recognized that “uses 

of captive wildlife can be detrimental to wild populations” because “consumptive uses,” 

including captive hunting, can “stimulate a demand for products which might further be 

satisfied by wild populations.” 44 Fed. Reg. 30,044, 30,045 (May 23, 1979). Indeed, for trophy 

hunters, the rarer the trophy, the more valuable and expensive it is, and the greater is the 

prestige. See Courchamp F, Angulo E, Rivalan P, Hall RJ, Signoret L, et al. (2006) Rarity 

Value and Species Extinction: The Anthropogenic Allee Effect. PLoS Biol 4(12): e415. 

doi:10.1371/journal.pbio.0040415. 

There is abundant evidence that the existence of legal markets for endangered species can 

both encourage and facilitate poaching of those species. See Valerius Geist, How Markets in 

Wildlife Meat and Parts, and the Sale of Hunting Privileges, Jeopardize Wildlife 

Conservation, CONSERVATION BIOLOGY, Vol. 2, Issue 1 at 16 (Mar. 1988) (U.S. wildlife 

conservation has been “based on three primary policies ... 1) the absence of market in the 

meat, parts, and products of [wildlife,] 2) the allocation of the material benefits of wildlife by 

law, not by the market place . . ., 3) the prohibition on frivolous killing of wildlife”); David M. 

Lavigne, et al., Sustainable utilization: the lessons of history, THE EXPLOITATION OF MAMMAL 

POPULATIONS 251, 260 (Victoria J. Taylor et al. eds., 1996) (establishment of “legal markets 

for valuable wildlife product . . . provide[s] incentives for poaching [because] when the prices 

of wildlife products are sufficiently high, they also attract criminal elements into poaching, 

making wildlife protection not only increasingly difficult but also dangerous”); Lavigne, et al., 

at 258-260 (“Generally, putting a price on dead wildlife almost invariably leads to over-

exploitation and increases the ‘extinction potential’ of target species”); Hunter, et. al, 

INTERNATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL LAW & POLICY at 1035 (Foundation Press 1998) (Excerpt) 

(“Trade is responsible for an estimated 40% of vertebrate species facing extinction. Ironically, 

market forces can exacerbate the threats from illegal trade, for as species become rarer their 

value on the market increases to reflect this scarcity, increasing the incentive for further 

poaching”); see also Valerius Geist, North American Policies of Wildlife Conservation, 

WILDLIFE CONSERVATION POLICY (Geist and McTaggart-Cowan eds 1995). Further, the 

Service has explicitly recognized that some of these endangered species are specifically 
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targeted by “non-resident hunters” who seek to obtain “trophies” of these exotic wild animals.  

70 Fed. Reg. 52319, 52321. 

 

The Service cannot sanction such actions that are anathema to the letter and intent of the 

ESA, the purpose of which is to “provide a program for the conservation of such endangered 

species.” 16 U.S.C. § 1531(b); see also Humane Society v. Kempthorne, 481 F. Supp. 2d 53, 62 

(D.D.C. 2006) (enjoining an FWS program allowing lethal take of endangered gray wolves, 

holding that: “[t]he language ‘propagation or survival of the affected species,’ is on its face, 

antithetical to the killing of 43 members of an endangered species barring some direct and 

immediate danger imposed by the individual animals killed to other members of the species.”) 

(vacated as moot); Fund for Animals v. Turner, 1991 WL 206232, at *7 (D.D.C. Sept. 27, 1991) 

(rejecting FWS’s argument that hunting threatened grizzly bears promotes conservation by 

creating wariness of humans).  

Because of its inherently negative conservation impacts, canned hunting of captive 

endangered species violates the plain language and purposes of the ESA and its 

implementing regulations. Indeed, the herd of Bontebok at Bontebok National Park contains 

approximately 250 individuals and also occurs in other areas within its natural range, which 

further calls into question the need for captive hunting ranches at issue in the application 

here to benefit Bontebok conservation. See http://www.iucnredlist.org/details/30208/0.  

 

 Donations Are Not Enhancement 

 

The ESA requires a direct link between the authorized action (the import) and the required 

effect (enhancement). See 58 Fed. Reg. 32,632 (June 11, 1993) (questioning “whether there is 

a direct cause and effect relationship between education through exhibition of living wildlife 

and enhancement of survival in the wild of the species exhibited”) (emphasis added). The 

plain language of the ESA only allows FWS to permit an “otherwise prohibited action” if that 

action enhances the species’ survival. 16 U.S.C. § 1539(a)(1)(A). Here, the “otherwise 

prohibited” action that the Service would be permitting – import of a hunting trophy – is not 

carried out for the purpose of enhancing the species; rather, the action is undertaken solely 

for the personal benefit of the hunter and the private game ranch. 

The Service frequently issues permits to kill or import trophies of listed species based on a 

theory that money derived from the hunt contributes to conservation.  But here, there isn’t 

even a claim of financial contribution to conservation.  Thus, this application fails to meet 

the requirement that applicants to provide a “full statement of why the permit is justified.” 

50 C.F.R. § 17.22(a)(1)(vii).  

Information from the Service’s Files Does Not Support an Enhancement Finding 

The Service does not appear to have made an enhancement finding for Bontebok trophy 

hunting since 1997 (see attached).  This finding is outdated (for example, it does not take into 

http://www.iucnredlist.org/details/30208/0
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account the best available scientific evidence on Bontebok hybridization) and cannot form the 

basis of the case-by-case finding required for each of this permit. 

 

That finding claims that “South Africa is effectively conserving and managing the bontebok 

population throughout its range.” But surely the South African management regime has 

undergone changes in the last 20 years, such that a new analysis of that program is 

warranted. 

 

Similarly, the 1997 finding states that there were an estimated 2,500 Bonteboks in South 

Africa in 1990.  This population status is 25 years old and can no longer be relied on for the 

Service to make an enhancement finding. 

 

Further, the 1997 finding states that the South African management plan in existence at 

that time “allows for the controlled culling of excess animals in order to enhance the survival 

of such herds. Because of economic benefits generated by sport-hunting, the incentive for 

ranchers to acquire and then maintain the genetic purity of their herds is well established. 

It is expected that increases in both the number of registered herds and the bontebok 

population as a whole will continue under this program.”   

 

It would be arbitrary and capricious for the Service to issue this permit based on this 

unsupported reasoning.  First, there is no evidence in the record that this system has 

improved the conservation status of the subspecies, as claimed in the 1997 finding.  More 

importantly, the entire concept of killing animals to save them, and the purported economic 

benefits created by such activity, is highly controversial. This is particularly true here where 

the herds are maintained by well-to-do land owners (in contrast to the arguments made about 

trophy hunting of wild animals living adjacent to impoverished communities). Finally, as 

noted above, the concept of maintaining genetic purity has been cast into doubt by the 

Conservation Genetics study on hybridization cited above. 

 

Indeed, the May 2015 South Africa CITES non-detriment finding for Bontebok 

(https://www.environment.gov.za/sites/default/files/docs/ndf_bontebok.pdf) states there are 

2,177 Bontebok in the Western Cape (in or near the natural range of the species). And there 

are 4,985 outside of that area. The finding states that the main threat to the subspecies is 

the large number of highly fragmented and small subpopulations in the absence of meta-

population management. It further states that there are no quotas for export of Bontebok 

hunting trophies and that hunting of the species on private land is “not regulated or 

monitored”. The finding states that “the effects of harvesting (on heterozygosity and fitness 

for example) are not currently monitored.” Furthermore, “the national management system 

for bontebok is informal as there is no set structure with activities measured against a large 

adaptive framework. In some cases local management plans are available but there is no 

approved national plan that is aimed at managing the genetic integrity of bontebok.” South 

Africa admits, given this, that legal local and international trade in live animals and the 

https://www.environment.gov.za/sites/default/files/docs/ndf_bontebok.pdf
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export of hunting trophies at present poses a moderate risk to the survival of this subspecies 

in South Africa … This moderate risk however is mostly due to a lack of management and 

monitoring of bontebok off-takes.” 

 

Therefore, HSUS and HSI strongly urge the Service to deny this application and to conduct 

a comprehensive evaluation of Bontebok hunting in South Africa.  

 

Pursuant to the Service’s regulations (50 C.F.R. § 17.22(e)), HSUS and HSI hereby request 

ten days advance notification (via email, afrostic@humanesociety.org) prior to the issuance 

of this permit. Additionally, if the Service decides to issue this permit, please include with 

such notice a copy of the individualized enhancement finding for the applicant. 

Sincerely, 

 

     
Anna Frostic       Teresa M. Telecky, Ph.D. 

Senior Attorney, Wildlife Litigation   Director, Wildlife Department 

The Humane Society of the United States   Humane Society International 

 

 

 

mailto:afrostic@humanesociety.org
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September 7, 2016 

Mr. Daniel M. Ashe, Director 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

1849 C Street NW 

Washington, DC 20240 

 

Mr. Timothy Van Norman 

Chief, Branch of Permits 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  

5275 Leesburg Pike 

Falls Church, VA 22041  

 

Re: Imports of African Lion Trophies Should Not Be Permitted 

 

Dear Director Ashe and Chief Van Norman:  

 

Since the Endangered Species Act (ESA) listings went into effect for Panthera leo leo and 

Panthera leo melanochaita on January 22, 2016 (80 Fed. Reg. 79999 (Dec. 23, 2015)), not a 

single lion trophy has been permitted imported from Africa, a necessary reprieve after 

many years when American trophy hunters imported hundreds of trophies of this imperiled 

species per year. On behalf of The Humane Society of the United States (HSUS) and 

Humane Society International (HSI), we write to strongly urge the Service to not issue any 

permits to import African lion trophies, as no African lion range states can demonstrate 

that trophy hunting enhances the survival of the species. 

HSUS and HSI fully expect that no permits will be issued to import trophies of endangered 

Panthera leo leo, as this subspecies is on the brink of extinction and cannot sustain 

recreational offtake. As the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) acknowledged in the lion 

listing rule, in western and central Africa, “[m]anagement programs do not appear to be 

sufficient to deter unsustainable offtakes” and “experts agree that there is no level of 

offtake that would be sustainable for P. l. leo populations…” 80 Fed. Reg. at 80040. 

Pursuant to the new regulation for Panthera leo melanochaita (50 C.F.R. § 17.40(r)), the 

Service can only issue a permit to import a lion trophy from east or southern Africa if the 

best available science supports a finding that trophy hunting enhances the survival of this 

subspecies. As revealed in FWS’ response to an HSUS Freedom of Information Act request 

(#2016-00897), FWS is apparently “close” to issuing an internal enhancement memorandum 

for trophy imports of “wild/wild-managed lions from South Africa.” But as detailed herein, 
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trophy hunting of lions in South Africa cannot be said to enhance the survival of the 

species, and it would be arbitrary and capricious for FWS to conclude otherwise. 

It is critical that FWS apply the precautionary principle and strictly scrutinize the impacts 

that trophy hunting has on African lions – indeed, as recently published in Nature, 

overutilization, including trophy hunting, is the biggest threat to biodiversity.1  

 

ESA Requirements for Lion Trophy Imports 

Pursuant to the plain language of this statutory term (16 U.S.C. § 1539(a)(1)), 

“enhancement” permits may only be issued for activities that positively benefit the species 

in the wild. See also FWS, Ensuring the Future of the Black Rhino (Nov. 25, 2014), at 

http://www.fws.gov/news/blog/index.cfm/2014/11/25/Ensuring-the-Future-of-the-Black-

Rhino (acknowledging that the ESA enhancement standard is more stringent than the 

CITES non-detriment standard); U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Handbook for Endangered 

and Threatened Species Permits (1996) (making clear that an enhancement activity “must 

go beyond having a neutral effect and actually have a positive effect”). 

HSUS and HSI agree with the standard that FWS established in the 4(d) Rule for Panthera 

leo melanochaita, requiring that,  

“when making a determination of whether an otherwise prohibited activity enhances 

the propagation or survival of P. l. melanochaita, the Service will examine the overall 

conservation and management of the subspecies in the country where the specimen 

originated and whether that management of the subspecies addresses the threats to 

the subspecies (i.e., that it is based on sound scientific principles and that the 

management program is actively addressing the current and longer term threats to the 

subspecies). In that review, we will evaluate whether the import contributes to the 

overall conservation of the species by considering whether the biological, social, and 

economic aspects of a program from which the specimen was obtained provide a net 

benefit to the subspecies and its ecosystem” (emphasis added). 

HSUS and HSI also agree that FWS must consider the following factors when making an 

enhancement finding for importation of sport-hunted trophies of P. l. melanochaita:  

“(a) Biological sustainability: The hunting program cannot contribute to the long-term 

decline of the hunted species. It should not alter natural selection and ecological 

function of the hunted species or any other species that share the habitat. The program 

should not inadvertently facilitate poaching or illegal trade in wildlife by acting as a 

cover for such illegal activities. The hunting program should also not manipulate the 

ecosystem or its component elements in a way that alters the native biodiversity. 

(b) Net Conservation Benefit: The biologically sustainable hunting program should be 

based on laws, regulations, and scientifically based quotas, established with local 

input, that are transparent and periodically reviewed. The program should produce 

                                                           
1 Sean L. Maxwell et al., Biodiversity: The Ravages of Guns, Nets, and Bulldozers, Nature Vol. 536, 

143-145 (Aug. 11, 2016), at http://www.nature.com/news/biodiversity-the-ravages-of-guns-nets-and-

bulldozers-1.20381. 

http://www.fws.gov/news/blog/index.cfm/2014/11/25/Ensuring-the-Future-of-the-Black-Rhino
http://www.fws.gov/news/blog/index.cfm/2014/11/25/Ensuring-the-Future-of-the-Black-Rhino
http://www.nature.com/news/biodiversity-the-ravages-of-guns-nets-and-bulldozers-1.20381
http://www.nature.com/news/biodiversity-the-ravages-of-guns-nets-and-bulldozers-1.20381
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income, employment, and other benefits to create incentives for reducing the pressure 

on the target species. The program should create benefits for local residents to co-exist 

with the target species and other species. It is also imperative that the program is part 

of a legally recognized governance system that supports conservation. 

(c) Socio-Economic-Cultural Benefit: A well-managed hunting program can serve as a 

conservation tool when it respects the local cultural values and practices. It should be 

accepted by most members of the community, involving and benefiting local residents 

in an equitable manner. The program should also adopt business practices that 

promote long-term economic sustainability. 

(d) Adaptive Management: Planning, Monitoring, and Reporting: Hunting can enhance 

the species when it is based on appropriate resource assessments and monitoring (e.g., 

population counts, trend data), upon which specific science-based quotas and hunting 

programs can be established. Resource assessments should be objective, well 

documented, and use the best science available. Adaptive management of quotas and 

programs based on the results of resource assessments and monitoring is essential. The 

program should monitor hunting activities to ensure that quotas and sex/age 

restrictions of harvested animals are met. The program should also generate reliable 

documentation of its biological sustainability and conservation benefits. 

(e) Accountable and Effective Governance: A biologically sustainable trophy-hunting 

program should be subject to a governance structure that clearly allocates 

management responsibilities. The program should account for revenues in a 

transparent manner and distribute net revenues to conservation and community 

beneficiaries according to properly agreed decisions. All necessary steps to eliminate 

corruption should be taken and to ensure compliance with all relevant national and 

international requirements and regulations by relevant bodies such as administrators, 

regulators and hunters.” 

 

There Is No Evidence that Lion Trophy Hunting in South Africa Enhances the 

Survival of the Subspecies 

Two recent documents published by the South Africa Department of Environmental Affairs 

(DEA) - the May 2015 CITES Non-Detriment Finding assessment for Panthera leo2 (“NDF 

Assessment”) and the December 2015 Biodiversity Management Plan for the lion3 (“Plan”) – 

represent the most recent publicly available information relevant to the FWS enhancement 

analysis for lion trophy imports from South Africa. However, these documents do not 

support a finding that lion trophy hunting in South Africa enhances the survival of the 

subspecies. Indeed, the Plan has yet to even be implemented.  

                                                           
2 South Africa Department of Environmental Affairs. 2015. National Environmental Management: 

Biodiversity Act, 2004 (Act No. 10 of 2004), Non-detriment Findings. Government Gazette No. 39185 

(10 September 2015): 4-18. http://www.gov.za/sites/www.gov.za/files/39185_gen897s.pdf  
3 South Africa Department of Environmental Affairs. 2015. Biodiversity Management Plan for the 

Lion (Panthera leo) in South Africa. Government Gazette No. 39468 (2 December 2015): 4-72. 

https://www.environment.gov.za/sites/default/files/gazetted_notices/nemba10of2014_biodiversityman

agementplan_africanlion39468_gen1190.pdf  

http://www.gov.za/sites/www.gov.za/files/39185_gen897s.pdf
https://www.environment.gov.za/sites/default/files/gazetted_notices/nemba10of2014_biodiversitymanagementplan_africanlion39468_gen1190.pdf
https://www.environment.gov.za/sites/default/files/gazetted_notices/nemba10of2014_biodiversitymanagementplan_africanlion39468_gen1190.pdf
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South Africa has acknowledged that trophy hunting contributed to the near-eradication of 

lions in the country, stating that “in the 1900s lions were largely eradicated from most of 

South Africa both by sport hunters and for agricultural development” (Plan, p. 38). Indeed, 

lions were extirpated from all but what are now Kruger National Park and Kgalagadi 

Transfrontier Park where only small numbers remained. South Africa has also 

acknowledged that “excessive sport hunting” continues to contribute to the decline of lions 

in Africa in general, stating that “trophy hunting of lions is contentious due to uncertainty 

concerning its conservation impacts” (Plan, p. 2). South Africa considers the “greatest 

threats to lion include trophy/sport hunting” and acknowledges that this and other “factors 

have led to the decline in lion populations in remote parts of South Africa” (Plan, p. 8).  

According to the NDF Assessment and the Plan, there are three types of lions in South 

Africa: wild, managed wild, and captive. These are defined as follows: 

“Wild lions completely fulfil their role in biodiversity processes and are largely 

unmanaged, and exist only in formally proclaimed national parks and game reserves. 

Conservationists do not actively manipulate vital rates and lion demographics” (Plan, 

p. 2). 

“Managed wild lions include all lions that have been re-introduced into smaller fenced 

reserves (<1000km2), and are managed to limit population growth and maintain 

genetic diversity. Managers actively manipulate some vital rates and demographics” 

(Plan, p. 2). 

“Captive lions are bred exclusively to generate money. Managers actively manipulate 

all vital rates and demographics” (Plan, p. 3). 

As detailed below, FWS cannot lawfully make an enhancement finding for the issuance of 

import permits for trophies of any of these categories of lions in South Africa. 

Wild Lions 

 There are no National trophy hunting guidelines or quotas  

The Plan states there are 2,300 wild lions in South Africa, the vast majority of which exist 

in Kruger National Park and Kgalagadi Transfrontier Park. According to the Plan, these 

two lion populations are “both stable and at their ecological carrying capacity.” However, 

according to the 2016 IUCN assessment of Panthera leo,4 the Kruger lion population 

decreased by 5% between 1993 and 2014, from 1,733 to 1,648, and Kgalagadi had only 131 

lions in 2014. These two parks have the only “viable” lion populations in South Africa, 

according to a 2006 regional conservation strategy for the lion in Eastern and Southern 

Africa.5  

 

                                                           
4 Bauer, H., Packer, C., Funston, P.F., Henschel, P. & Nowell, K. 2016. Panthera leo. The IUCN Red 

List of Threatened Species 2016: e.T15951A97162455. Table 3 in supplementary materials at 

http://www.iucnredlist.org/details/15951/0. Downloaded on 30 August 2016.  
5 IUCN SSC Cat Specialist Group (2006). Regional conservation strategy for the lion Panthera leo in 

Eastern and Southern Africa. 

https://www.environment.gov.za/sites/default/files/docs/pantheraleo_conservationstrategy_regionalaf

rica.pdf  

http://www.iucnredlist.org/details/15951/0
https://www.environment.gov.za/sites/default/files/docs/pantheraleo_conservationstrategy_regionalafrica.pdf
https://www.environment.gov.za/sites/default/files/docs/pantheraleo_conservationstrategy_regionalafrica.pdf
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The Kruger lion population is not managed “in terms of population size” and lions “have 

never been managed in the Kgalagadi Transfrontier Park” (Plan, p. 38). While hunting is 

not allowed in these National Parks, lions that leave Kruger National Park are trophy 

hunted in the adjacent Associated Private Nature Reserves in the Klaserie and Timbavati 

Game Reserves.6 The plan alleges that “these hunts are approved by the South African 

National Parks and are guided by a strict utilization strategy” (Plan, p. 29); however, no 

details of this strategy are available for scientific review. The Plan notes that additional 

permits are granted for offtake of lions that cause damage to property and there is illegal 

hunting of lions that occurs along the northern border of Kruger. These offtake permits are 

granted by provincial authorities, which also grant CITES export permits.  

There are currently no national guidelines for the trophy hunting of wild lions, and the 

Plan simply calls for such standards to be developed (p. 29). There is also no national or 

provincial “adaptive framework for quota application” and offtake is authorized to be 

managed on a local scale (meaning at a reserve-level) (NDF Assessment). However, it 

appears that only some localities have approved local management plans (NDF 

Assessment). Nonetheless, the NDF Assessment claims that these “local level management 

plans and harvest controls are effectively implemented and monitored.” With only 2300 

wild lions available, and no national guidelines or “norms and standards” (regulations), 

there is a very real danger that more lions are actually killed than is sustainable simply 

because of this lack of coordination at the national level. 

 

 Systematic trophy hunting impact studies are absent and revenue allocation is 

obscure 

 

The Plan further states that there are “no systematic studies of the impact of trophy 

hunting of wild and managed wild lions in South Africa. However, the low numbers of lions 

hunted (<10 lions per year) would suggest that trophy hunting does not impact the viability 

of wild and managed lion populations” (p. 29). The Plan acknowledges to scientific 

recommendations that lion quotas should be set at 3% of the population (Creel and Creel 

1997) and that offtake should not exceed 0.5 lions/1000 km2 (Packer et al. 2011), and the 

Plan erroneously claims that these standards are not likely to be exceeded. However, if ten 

lions were hunted each year in Klaserie Game Reserve, which has an area of 600 km2,7 or 

Timbavati Game Reserve, which has an area of 960 km2,8 this could certainly be 

detrimental to the Kruger lion population over time. 

 

The Plan states that “The total revenue from hunting wild and managed wild lions in South 

Africa is thus likely to only be about R3 million per year” (p. 36) (equivalent of about USD 

$206,000). However, there is no information provided in the Plan or the NDF Assessment 

about who receives this revenue or what it is used for. Revenue from trophy hunting in 

South Africa is likely used to fund overhead expenses for hunting operations (e.g., utilities, 

accounting fees, facility repairs, supplies, telephone bills, etc.), salaries, and profit for the 

owners. There is simply no evidence that any of the $206,000 allegedly created through 

                                                           
6 The borders between Kruger National Park and both Klaserie and Timbavati Game Reserves are 

such that lions are protected while in Kruger but can easily cross over onto the game reserve 

property where they can be legally trophy hunted. 
7 http://www.klaseriereserve.co.za/  
8 http://timbavati.co.za/  

http://www.klaseriereserve.co.za/
http://timbavati.co.za/
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trophy hunting is used for legitimate conservation efforts. Indeed, a recent report indicates 

that $1.25 Billion is needed annually to conserve the African lion, which further 

undermines the claim that the $206,000 produced by trophy hunting in South Africa (even 

if it were all used for conservation efforts) demonstrably improves the conservation status 

of this subspecies.9   

 

 The NDF Assessment erroneously concludes that take of wild lions near Kruger is 

non-detrimental 

 

The NDF Assessment, which examined only wild and managed wild lion populations, 

concludes that there are “no major threats to the wild lion populations in South Africa” and 

that “legal local and international trade in lion poses a low to moderate, but non-

detrimental risk to the species.” It states that “the species is well managed and the 

Scientific Authority does not have any current concerns relating to the export of lion in 

accordance with Article IV of CITES.” This conclusion, however, is based on the erroneous 

assumption that the take of approximately 10 lions in either game reserve adjacent to 

Kruger would not have a detrimental impact on the wild Kruger population. Further, the 

NDF Assessment acknowledges that guidelines for the hunting of wild lions do not 

currently exist, and merely recommends that they be developed. 

 

In summary, it would be arbitrary and capricious for the Service to make an enhancement 

finding for wild lion trophy imports from South Africa: 

 South Africa has only two viable wild lion populations and the largest of these, 

Kruger, declined by 5% from 1993-2014. 

 The Kruger lion population is not managed “in terms of population size” and lions 

have never been managed in the other viable wild population, Kgalagadi 

Transfrontier Park. 

 Hunting of Kruger lions on two adjacent private game reserves is said to be “guided 

by a strict utilization strategy” but details of this are not provided so it is not clear if 

there are scientifically based quotas that are transparent and periodically reviewed. 

 There are no national guidelines for the trophy hunting of wild and wild managed 

lions. 

 There is also no national or provincial “adaptive framework for quota application” 

and offtake is managed on a local scale; however, only some reserves have informal 

or approved management plans. 

 There are no systematic studies of the impact of trophy hunting of wild and 

managed wild lions in South Africa. 

 Only about 10 wild and managed wild lions are hunted in South Africa annually and 

revenue generated from this activity is said to be only about R3 million per (about 

USD 206,000); no information is provided about who receives this money or what it 

is used for.  

 The NDF Assessment conclusion that export of hunting trophies of wild and wild 

managed lions is not detrimental to the survival of the species is based on the 

assumption that the viability of wild populations could not possibly be affected by 

such a low number of lions hunted, a conclusion with which we strongly disagree. 

                                                           
9 See Panthera et al., Beyond Cecil: Africa’s Lions in Crisis (2016), at 

http://letlionslive.org/LionReport.pdf.  

http://letlionslive.org/LionReport.pdf
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 Neither the Plan nor the NDF Assessment provides any information on how hunting 

benefits the survival of the species. 

 

Managed Wild Lions 

As an initial matter, we note that the lions that South Africa categorizes as “wild-managed” 

actually should be considered captive lions pursuant to FWS regulations, as they live in 

fenced areas and, as the South African terminology suggests, are “managed” by humans in 

a manner different than wild lions. 50 C.F.R. § 17.3 (“Captivity means that living wildlife is 

held in a controlled environment that is intensively manipulated by man for the purpose of 

producing wildlife of the selected species, and that has boundaries designed to prevent 

animal, eggs or gametes of the selected species from entering or leaving the controlled 

environment.”). FWS has already found that hunting of captive lions does not enhance the 

survival of the species (as discussed below), and it would be arbitrary and capricious for 

FWS to find that hunting of lions in fenced reserves promotes conservation.  

 Trophy hunting of wild lions in fenced reserves does not promote conservation 

There are about 800 managed wild lions in 45 small, fenced reserves of <1000km2, where 

lions have been re-introduced and are intensively managed (Plan, p. 40).  None of these 

populations were considered to be “viable” or even “potentially viable” in the 2006 regional 

conservation strategy for the lion in Eastern and Southern Africa.10 These populations are 

genetically isolated from one another with very few planned genetic exchanges. The 

conservation value of these populations has been questioned: “fragmented isolated 

management called into question the conservation value of these lions” (Plan, p. 40); and 

“the absence of meta-population management of these re-introduced lions undermines their 

conservation value” (NDF Assessment).  The NDF Assessment concedes that “management 

of re-introduced wild lion needs to be improved” and such improved management is 

suggested by the Plan, but has not yet been fully effectuated (the Plan includes the goal of 

metapopulation management in 5 years).  

 National guidelines and quotas are absent and there is no requirement that the 

fenced reserves have routinely reviewed, adaptive lion management plans 

There are currently no national guidelines for the trophy hunting of wild managed lions 

and the Plan simply calls for such standards to be developed (p. 29). There is also no 

national or provincial “adaptive framework for quota application” and offtake is managed 

on a local scale meaning at a reserve-level (NDF Assessment). However, it appears that 

only some reserves have approved local management plans (NDF Assessment). There is no 

requirement that the management plans in place on all reserves with lions have a specific 

requirement that  ongoing accurate lion censuses take place and that genetics are managed 

responsibly; there is no requirement that reserves with lions cooperate with one another 

(such as through the currently voluntary Lion Management Forum) to manage populations 

responsibly and to the benefit of the species; and there is no requirement that live lion 

sales/relocations, hunting or culling need to be motivated from an ecological/scientific 

                                                           
10 IUCN SSC Cat Specialist Group (2006). Regional conservation strategy for the lion Panthera leo in 

Eastern and Southern Africa. 

https://www.environment.gov.za/sites/default/files/docs/pantheraleo_conservationstrategy_regionalaf

rica.pdf 

https://www.environment.gov.za/sites/default/files/docs/pantheraleo_conservationstrategy_regionalafrica.pdf
https://www.environment.gov.za/sites/default/files/docs/pantheraleo_conservationstrategy_regionalafrica.pdf
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perspective.11 Ignoring this reality, the NDF Assessment claims that these “local level 

management plans and harvest controls are effectively implemented and monitored.”  

 Systematic trophy hunting impact studies are absent and the recommended quota of 

0.5 lions/1000 km2 for fenced reserves is likely being exceeded 

 

The Plan further states that there are “no systematic studies of the impact of trophy 

hunting of wild and managed wild lions in South Africa. However, the low numbers of lions 

hunted (<10 lions per year) would suggest that trophy hunting does not impact the viability 

of wild and managed lion populations” (p. 29). The Plan acknowledges scientific 

recommendations that lion quotas should be set at 3% of the population (Creel and Creel 

1997) and that offtake should not exceed 0.5 lions/1000 km2 (Packer et al. 2011), but 

erroneously claims that these standards are not likely to be exceeded. However, it is 

conceivable that if all ten lions hunted in one year were taken from one or a few small 

managed wild lion population that would exceed these quota recommendations. In addition, 

since all of the managed wild lion populations are, by definition, existing in areas of 

<1000km2, this means that less than one lion could be removed annually according to the 

recommendations of scientists. The Plan states that “Wild lions are occasionally hunted 

from the managed wild population in fenced reserves, such as Madikwe Game Reserve, 

Pilanesberg National Park and Venetia-Limpopo Nature Reserve” (p. 29). However, 

Madikwe is only 750 km2, 12 Pilanesberg is only 550km²,13 and Venetia-Limpopo is only 330 

km2,14 meaning that none of these properties should support the offtake of even one lion as 

per the guidelines set by (Packer et al. 2011). Furthermore, the managed wild lion 

population would need to have at least 33 lions before one could be removed under the 3% 

scientific recommendation; yet, many of South Africa’s small reserves do not have 33 lions. 

 Revenue from trophy hunting of managed wild lions is very low and its allocation is 

obscure 

 

The Plan states that “The total revenue from hunting wild and managed wild lions in South 

Africa is thus likely to only be about R3 million per year” (p. 36) (equivalent of about USD 

206,000). However, there is no information provided about who receives this revenue or 

what it is used for. As detailed above, this revenue is most likely allocated in a variety of 

ways that does not directly contribute to conservation and therefore does not enhance 

species survival.  

 

The NDF Assessment, which examined only wild and managed wild lion populations, 

concludes without support that there are “no major threats to the wild lion populations in 

South Africa” and that “legal local and international trade in lion poses a low to moderate, 

but non-detrimental risk to the species.” It further alleges that “the species is well managed 

and the Scientific Authority does not have any current concerns relating to the export of 

lion in accordance with Article IV of CITES.” Yet the NDF Assessment fails to affirmatively 

demonstrate that trophy hunting of wild and managed wild lions benefits the species. 

                                                           
11 Ross Kettles, Warden at Greater Makalali Game Reserve (personal communication with HSI on 31 

August 2016). 
12 http://www.madikwegamereserve.co.za/  
13 http://www.pilanesbergnationalpark.org/  
14 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Venetia_Limpopo_Nature_Reserve  

http://www.madikwegamereserve.co.za/
http://www.pilanesbergnationalpark.org/
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Venetia_Limpopo_Nature_Reserve
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In summary, it would be arbitrary and capricious for the Service to make an enhancement 

finding for trophy imports of managed wild lions from South Africa: 

 None of the managed wild lion populations are considered to be viable or even 

potentially viable. 

 Genetic isolation of the managed wild lion populations has undermined and called 

into question the conservation value of these populations; the populations are not 

yet being managed as a metapopulation although this is planned for the future. 

 There is no requirement that all reserves with lions have a comprehensive lion 

management plan that ensures ongoing accurate lion censuses take place and that 

genetics are managed responsibly; there is no requirement that reserves with lions 

cooperate with one another (such as through the currently voluntary Lion 

Management Forum) to manage populations responsibly and to the benefit of the 

species; and there is no requirement that live lion sales/relocations, hunting or 

culling need to be motivated from an ecological/scientific perspective. 

 There are no national guidelines for the trophy hunting of wild and wild managed 

lions. 

 There is also no national or provincial “adaptive framework for quota application” 

and offtake is managed on a local scale; however, only some reserves have informal 

or approved management plans. 

 There are no systematic studies of the impact of trophy hunting of wild and 

managed wild lions in South Africa. 

 Only about 10 wild and managed wild lions are hunted in South Africa annually and 

revenue generated from this activity is said to be only about R3 million per (about 

USD 206,000); no information is provided about who receives this money or what it 

is used for.  

 The NDF Assessment conclusion that export of hunting trophies of wild and wild 

managed lions is not detrimental to the survival of the species is based on the 

assumption that the viability of wild populations could not possibly be affected by 

such a low number of lions hunted, a conclusion with which we strongly disagree. 

 All of the managed wild lion populations exist in areas of <1000km2 which means 

that less than one lion could be removed annually according to scientific 

recommendations that offtake should not exceed 0.5 lions/1000 km2 (Packer et al. 

2011). 

 Many of the managed wild lion populations are so small that not one lion could be 

removed annually according to scientific recommendations that offtake should not 

exceed 3% of the population (Creel and Creel 1997). 

 Neither the Plan nor the NDF Assessment provides any information on how hunting 

benefits the survival of the species. 

 

Captive Lions 

In its listing rule, FWS acknowledged that the captive-lion industry does not promote the 

conservation of the species (80 Fed. Reg. at 80023), and HSUS and HSI therefore expect 

that FWS will not issue any import permits for trophies of lions hunted in captivity. Indeed, 

the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) World Conservation Congress 

recently issued a Motion (No. 009) specifically calling for the elimination of the inhumane 

captive lion hunting industry in South Africa.  
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009 - Terminating the hunting of captive-bred lions (Panthera leo) 

and other predators and captive breeding for commercial, non-

conservation purposes 

NOTING the prohibition by the South African Government on the capture of 

wild lions for breeding or keeping in captivity; 

CONCERNED that the continued breeding of lions for the specific purpose of 

pseudo-hunts, also referred to as 'canned lion hunting' or 'canned lion 

shooting', by sectors of the wildlife ranching industry in South Africa under 

the guise of sustainable utilisation has escalated; 

FURTHER CONCERNED by the limited scope of legal options by the South 

African Government to terminate 'canned lion shooting'; 

AWARE that most lion hunts in South Africa are conducted in enclosed areas 

or using captive-bred lions; 

MINDFUL that professional hunting associations within South Africa and 

internationally oppose the practice known as 'canned shooting', where the 

animal is physically unable to escape from a restricted enclosure and/or is 

captive bred and mentally disinclined to escape due to humanisation as a 

result of hand-rearing, petting of young animals and close human contact in 

captive facilities; 

NOTING that the great majority of hunters regard 'canned shooting' as an 

ethically repugnant embarrassment; 

CONSIDERING that most South African captive lion breeding facilities do 

not conform to or comply with the standards of the Pan African Association of 

Zoos and Aquaria (PAAZA) or the World Association of Zoos and Aquaria 

(WAZA); 

ACCEPTING the value of wildlife and wildlife ranching as a resource that 

may be utilised in a sustainable, legal and ethical manner, and which is of 

extreme importance for biodiversity conservation, tourism, and the gross 

domestic product of tourist destinations; 

UNDERSTANDING that sustainable, legal and ethical hunting is a human 

activity, which generates income and supports human livelihoods in areas 

where other farming practices are less viable; 

UNDERSTANDING that the threats to wild lions include: habitat 

fragmentation, lack of suitable habitat, human-carnivore conflict, snaring 

and poisoning; and 
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ACKNOWLEDGING that captive breeding of lions has not been identified as 

a conservation action in any African lion conservation planning programme; 

The World Conservation Congress, at its session in Hawai‘i, United 

States of America, 1-10 September 2016: 

1. REQUESTS the Director General and IUCN Commissions to 

encourage specifically the South African Government, as well as all other 

southern African Governments, to support this initiative by drafting and 

enacting legislation by 2020 and giving reasonable time frames to: 

a. terminate the practice of breeding lions in captivity for the purpose of 

'canned shooting' through a structured, time-bound process; 

b. restrict captive breeding of lions to registered zoos or registered facilities 

whose documented mandate is as a recognised, registered conservation 

project; 

c. develop norms and standards for the management of captive-bred lions in 

South Africa that address welfare, biodiversity and utilisation aspects, taking 

into account Threatened or Protected Species (ToPS) regulations, legislation 

and IUCN guidelines governing this activity; and  

d. legally prohibit the hunting of captive-bred lions under any conditions; and 

2. REQUESTS the Director General and IUCN Commissions to: 

a. take the necessary actions to provide the guidance, leadership, support and 

international lobbying that may be required by the South African 

Government to enact this Resolution; and 

b. to encourage and provide support for other Member States in southern 

Africa to follow this initiative.15 

Further, the Professional Hunters Association of South Africa (PHASA) has come out 

strongly against canned hunting and predator breeding: “PHASA has reversed its 2013 

position on the hunting of captive-bred lions and will no longer tolerate this form of 

hunting.”16 In addition, “If any evidence arises implicating a PHASA member as having 

participated in the hunting or marketing of a captive-bred lion, such member will be 

subjected to PHASA’s internal disciplinary process, which will include expulsion if found 

                                                           
15

 See https://portals.iucn.org/congress/motion/009. 
16 Professional Hunters’ Association of South Africa (PHASA), Position Paper on Captive-Bred Lion 

Hunting, 7 Dec. 2015, available at http://www.phasa.co.za/what-is-in-the-news/phasa-press-

release/item/682-position-paper-on-captive-bred-lion-hunting.html. 

https://portals.iucn.org/congress/motion/009
http://www.phasa.co.za/what-is-in-the-news/phasa-press-release/item/682-position-paper-on-captive-bred-lion-hunting.html
http://www.phasa.co.za/what-is-in-the-news/phasa-press-release/item/682-position-paper-on-captive-bred-lion-hunting.html
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guilty.”17 Similarly, leading South African and global tourism organizations have joined 

with the producers of the film “Blood Lions” – a documentary that provides a behind-the-

scenes look at the captive lion hunting industry – in opposition of canned lion hunting and 

the associated “lion walks” and lion cub petting that it perpetuates.18  

 
 Captive-bred lions suffer from inbreeding and other factors that make them 

unsuitable for contribution to conservation of the wild species 

There are an estimated 3,600 – 6,000 lions kept in at least 174 facilities in South Africa 

(NDF Assessment). The Plan states, “most lions in captivity originate from captive-bred 

stock that has ‘serviced’ the trophy hunting industry and since 2008, the lion bone trade, as: 

(1) a source of male lions for trophy hunters, the skeletons of which are sold to East–

Southeast Asia; and, (2) the females for breeding stock and purportedly the bone trade once 

they have ceased to be bred” (p. 24). According to the Plan, “captive lions are bred 

exclusively to generate money” (p. 2). 

South Africa has acknowledged that it is the “prevailing view amongst carnivore specialists 

is that captive-bred lions do not contribute to the conservation of the species, especially for 

population restoration purposes, since inbreeding is known to occur and thus compromises 

genetic integrity and provenance (Slotow and Hunter, 2009; Hunter et al., 2012; CITES 

Scientific Authority, 2013; Packer et al., 2013)” (Plan, p. 30). Further FWS has already 

recognized (80 Fed. Reg. at 80044) that “due to their uncertain genetic origins (Barnett et 

al. 2006a, p. 513; Hunter et al. 2012, p. 3), potential maladaptive behaviors, and higher 

failure risk compared to translocated individuals” captive-bred lions are not suitable for 

                                                           
17 Id. 
18 See http://www.bloodlions.org/; Safarious, Media statement: Tourism leaders join the campaign 

against predator breeding and all exploitative wildlife activities, 3 May 2016, available at 

https://www.safarious.com/en/posts/15832-span-style-color-rgb-97-97-97-font-family-arial-font-size-

12px-font-style-normal-font-weight-normal-line-height-18px-breaking-news-media-statement-

tourism-leaders-join-the-campaign-against-predator-breeding-and-all-exploitative-wildlife-activities-

span; Luke Hunter et al., Walking With Lions: Why There Is No Role for Captive-Origin Lions 

Panthera leo in Species Restoration, Oryx Vol 47(1), 19-24 (2013), available at 

http://www.kora.ch/fileadmin/file_sharing/5_Bibliothek/52_KORA_Publikationen/523_KORA_PubLis

t/Hunter_et_al_2012_Walking_with_lions.pdf (experts, including members of the IUCN Species 

Survival Commission Cat Specialist Group, agree that facilities that breed lion cubs (and 

prematurely separate those cubs from their mothers for hand-rearing) to provide lions for tourist 

interactions do not contribute to conservation); Chloe Cooper, How Lions Go From the Petting Zoo to 

the Dinner Plate, Africa Geographic (Aug. 4, 2013) http://africageographic.com/blog/how-lions-go-

from-the-petting-zoo-to-the-dinner-plate/; Threat to Conservation: Lion Bone Trade on Rise, The 

Times of India (June 25, 2013) http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/home/environment/flora-

fauna/Threat-to-conservation-Lion-bone-trade-on-rise/articleshow/20754330.cms (noting that lion 

bones are being used as substitutes for tiger bone potions and the value of a lion skeleton could 

therefore be in excess of $10,000); Jacalyn Beales, Canned Hunting and Cub-Petting are Big 

Business in South Africa, Earth Island Journal (Jan. 20, 2015), available at  

http://www.earthisland.org/journal/index.php/elist/eListRead/canned_hunting_and_cub-

petting_are_big_business_in_south_africa?utm_content=bufferf9f87&utm_medium=social&utm_sour

ce=facebook.com&utm_campaign=buffer (discussing the lucrative industry in South Africa whereby 

captive lions are bred to produce a maximum number of offspring, cubs are hand-reared to sell 

photographic opportunities to tourists, and once the cubs get too large they are sold for captive 

hunts). 

http://www.bloodlions.org/
https://www.safarious.com/en/posts/15832-span-style-color-rgb-97-97-97-font-family-arial-font-size-12px-font-style-normal-font-weight-normal-line-height-18px-breaking-news-media-statement-tourism-leaders-join-the-campaign-against-predator-breeding-and-all-exploitative-wildlife-activities-span
https://www.safarious.com/en/posts/15832-span-style-color-rgb-97-97-97-font-family-arial-font-size-12px-font-style-normal-font-weight-normal-line-height-18px-breaking-news-media-statement-tourism-leaders-join-the-campaign-against-predator-breeding-and-all-exploitative-wildlife-activities-span
https://www.safarious.com/en/posts/15832-span-style-color-rgb-97-97-97-font-family-arial-font-size-12px-font-style-normal-font-weight-normal-line-height-18px-breaking-news-media-statement-tourism-leaders-join-the-campaign-against-predator-breeding-and-all-exploitative-wildlife-activities-span
https://www.safarious.com/en/posts/15832-span-style-color-rgb-97-97-97-font-family-arial-font-size-12px-font-style-normal-font-weight-normal-line-height-18px-breaking-news-media-statement-tourism-leaders-join-the-campaign-against-predator-breeding-and-all-exploitative-wildlife-activities-span
http://www.kora.ch/fileadmin/file_sharing/5_Bibliothek/52_KORA_Publikationen/523_KORA_PubList/Hunter_et_al_2012_Walking_with_lions.pdf
http://www.kora.ch/fileadmin/file_sharing/5_Bibliothek/52_KORA_Publikationen/523_KORA_PubList/Hunter_et_al_2012_Walking_with_lions.pdf
http://africageographic.com/blog/how-lions-go-from-the-petting-zoo-to-the-dinner-plate/
http://africageographic.com/blog/how-lions-go-from-the-petting-zoo-to-the-dinner-plate/
http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/home/environment/flora-fauna/Threat-to-conservation-Lion-bone-trade-on-rise/articleshow/20754330.cms
http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/home/environment/flora-fauna/Threat-to-conservation-Lion-bone-trade-on-rise/articleshow/20754330.cms
http://www.earthisland.org/journal/index.php/elist/eListRead/canned_hunting_and_cub-petting_are_big_business_in_south_africa?utm_content=bufferf9f87&utm_medium=social&utm_source=facebook.com&utm_campaign=buffer
http://www.earthisland.org/journal/index.php/elist/eListRead/canned_hunting_and_cub-petting_are_big_business_in_south_africa?utm_content=bufferf9f87&utm_medium=social&utm_source=facebook.com&utm_campaign=buffer
http://www.earthisland.org/journal/index.php/elist/eListRead/canned_hunting_and_cub-petting_are_big_business_in_south_africa?utm_content=bufferf9f87&utm_medium=social&utm_source=facebook.com&utm_campaign=buffer
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reintroduction. FWS has thus concluded, “we do not believe that the captive-lion industry 

currently contributes to, reduces, or removes threats to the species.” 80 Fed. Reg. at 80023.  

 Hunting permits for captive-bred lions are unlimited and South Africa makes no 

non-detriment findings for captive-bred lion exports, although required by CITES  

Permits for hunting captive-bred lions are obtained by applying to the appropriate 

provincial conservation authority and these are not limited in quantity (Plan, p. 32). 

Provincial conservation authorities also issue CITES export permits and have used the 

incorrect source codes on these, reporting captive hunts as wild (Plan, p. 38). NDF 

Assessment did not address captive lions; it appears that South Africa does not have a non-

detriment finding for captive lions as is required by CITES for the issuance of export 

permits. This calls into serious question whether South Africa is complying with CITES 

requirements for the export of trophies from captive bred lions. FWS must not be complicit 

in such a violation of international law. In summary, it would be arbitrary and capricious 

for the Service to make an enhancement finding for captive lion trophies from South Africa: 

 Captive-bred lions do not contribute to the conservation of the species. 

 FWS has already concluded that the captive-lion industry does not contribute to, 

reduce or remove threats to the species. 

 Captive lions are bred exclusively to generate money. 

 Provincial authorities have been issuing export permits for captive-bred lions with 

the incorrect source code and that are not in compliance with CITES. 

 A non-detriment finding (NDF) is required under CITES before an export permit for 

captive lion specimens can be issued, but South Africa’s lion NDF does not include 

captive lions; therefore, CITES export permit conditions have not been met.  

 

In conclusion, HSUS and HSI are dismayed that FWS appears to be considering allowing 

for the import of lion trophies from South Africa. Trophy hunting of lions in South Africa 

cannot be said to enhance the survival of the species, and issuing an import permit for lion 

trophies from South Africa would therefore violate the Endangered Species Act and FWS 

regulations. Therefore, if FWS issues any lion trophy import permits from South Africa, 

HSUS and HSI will consider seeking judicial review of that decision. Similarly, the Service 

has already found that Tanzania and Zimbabwe fail to properly manage trophy hunting of 

elephants – the same concerns apply to lion hunting in those countries and FWS should not 

authorize any lion trophy imports from those countries. See FWS, Import of Elephant 

Trophies from Tanzania & Zimbabwe, http://www.fws.gov/international/permits/by-

activity/sport-hunted-trophies.html.   

HSUS has previously called on FWS to publish notice in the Federal Register of threatened 

species permit applications, and we reassert that such action is essential to create 

transparency in FWS’ enhancement analysis for African lion activities. Consistent with the 

Service’s regulations (50 C.F.R. § 17.22(e)), HSUS and HSI also respectfully requests that 

FWS provide ten days advance notification (via email, afrostic@humanesociety.org) prior to 

the issuance of any lion permits.   

 

http://www.fws.gov/international/permits/by-activity/sport-hunted-trophies.html
http://www.fws.gov/international/permits/by-activity/sport-hunted-trophies.html
mailto:afrostic@humanesociety.org
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Sincerely, 

 

     
Anna Frostic       Teresa M. Telecky, Ph.D. 

Senior Attorney, Wildlife Litigation   Director, Wildlife Department 

The Humane Society of the United States   Humane Society International 

 



1 
 

 

 
 

 
October 6, 2017 

 
Mr. Timothy Van Norman 
Chief, Branch of Permits 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  
5275 Leesburg Pike 
Falls Church, VA 22041  
 
Rosemarie Gnam, Ph.D. 
Chief, Division of Scientific Authority 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
5275 Leesburg Pike  
Falls Church, VA 22041-3803 
 
 

Re: Imports of African Elephant Trophies from Tanzania Should Not Be Permitted 
 
Dear Chief Van Norman & Chief Gnam:  
 
The Humane Society of the United States (HSUS), Humane Society International (HSI), and the 
Center for Biological Diversity (CBD) strongly urge the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS or 
“the Service”) to continue prohibiting the import of African elephant trophies from Tanzania. As 
detailed herein, recent evidence demonstrates that elephants in Tanzania are threatened with 
extinction from poaching and habitat loss and Tanzania cannot ensure that recreational offtake of 
elephants is sustainable. Therefore, the Service cannot lawfully make an enhancement finding 
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) for imports of elephant trophies from Tanzania. 

ESA Requirements for Elephant Trophy Imports 

Since the African elephant special rule amendment (50 C.F.R. § 17.40(e)) went into effect in June 
2016, every import of an African elephant trophy is required to comply with ESA permitting 
requirements (and imports from Tanzania must also qualify for an import permit under the non-
detriment standard in the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna 
and Flora, “CITES”). Pursuant to the ESA (16 U.S.C. § 1538) and implementing regulations (50 
C.F.R. § 17.40(e)), before the Service can authorize the import of an African elephant trophy it 
must be able to make a finding that the take of the animal enhances the survival of the species. 
According to the plain language of this statutory term (16 U.S.C. § 1539(a)(1)), “enhancement” 
permits may only be issued for activities that positively benefit the species in the wild. See also 
FWS, Ensuring the Future of the Black Rhino (Nov. 25, 2014), at 
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http://www.fws.gov/news/blog/index.cfm/2014/11/25/Ensuring-the-Future-of-the-Black-Rhino 
(acknowledging that the ESA enhancement standard is more stringent than the CITES non-
detriment standard); U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Handbook for Endangered and Threatened 
Species Permits (1996) (making clear that an enhancement activity “must go beyond having a 
neutral effect and actually have a positive effect”). 

HSUS, HSI, and CBD agree with FWS that the IUCN provides relevant standards for determining 
whether elephant trophy hunting meets this conservation goal. See 81 Fed. Reg. 36388, 36394 
(June 6, 2016). We strongly encourage FWS to conduct this enhancement analysis consistent with 
how the Service conducts its analysis for determining whether African lion hunting meets the 
enhancement standard. 80 Fed. Reg. 79999, 80045 (Dec. 23, 2015). Specifically, 

 “when making a determination of whether an otherwise prohibited activity enhances the 
propagation or survival[], the Service will examine the overall conservation and management 
of the subspecies in the country where the specimen originated and whether that management 
of the subspecies addresses the threats to the subspecies (i.e., that it is based on sound 
scientific principles and that the management program is actively addressing the current and 
longer term threats to the subspecies). In that review, we will evaluate whether the import 
contributes to the overall conservation of the species by considering whether the biological, 
social, and economic aspects of a program from which the specimen was obtained provide a 
net benefit to the subspecies and its ecosystem” (emphasis added). 

HSUS, HSI, and CBD also agree that FWS must consider the following factors when making an 
enhancement finding for importation of sport-hunted trophies of African elephants, as it does for 
African lions:  

“(a) Biological Sustainability: The hunting program cannot contribute to the long-term decline 
of the hunted species. It should not alter natural selection and ecological function of the hunted 
species or any other species that share the habitat. The program should not inadvertently 
facilitate poaching or illegal trade in wildlife by acting as a cover for such illegal activities. 
The hunting program should also not manipulate the ecosystem or its component elements in 
a way that alters the native biodiversity. 

(b) Net Conservation Benefit: The biologically sustainable hunting program should be based 
on laws, regulations, and scientifically based quotas, established with local input, that are 
transparent and periodically reviewed. The program should produce income, employment, 
and other benefits to create incentives for reducing the pressure on the target species. The 
program should create benefits for local residents to co-exist with the target species and other 
species. It is also imperative that the program is part of a legally recognized governance 
system that supports conservation. 

(c) Socio-Economic-Cultural Benefit: A well-managed hunting program can serve as a 
conservation tool when it respects the local cultural values and practices. It should be accepted 
by most members of the community, involving and benefiting local residents in an equitable 
manner. The program should also adopt business practices that promote long-term economic 
sustainability. 

(d) Adaptive Management: Planning, Monitoring, and Reporting: Hunting can enhance the 
species when it is based on appropriate resource assessments and monitoring (e.g., population 

http://www.fws.gov/news/blog/index.cfm/2014/11/25/Ensuring-the-Future-of-the-Black-Rhino
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counts, trend data), upon which specific science-based quotas and hunting programs can be 
established. Resource assessments should be objective, well documented, and use the best 
science available. Adaptive management of quotas and programs based on the results of 
resource assessments and monitoring is essential. The program should monitor hunting 
activities to ensure that quotas and sex/age restrictions of harvested animals are met. The 
program should also generate reliable documentation of its biological sustainability and 
conservation benefits. 

(e) Accountable and Effective Governance: A biologically sustainable trophy-hunting 
program should be subject to a governance structure that clearly allocates management 
responsibilities. The program should account for revenues in a transparent manner and 
distribute net revenues to conservation and community beneficiaries according to properly 
agreed decisions. All necessary steps to eliminate corruption should be taken and to ensure 
compliance with all relevant national and international requirements and regulations by 
relevant bodies such as administrators, regulators and hunters.” 

Further, FWS regulations provide that “No more than two African elephant sport-hunted trophies 
[can be] imported by any hunter in a calendar year.” 50 C.F.R. § 17.40(e)(6)(E). 

Strict scrutiny of elephant trophy imports is especially imperative, given that the Service has found 
that uplisting the species to endangered may be warranted. 81 Fed. Reg. 14058 (March 16, 2016). 

 

There Is No Evidence that Elephant Trophy Hunting in Tanzania Enhances the Survival of 
the Subspecies 

 

For calendar years 2014 and 2015, the Service was unable to make the requisite findings that 
hunting African elephants in Tanzania enhances the survival of the species (or that hunting African 
elephants in Tanzania is not detrimental to the survival of the species). In announcing those 
suspensions, the Service committed that “Unless information is received that shows a significantly 
improved situation for elephants in Tanzania such that the required findings could be made, permit 
applications for the import of elephant sport-hunted trophies would be denied.” See  
https://www.fws.gov/international/permits/by-activity/sport-hunted-trophies.html. Elephant 
populations in Tanzania have declined by as much as 60 percent since 2009 due to poaching and 
are still extremely vulnerable to exploitation, such as trophy hunting; thus, the Service cannot 
lawfully make an enhancement finding (or non-detriment finding) for trophy imports from this 
population for calendar year 2016 or beyond, as detailed herein.  

 Tanzania Lacks an Adaptive and Up-to-Date Elephant Management Plan  

As noted above, the Service’s enhancement analysis for trophy imports must consider whether the 
range country has adaptive and appropriate resource assessments and monitoring to establish 
quotas for off-take that ensure that sex/age restrictions of harvested animals are met. Although the 
most recent survey (Chase MJ et al.  2016) indicates that the Tanzanian population of elephants 
has decreased by more than 60% since 2009 (including through offtake by American trophy 
hunters), Tanzania has not developed a new elephant management plan since 2010.   

https://www.fws.gov/international/permits/by-activity/sport-hunted-trophies.html
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Tanzania’s Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism (MNRT) initiated the Tanzania Elephant 
Management Plan process and conducted a series of stakeholders and consultative meetings. The 
culminating document, Tanzania’s Elephant Management Plan 2010 – 2015, prepared by the 
Tanzania Wildlife Research Institute (TAWIRI), was endorsed and signed by Hon. Ezekiel M. 
Maige, Minister for Natural Resources and Tourism, on January 15th 2011. (TAWIRI 2010).  

The 2009 national elephant population census estimated approximately 109,501 individuals. 
(TAWIRI 2010, pp.10) At the time, now eight years ago, some populations were said to be 
increasing and others were expected to stabilize if poaching (then mostly localized) could be 
minimized.  However, the Management Plan recognized that Tanzania was currently facing 
challenges from poaching due to a resurgent demand for ivory in Asia. A downward trend in 
elephant population since 2006 was recorded in the TAWIRI National Elephant Censuses 
(TAWIRI 2010 pp.10). 

Workshops and consultative meetings with stakeholders were held during the collection of 
information for the Management Plan. The Management Plan summarized discussions from four 
zonal workshops. Participants in the workshops identified several problems facing the 
conservation of African Elephants in Tanzania. Among them were: (1) lack of benefits from 
conservation and protection of elephants; (2) inadequate capacity of district councils to implement 
policies, and enforce laws and regulations; (3) conflicting policies, laws, and institutions or weak 
and outdated laws; (4) inadequate stakeholder coordination; (5) inadequate integration of 
indigenous knowledge in conservation; (6) lack of or inadequate conservation education amongst 
communities; and (7) corruption. (TAWIRI 2010, Annex II, p.83)  The Tanzanian government 
provided a list of 36 action items – “Annual Operation Plan and Budget for Implementation of the 
Tanzania Elephant Management Plan for 2015” – in a letter to the Species Review Group of the 
European Commission in August 2015. However, this document did not cure the defects in the 
2010 Plan and there is an urgent need to update the Management Plan to reflect the current 
population size, demographic structure and trends, address the challenges identified in the 2010 
Plan, strengthen existing wildlife laws, and implement feasible and sustainable measures to combat 
elephant poaching and ivory trafficking.   

No country in Africa has experienced worse elephant poaching than Tanzania. A 2014 aerial 
survey, in collaboration with the Great Elephant Census, documented that a shocking 60% of 
Tanzania’s elephants were killed due to poaching over a five-year period. The elephant population 
dropped from 109,051 in 2009 to 42,871 in 2014. (Chase MJ et al. pp. 13 Table 2). Survey results 
released in 2016 by the IUCN African Elephant Specialist Group put the number of the population 
slightly higher at 50,433. The 2010 Elephant Management Plan, which is the latest elephant 
management plan of Tanzania, does not reflect this current population status and trend. Without 
an updated Management Plan, it is not possible to ascertain if Tanzania has sufficiently addressed 
each identified challenge and action items. Therefore, it is essential that Tanzania update its 
Elephant Management Plan and develop and implement a vigorous, science-based, and 
comprehensive conservation program for the species in Tanzania. Unless or until that occurs, it 
would be arbitrary and capricious for the Service to issue an enhancement finding for the import 
of elephant trophies from Tanzania.  
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Beleaguered Elephant Populations in Tanzania Yet to Recover from Poaching, Cannot Sustain 
Further Exploitation 

Due to the insufficient management of the population, Tanzania – once a stronghold of elephant 
populations in Eastern Africa – has suffered from a poaching epidemic in recent years. In 2009 an 
aerial census conducted by Tanzania Wildlife Research Institute (TAWIRI) surveyed six 
ecosystems, Tarangire-Manyara, Serengeti, Selous-Mikumi, Ruaha-Rungwa, Katavi-Rukwa and 
Moyowosi-Kigosi. The survey estimated 109,051 elephants in Tanzania. (TAWIRI 2010). In 2016, 
the Great Elephant Census (GEC), the first continent-wide survey of African savannah elephants, 
covered 93% of savannah elephants in the 18 countries surveyed. The GEC estimated 42,871 
elephants in Tanzania, a reduction of 66,180 animals or approximately 60% since 2009. (Chase 
MJ et al.). A survey in 2006 placed an estimate of 139,915±12,338 elephants across the six eco-
systems. (CoP15, Document 68. Annex 6a). Contrasting the 2016 data with the 2006 figure, 
Tanzania has lost a staggering 70% of its elephants in a decade.  
 
Elephants in Tanzania face a myriad of threats, such as habitat loss, retaliatory killings due to 
human-elephant conflict, poaching, and trophy hunting. As human populations and development 
grow, habitats previously occupied by elephants have been converted to farmlands, roads or for 
other human use. Loss of connectivity between core wildlife habitat areas poses a major threat to 
the elephant population as existing corridors are becoming blocked by expanding agriculture, 
human settlements and livestock grazing, and destruction of habitats for logging and charcoal 
production. (TAWIRI 2010).   
 
A presentation in May 26th 2016 at the Proceedings of the 3rd National CBNRM Forum in Tanzania 
by Professor Neil Burgess of UNEP-WCMC discussed predictors of elephant poaching in southern 
Tanzania and northern Mozambique. Professor Burgess found that “in Tanzania, elephant 
carcasses were mostly associated with human variables. State-managed protected areas were 
negatively associated with the number of elephant carcasses, whereas the numbers of elephant 
carcasses were high in community-managed sites.” 1  This suggests that the community 
management of elephant conservation has not been effective in halting elephant poaching. If the 
communities were benefiting from trophy hunting in the community-managed game reserve sites, 
the poaching would not be as high as it is.  
 
Declines occurred in most of the Tanzanian elephant populations surveyed by the Great Elephant 
Census or IUCN AfESG, some more drastic than others. According to the African Elephant Status 
Report 2016:  
 

 Moyowosi-Kigosi ecosystem: A 2015 estimate of 1,645 ± 2,389, down from a 2006 
estimate of 9,541 ±  3,657.     

 
 Sagara-Nyamagoma ecosystem: A 2015 estimate of 503 ± 592 down from a 2007 estimate 

of 4,635 ± 3,028. 
   

                                                           
1  Tanzania Natural Resources Forum, Proceedings of the 3rd National CBNRM Forum (2016), 
https://tnrf.org/files/proceedings_of_the_3rd_cbnrm_forum_final_report31082016.pdf.   

https://tnrf.org/files/proceedings_of_the_3rd_cbnrm_forum_final_report31082016.pdf


6 
 

 Ugalla Game Reserve: A 2015 estimate of 659 ± 549, down from a 2007 estimate of 1,352 
± 837.  

 
 Katavi National Park and Rukwa Game Reserve: A 2015 estimate of 5,738 ± 2,993, down 

from a 2006 estimate of 6,261 ± 1344.  The IUCN AfESG African Elephant Status Report 
stated that several surveys carried out in the areas over time did not result in substantially 
different estimates, suggesting that the population has been relatively stable over the period. 
However, the carcass ratio of 10% in 2014 is a cause of concern as the AfESG report points 
out.    
 

 Ruaha-Rungwa ecosystem: A 2015 estimate of 14,283 ± 6,123, down from the 2006 
estimate of 35,409 ± 11,507. A 2014 aerial survey done by the Great Elephant Census 
provided a much lower estimate of 8,272 ± 6,433, and a high carcass ratio of 29%. A 2009 
estimate found 34,643 ± 8,199, indicating that rampant elephant poaching took place after 
2009.  
 

 Selous-Mikumi ecosystem: A 2014 survey by the Great Elephant Census gave an estimate 
of 14,040 ± 3,252 with a very high carcass ratio of 40%, a very large reduction from the 
2006 estimate of 70,406 ± 24,843. The AfESG census report expressed concerns that the 
2006 figure may have been an overestimate. A 2013 survey gave an estimate of 13,084 ± 
3,559 with a 30% carcass rate while a 2009 survey estimated 38,975 ± 5,182 with a 2% 
carcass rate. The various surveys confirmed that the Selous elephant population has 
experienced a significant decline.  
 

 Serengeti is among the few areas that saw an increase in elephant populations. The 2014 
survey by the Great Elephant Census estimated 6,078, up from the 2006 estimate of 1,472. 
The increase could be due to movement from Kenya’s Masai Mara ecosystem as well as 
higher intensity surveys, additional blocks counted and the possibility of immigration of 
elephants from unsurveyed adjoining areas.   
 

CITES Monitoring of Illegal Killing of Elephants (MIKE) operates in 58 sites in 30 countries and 
27 sites in 13 countries in Asia. MIKE monitors relative poaching levels using the Proportion of 
Illegally Killed Elephants (PIKE), which is calculated as the number of illegally killed elephants 
found divided by the total number of elephant carcasses encountered by patrols or other means 
(e.g. community reports, researchers, etc.), aggregated by year for each site. Coupled with 
estimates of population size and natural mortality rates, PIKE can be used to estimate numbers of 
elephants illegally killed, as well as poaching rates (i.e. the proportion of the total elephant 
population illegally killed). A PIKE level 0.5 or higher (i.e. where half of dead elephants found 
are deemed to be illegally killed) is considered unsustainable.  
 
MIKE data reported to CITES CoP17 shows a steady increase in levels of illegal killing of 
elephants starting in 2006, punctuated by a decline in 2009 and peaking in 2011 and remaining 
virtually unchanged after 2013. Poaching levels in 2015 overall remained stable but high across 
African MIKE sites.  
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There are five MIKE sites in Tanzania: Katavi National Park and Rukwa Game Reserve, Mkomazi 
National Park, Ruaha Rungwa National Park and Game Reserve, Selous-Mikumi Game Reserve 
and National Park and Tarangire National Park. Among sites that reported 20 or more carcasses 
for 2015, Katavi-Rukwa, Ruaha-Rungwa and Selous-Mikumi are of particular concern. PIKE 
increased substantially in Ruaha-Rungwa by 28%, from 0.58 to 0.74 from 2014 to 2015. (CITES 
CoP17 Doc 57.5. pp.3.) The 2011 PIKE level was alarmingly high with 0.64 at Selous-Mikumi, a 
shocking 0.94 at Ruaha-Rungwa and 0.86 at Katavi-Rukwa MIKE site. The 2013 PIKE level was 
0.74 in Selous-Mikumi and 0.84 at Ruaha-Rungwa. (CITES SC65 Inf.1, pp.2.) 
  
This data demonstrates a high poaching rate in across Tanzania, including areas that were formerly 
strongholds of elephant populations in Eastern Africa. Among the worst poaching sites are the 
Selous and Ruaha eco-systems areas. The Selous Game Reserve and ecosystem once had the 
second highest population of elephants in Africa and the highest population in Tanzania. Covering 
an area of some 80,000km2, the Selous Game Reserve and nearby ecosystems (i.e. Mikumi 
National Park, the Kilombero Game Controlled area, and land to the north, east and south of the 
Selous Game Reserve), boasted 109,419 elephants in 1976. There approximately 50,000 
individuals in 2009.  (TAWIRI 2010) As mentioned above, the best estimate of the elephant 
populations in the area today is 14,040 ± 3,252, according to the Great Elephant Census.  
 
The Ruaha-Rungwa ecosystem covers an area of approximately 43,000 km2 and includes 
Tanzania’s largest national park, Ruaha National Park, Rungwa, Kizigo and Muhesi Game 
Reserves. It once had the second largest elephant population in Tanzania, after the Selous 
ecosystem. Data on poaching within Ruaha NP since 2005 show a consistent, high level of 
poaching.  
 
Table 1 below are TAWIRI estimates of the elephant populations in the Ruaha-Rungwa ecosystem. 
It is important to note that the area surveyed has increased, and that elephants were counted in 
2015 that were outside of the previously defined census zone.  
 
Table 1. Population estimate in the Ruaha-Rungwa ecosystem   
 
Year Population 

Estimate 
Standard Error Population 

Estimate Range 
Are Surveyed 
(km2) 

2006 35,461 ±3,653 31,808-39,114 43,601 
2009 34,664 ±4,178 30,486-38,842 43,641 
2013 20,090 ±3,282 16,808-23,372 50,889 
2014 8,272 ±1,652 6,620-9,924 30,368 
2015 15,836 ±4,759 11,077-20,595 52,462 

 
(Source: http://www.stzelephants.org/census-results-ruaha-rungwa/ ) 

 
A CITES MIKE report in March 2017 indicated a 55% reduction PIKE levels in Katavi-Rukwa, 
Ruaha-Rungwa and Selous-Mikumi ecosystems. However, the report noted that “As of now no 
explanation has been received why there was a significant drop in the number of carcasses reported 

http://www.stzelephants.org/census-results-ruaha-rungwa/
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from these sites in Tanzania.”2  It would be premature to conclude that poaching has therefore 
subsided in Tanzania. Moreover, as explained further below, a reduction of PIKE level, albeit a 
temporary one, does not equate to recovery of elephant populations in Tanzania.  

A new study by Robson et al. (April 2017)  found that savanna elephant population sizes in 
protected areas are only a quarter of their expected size, based on a modelling exercise using 
ecological benchmarks given a scenario of zero poaching. Of the 73 protected areas studied, 
Tanzania's Selous had the greatest deficit: ~89,000 elephants (p. 9).  

For Tanzania, Robson et al. (2017, supporting information) found that the protected areas are 
“missing” (signified by the minus sign) the following number of elephants (Table 2):  

Table 2: Number of elephants missing in the protected area based on the zero poaching model 

Game reserve/National 
Park 

Number of elephants missing 
based on the zero poaching model 

Katavi-Rukwa Region -13,851 
Kigosi GR -16,487 
Kizigo GR -4,602 
Maswa GR -2,626 
Mikumi NP -4,491 
Mkomzai GR -1,868 
Moyowosi GR -13,857 
Muhesi GR -5.950 
Ruaha NP -25,786 
Rungwa GR -3,976 
Selous GR -89,344 
Serengeti NP -14,285 
Ugalla River GR -7,318 
Total -210,167 

  

 
Poaching Negatively Affects the Reproductive Output of Breeding Female Elephants 
 
Research (Gobush et al.2008) found that widespread poaching has long-term, negative impacts on 
adult female elephants because it alters the demographic structure of matrilineal family groups by 
decreasing the number of old matriarchs (Moss & Poole 1984; Poole 1989; Barnes & Kapela 1991 
as cited in Gobush et al. 2008). The researchers examined the fecal glucocorticoid levels of 218 
adult female elephants from 109 groups in Mikumi National Park. High physiological stress as 
reflected by high fecal glucocorticoid measures indicates a negative physiological state for an 
elephant, which in turns translate into diminished reproductive function, depressed immunity, 
muscle breakdown, and an increased risk mortality (Singfield & Ramenofsky 1999; Sapolsky et 
al. 2000 as cited in Gobush et al. 2008).  

                                                           
2“Levels and trends of illegal killing of elephants in Africa to 31 December 2016-Preliminary Findings”, 
CITES website (accessed August 14, 2017)  
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/prog/MIKE/MIKE_report_released_WWD_3Mar2017.pdf 



9 
 

 
The study found a multi-generational effect of poaching which imposes chronic stress condition 
for the elephants in a disrupted family group. Because old female elephants hold unique social 
positions in their families, their removal by poaching impairs group social functions, elevates 
physiological stress and reduces reproductive output among the females left behind. The study 
concludes that the consequences of disrupting group composition in this way may persist for 
upwards of 20 years until sufficient time has elapsed for a new mother-adult daughter pairs to form. 
(Gobush et al. 2008).  
 
It will be a couple of decades from now that Tanzania’s remaining elephants would be able to 
recover from the recent poaching epidemic, provided that the poaching and other offtake are halted. 
Any additional pressure on the populations, such as trophy hunting offtake, will impede their 
recovery.   
 
Poaching has a direct impact on sleep, foraging and movement patterns of the elephants   
 
A 10-year researched (Ihwagi et al. 2018) conducted by Save the Elephants and the University of 
Twente has discovered that poaching has a direct and profound impact on an elephant’s behavior, 
causing elephants to adapt by developing nocturnal behavior to stay out of danger from poachers 
active during the day. Using elephant GPS tracing and mortality data collected in Northern Kenya 
between 2002 and 2012, researchers found that elephants move more at night in areas that suffer 
high levels of poaching, turning to feeding and traveling instead of sleeping. Other key findings 
from the study include: the relationship between poaching levels and night-day speed ratios was 
stronger for females than for males and that this change in elephant behavior has potential long 
term implications for the survival of elephants which normally rest at night and are more active 
during the day. One of the authors, world-renowned elephant scientist Iain Douglas-Hamilton, 
remarked that, “This alteration in movement behavior by elephants has implications for their 
foraging strategy, reproduction and survival, which are not yet fully understood.”  
 
This research presents the latest scientific evidence that poaching poses an ongoing direct and 
negative impact on the elephants’ biological behaviors. Lethal offtake for trophy hunting has an 
additive impact and further undermines the effort to conserve the species and restore the species’ 
populations.  
 
Tanzania Is a Hub of Ivory Trafficking 
 
Tanzania is a “country of primary concern” in the CITES EITS (Elephant Information Trade 
System) reports (CoP17 Doc.57.6 (Rev.1), pp. 17). ETIS tracks large-scale ivory seizures (defined 
as 500 kg or more of raw or worked ivory). Among the African countries of primary concern, 
Tanzania has been the source of the greatest portion of this ivory. Corruption was identified as a 
major problem, “with various reports documenting serious governance shortfalls at ports of entry 
and exit, within government institutions charged with protecting wildlife, and by political and 
economic elites in these countries, including ivory stock thefts.” While the report noted progress, 
it also recommends that efforts be sustained for the foreseeable future. Indeed, the CITES 
Secretariat has taken the position that Tanzania’s National Ivory Action Plan is not substantially 
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achieved. (CoP17 Doc.24 (Rev.1) pp.12), suggesting that Tanzania is not out of the woods yet in 
enforcing ivory related wildlife crime.   
 
A study by Wasser et al. (2015)3 on DNA analysis of seized ivory confirmed the prominent role 
of Tanzania in the illegal ivory trade. Wasser examined 28 large ivory seizures (larger than 0.5 
tons) made between 1996 to 2014 and genetically assigned origin to all these seizures. The results 
suggested that major poaching hotpots were concentrated in just a few areas in Africa. Excluding 
a single seizure assigned to Zambia, all of the 15 savanna elephant seizures during this period were 
assigned to southern Tanzania and adjacent Mozambique. In particular, “7 out of the first 10 
seizures made between 2006 and 2011 were almost entirely concentrated in the cross border 
ecosystem of the Selous and Nyasa Game Reserves. (pp.3)” Other seizures pointed to Ruaha 
National Park and the adjacent Rungwa Game Reserve as the source of ivory. The study concluded 
that “between 86 and 93% of the savanna elephant ivory from that period was predominantly 
assigned to SE Tanzania and adjacent northern Mozambique.”    

Multi-year undercover investigations by the Environmental Investigation Agency (EIA) found 
Chinese-led criminal syndicates operating between East Africa and Shuidong in Southern China. 
EIA’s report documented how the Chinese traffickers led and conspired with their local Tanzanian 
contacts who were employed as freight agents whose names appeared on shipping documents or 
were tasked with sourcing the poached tusks and storing ivory until a significant amount had been 
collected. “The contraband would then be transported to Zanzibar on small vessels…shipments 
would also be handled by the trusted Tanzanians, as would payments of about $70 per kg of ivory 
to customs officers and port officials to ensure safe departure.”4  

Tanzania has, commendably, established a National and Transnational Serious Crimes 
Investigation Unit (NTSCIU) and a Wildlife and Forest Crime Task Force and hosted a wildlife 
crime conference (in November 2014) with the participation from the East African Community 
(EAC) and South African Development Community (SADC). The conference’s output, the Arusha 
Declaration, called for “a comprehensive list of activities to strengthen trans-border collaboration 
on combatting wildlife/environmental crimes and advancing conservation work.”5   

However, EIA’s report cautioned that more work must be carried out by the government of 
Tanzania in order to promote the conservation of elephants. The findings that the Chinese 
syndicates are shifting their operations to Nigeria and Mozambique are a reminder that the 
Tanzanian government must remain vigilant and that their effort in combating poaching and 
trafficking must be persistent, consistent and sustainable.  

The tragic murder of conservationist Wayne Lotter, co-founder of the PAMS Foundation, in Dar 
es Salaam on August 16, 2017 demonstrates that there remains a significant poaching threat to 

                                                           
3 Wasser SK, Brown L, Mailand C, Mondol S, Clark W, Laurie C, Weir BS, Genetic assignment of large 
seizures of elephant ivory reveals Africa’s major poaching hotpots, Science, June 2015, 
http://science.sciencemag.org/content/349/6243/84/tab-pdf  
4 EIA, Exposing the global hub in illegal ivory trade (July 2017), at 5, https://eia-international.org/wp-
content/uploads/EIA-The-Shuidong-Connection-FINAL.pdf.  
5 Kideghesho, J., The elephant poaching crisis in Tanzania: a need to reverse the trend and the way forward, 
Tropical Conservation Science Vol.9(1): 369-388 (2016), 
https://tropicalconservationscience.mongabay.com/content/v9/tcs_v9i1_369-388_Kideghesho.pdf.    

http://science.sciencemag.org/content/349/6243/84/tab-pdf
https://eia-international.org/wp-content/uploads/EIA-The-Shuidong-Connection-FINAL.pdf
https://eia-international.org/wp-content/uploads/EIA-The-Shuidong-Connection-FINAL.pdf
https://tropicalconservationscience.mongabay.com/content/v9/tcs_v9i1_369-388_Kideghesho.pdf
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elephants in Tanzania.6 The PAMS Foundation was instrumental in bringing elephant poachers 
and ivory traffickers to justice through their partnership with the National and Transnational 
Serious Crimes Investigations Unit, NTSCIU. According to news reports, Wayne Lotter received 
numerous death threats over his work and that his laptop, which may contain critical information 
on wildlife criminals, was stolen from the crime scene.7  

 

Elephant Trophy Hunting Negatively Affects Biological Sustainability  

Given the threats posed to Tanzanian elephants from poaching and trafficking to supply global 
ivory markets, as well as the pressures the population faces from habitat loss and human-elephant 
conflict, this population cannot withstand recreational offtake by American trophy hunters. 
 
Between 2005 and 2014, the United States – the top importer of wildlife trophies in the world – 
imported trophies of an estimated 374 African elephants from Tanzania. Between 2010 and 2014, 
226 elephants were killed and exported from Tanzania as trophies to the U.S. (60%) and EU 
countries (over 30%). (TAWIRI 2015 Addendum to the 2014 Non-Detriment Finding for African 
Elephant in Tanzania).  The Service’s ESA Enhancement Findings in 2014 and 2015 concluded 
that there is no evidence to support that sport-hunting of elephants in Tanzania enhances the 
survival of the species – the same continues to be true today. 
 
In Tanzania, the trophy hunting season is restricted to the dry months, beginning on July 1st and 
ending on December 31st. Trophy hunting occurs in Game Reserves, Game Controlled Areas, and 
Wildlife Management Areas (WMAs) where designated hunting blocks exist. (TAWIRI 2010, 
pp.52) According to TAWIRI, WMAs are village lands surrounding protected areas and are used 
by communities for conservation and benefits sharing in conjunction with the Wildlife Division 
(50% of the hunting revenue is retained by the Wildlife Division, which also sets quotas and tariffs 
for any hunting in the WMA. TAWIRI 2010, pp.51) Hunting of elephants is permitted only to 
trophy hunters on payment of a license fee ranging from $7,500 to $25,000, depending upon the 
tusk size of the animal shot and the type of weapon used. The minimum tusk size for a trophy 
animal is 15 kg for both males and females. (USFWS Enhancement Finding 2015). In 2014, the 
minimum requirement for a legal trophy was raised to a weight of at least 20 kg or a length of at 
least 1.6 meters. (USFWS Enhancement Finding 2015). However, the national quota for export 
under CITES is “restricted to adult males only with tusk weighing more 20 kg and/or length of 
200 cm.” (TAWIRI 2015 Addendum to 2014 Non-Detriment Finding for African Elephants in 
Tanzania, pp.2).  The 2010 Management Plan is outdated and still states that female elephants can 
also be trophy hunted, despite the clear threat that removal of breeding female poses to this 
imperiled species. (Page 52, TAWIRI 2010). There is no information publicly available on 
elephant trophy quality analyses and the enforcement of the size, weight, sex of the hunted species 
trophies required under the Tanzanian laws.  
 

                                                           
6  See https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2017/aug/17/leading-elephant-conservationist-ivory-
shot-dead-in-tanzania  
7  See https://www.thetimes.co.uk/article/wayne-lotter-the-elephant-conservationist-who-caught-poachers-
shot-dead-in-tanzania-8sqdfk7x9  

https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2017/aug/17/leading-elephant-conservationist-ivory-shot-dead-in-tanzania
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2017/aug/17/leading-elephant-conservationist-ivory-shot-dead-in-tanzania
https://www.thetimes.co.uk/article/wayne-lotter-the-elephant-conservationist-who-caught-poachers-shot-dead-in-tanzania-8sqdfk7x9
https://www.thetimes.co.uk/article/wayne-lotter-the-elephant-conservationist-who-caught-poachers-shot-dead-in-tanzania-8sqdfk7x9
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Trophy hunting has been shown to disrupt family groups and social stability, negatively impacting 
elephant survival.8 Hunters generally target the biggest and strongest males, meaning that trophy 
hunting removes these animals from the breeding pool and unnaturally selects for smaller or 
weaker animals.9  In addition, as illustrated above, study on the elephant populations in Mikumi 
National Park shows long-term, negative impacts on the reproductivity of the female elephants. 
Trophy hunting offtake decreases the likelihood of recovery of the subspecies.  

Researchers have found that the selective nature of trophy hunting causes changes in desirable 
phenotypic traits in harvested species. In particular, trophy sizes for wild herbivores experienced 
temporal decline in South Africa and Tanzania. “Declines in trophy size over time due to selective 
harvesting could be attributed to phenotypic plasticity that may result due to a decline in abundance 
of big tuskers and individuals with big horns or tusks as these are mostly selected by hunters.”10   
Further, when trophy hunting is sanctioned, poaching activity increases, likely due to the 
perception that species authorized for hunting are of diminished value and the perception that legal 
killing increases the acceptability of poaching.11 

In Selous Game Reserve, where hunting is permitted, demographic analysis showed a very low 
calf-to-mother ratio, with only one breeding-age bull to every 20 breeding-age females. (TAWIRI 
2010, pp.16).  This could have a negative impact on the long term growth rate of the population. 
The 2010 Elephant Management Plan also showed that the sex ratio of the breeding adults (male-
female) were exceptionally low in Selous (0.05%) and Ugalla Game Reserves (0.01%). In addition, 
it is alarming that the survey found that there were no adult bulls in the hunting blocks of Selous 
(2.8% in tourism areas), Katavi and Ugalla. (TAWIRI 2010. pp.75, Table 2.)  

These findings, combined with the aforementioned research that poaching has negative outputs on 
the reproductivity of female elephants in Tanzania, show that human-induced factors such as 
trophy hunting negatively affects the biological sustainability of the hunted species.    

 

 
                                                           
8 Milner J.M., Nielsen E.B., Andreassen HP, Demographic side effects of selective hunting in ungulates 
and carnivores, Conservation Biology Vol. 21:36-47 (2007), doi: 10.1111/j.1523-1739.2006.00591.x 
(“Such selective harvesting can destabilize social structures and the dominance hierarchy and may cause 
loss of social knowledge, sexually selected infanticide, habitat changes among reproductive females, and 
changes in offspring sex ratio.”) 
9  Allendorf, F.W. and Hard, J.J., Human-Induced Evolution Caused by Unnatural Selection through 
Harvest of Wild Animals, 106 Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 9987-94 (2009); 
Jachmann, H. et al., Tusklessness in African Elephants: A Future Trend, 33 African Journal of Ecology, 
230-35 (1995); Crosmary, William-Georges et al., Does trophy hunting matter to long-term population 
trends in African herbivores of different dietary guilds?, 18 Animal Conservation, 117-30 (2015); Pigeon, 
G., Festa-Bianchet, M., Coltman, D. W. and Pelletier, F. (2016), Intense selective hunting leads to artificial 
evolution in horn size. Evolutionary Applications, 9: 521– 530. doi: 10.1111/eva.12358. 
10 Muposhi VK, Gandiwa E, Bartels P, Makuza SM, Madiri TH, Trophy Hunting and Sustainability: 
Temporal Dynamics in Trophy Quality and Harvesting Patterns of Wild Herbivores in a Tropical Semi-
Arid Savanna Ecosystem, PLoS ONE 11(10) (2016), 
http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0164429.  
11 Chapron, G. and Treves, A., Blood does not buy goodwill: allowing culling increases poaching of a large 
carnivore, Proc. R. Soc. B 283 (2016), http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2015.2939. 

http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0164429
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2015.2939


13 
 

Tanzania’s Elephant Trophy Quota is Not Based on Scientific Data  
 
During the height of the recent poaching epidemic, Tanzania’s annual CITES export quota of 
African elephant trophies remained the same, 200 elephants, from 2010 to 2013. Since 2014 the 
quota has been reduced to 100 animals. (TAWIRI 2015 Addendum to 2014 Non-Detriment 
Finding of African Elephants in Tanzania. pp2.). The fact that the quota remained unchanged until 
2014 despite the concurrent drastic decline of the elephant populations demonstrates that 
Tanzania’s elephant hunting quota is not based on   science and does not adapt based on population 
assessment, structure or trends.  
 
The Service pointed out in its 2015 Non-Detriment Finding that legal offtake of the animals, such 
as hunting, should be measured against total offtake which includes illegal offtake such as 
poaching. In the government of Tanzania’s response to the Service on January 21, 2015, the 
government provided a summary of elephant harvests from 2010-2014 which included elephants 
killed through problem animal control (PAC). Yet, it doesn’t appear that the government of 
Tanzania included illegal offtake or other legal offtake, such as PAC, in its annual review and 
determination of its export quota.  
 
A January 2016 letter by Tanzania’s Director of Wildlife to the Scientific Review Group of the 
European Commission requested the Commission to allow importation of sport-hunted elephant 
trophies from Tanzania.  The letter stated that the 100 elephants in the CITES export quota 
represents “only 0.23% offtake, well within the standing guideline of 0.5% - 0.6%.”  It ignored the 
illegal offtake (poaching) and other legal offtake (such as PAC).  
 
In 2015 TAWIRI provided an ecosystem-based elephant hunting quota; however, it is not clear 
how the quota for each ecosystem is determined.   
 
Table 3. Ecosystem-based elephant hunting quota  
S/N Ecosystem Quota (No. of elephants) 
1 Selous-Mikumi and surroundings 36 
2 Ruaha-Rungwa and surroundings 19 
3 Katavi-Rukwa and surroundings 13 
4 Tarangire-Manyara and surroundings 10 
5 Malagarasi-Muyovosi and surroundings  7 
6 Serengeti and surroundings  15 
Total  100 

(Source: TAWIRI) 
 
  
The Service requested the Tanzanian government to provide an analysis on trophies taken in the 
Selous Game Reserve because the Selous Game Reserve General Management Plan (2005) only 
includes an analysis of trophies taken from the Selous Game Reserve between 1994 and 2004. 
However, the government of Tanzania was not able to provide such analysis in its January response 
to the Service. Instead, the government responded that “Tanzania is a leader in maintaining high 
trophy quality because our added restrictions are designed to protect younger bulls, before they are 
taken, unlike a trophy quality analysis, which only looks at after-the-fact data.”   
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EU CITES SRG Report Provides No New Information to Show Trophy Hunting Enhances 

the Survival of the Elephants 
 
A delegation from the EU CITES Scientific Review Group (SRG) visited Tanzania between 
August 19 and 27, 2016 to follow up on discussions and exchanges with the Tanzanian Wildlife 
Authorities regarding the sustainability and management of lion and elephant trophy hunting. 
Subsequently, the SRG recommended a “Positive Opinion” which allows the import to the EU of 
trophy animals taken from Serengeti, Tarangire-Manyara, Katavi-Rukwa, and Selous-Mikumi 
ecosystems among other conditions. As for trophy animals taken from Ruhaha-Rungwa and 
Malagarasi-Muyovozi (and Burigi-Biharamulo) ecosystems, the SRG maintains the position that 
a confident non-detriment finding for these ecosystems cannot be established at this stage.12  
 
The EU recommendations are based among a host of factors, including the current CITES quota 
of 100 elephants set by the Tanzanian government. The quota represents 0.24 percent of the total 
elephant population (Chase MJ et al.) and 0.20 percent on the basis of the updated 2015 total 
estimates by IUCN African Elephant Specialist Group, and doesn’t exceed 0.3 percent of managed 
population which is the minimum off-take to maintain high level trophy quality, and well below 
the standing population guidelines of the total population. The quota information in the EU SRG 
report mostly recycles information from TAWIRI’s 2015 submission to the Service.  
  
As discussed above, it does not appear that the elephant trophy quota, that of national and each 
ecosystem, considers illegal offtake and other legal offtake. As the Service notes in its 2015 Non-
Detriment Finding, “sustainability is measured against total offtake, including illegal offtake” and 
that “in order to evaluable whether offtake from trophy hunting is sustainable, all losses to the 
African elephant population, including illegal offtake, must be considered.”  
 
In addition, while the Tanzanian government provided a trophy quota for each of the six 
ecosystems, there is no information on the estimated offtake, such as natural mortality or problem 
animal control for each ecosystem and how that is calculated into the total offtake, both illegal and 
legal, of each ecosystem.      
 
SRG recommends resumption of hunting at worst elephant poaching site 

It is particularly concerning that the EU SRG has recommended a Positive Opinion for trophies 
taken from the Selous-Mikumi ecosystem. The EU report cited elephant population status and 
trend from a 2016 TAWIRI presentation. In 2009 there were an estimate of 44,806 elephants and 
in 2014, the number of elephants dropped to 15,217. Trophy hunting has existed in Selous for 
decades, yet poaching in the Selous-Mikumi ecosystem was among the worst in Tanzania. The 
high number of poached elephant in the Selous area does not support the claim that trophy hunting 
revenues were used effectively to combat poaching. It also suggests that the communities were not 

                                                           
12  “A Report to the EU CITES Scientific Review Group on the EU Experts Mission to Assess the 
Sustainability and Management of Lion and Elephant Trophy Hunting in Tanzania”. 
http://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regexpert/index.cfm?do=groupDetail.groupDetailDoc&id=33601&no=4
9  (“EU SRG Report”). 

http://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regexpert/index.cfm?do=groupDetail.groupDetailDoc&id=33601&no=49
http://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regexpert/index.cfm?do=groupDetail.groupDetailDoc&id=33601&no=49
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benefiting from the trophy hunting revenues and therefore did not see the incentive to conserve 
the elephants.    

We disagree with the approach of EU SRG who issues recommendations for each ecosystem, 
rather than making a determination for the country as a whole. This approach fails to take into 
account that elephants are migratory species and some are part of transboundary populations 
shared with neighboring countries. It can also reward an otherwise corrupt government or industry 
or remove incentives to improve inadequate country-wide management scheme with trophy 
hunting authorizations when reform is actually called for. We agree with the Service’s approach 
that considers the overall conservation and management of the species in the country, rather than 
breaking it up by specific ecosystem.  

SRG report prematurely concludes that poaching is stabilized 

The EU SRG report finds that “the wave of poaching that hit Tanzania until 2012/2013 has 
probably decreased” based on carcass count data and population status. The NTSCIU provided 
carcass counts on the number of new carcasses, showing a decline from 219 carcasses in 2013 to 16 as of 
June 2016. TAWIRI caveated the 2014 survey results of the Great Elephant Census and commented 
that the “follow-up 2015 census conducted in Ruaha-Rungwa ecosystem suggests the population 
may not have declined to such an extent as reported in 2014”.  However, the same report pointed 
out that “further studies are required to understand localized migrations…and some populations 
remain severely threatened and in decline and continued monitoring and research is essential to 
verify the trend, as well as the theories around the fluctuations in elephant populations.” (Page 18-
19, EU SRG Report). 

As iterated above, the EU SRG maintains a Negative Position on trophy animals taken from the 
Ruaha-Rungwa and Malagarasi-Muyovozi (and Burigi-Biharamulo). The SRG remarked that even 
though quota allocated for these two ecosystems “do not exceed 0.3% of the managed population, 
“the significant declines and high carcass ratio, together with the lack of information on the extent 
or impact of anti-poaching measure in these regions on illegal killings means a confident non-
detriment finding for these ecosystems cannot be established at this stage.” (EU SRG Report, p.6)  

Tanzania Wildlife Management Authority (TAWA) Wildlife Division responded in April 27, 2017 
urging the EU SRG to reconsider its Negative Positions for trophy animals from these three eco-
systems. TAWIRI state that the carcass ratio (1+2) was extremely low in these three eco-systems, 
habitat loss due to hunting blocks’ conversion to agro-pastroal lands was a concern, and the weight 
and length minimum size of the hunted elephants was reasonable. TAWIRI also argued that safari 
operators can provide increased protection for elephants. However, there is missing information 
in the TAWA’s response as the response put down “xxx hunting blocks totally xxxxx km2” when 
referring to the hunting blocks that will be converted to agro-pastoral land after the EU visit. (EU 
SRG Report, p.6) This incomplete information is a reminder that information provided by the 
Tanzania government should be subject to verification by a third-party or independent source.   

There are contradictions in the EU SRG’s decisions on forming a Positive or Negative Position for 
trophy animals from each ecosystem. The report cited carcass estimated for the six ecosystems in 
Tanzania in 2014, provided by TAWIRI in August 2016. Selous-Mikumi ecosystem has the 
highest carcass ratio (39%), followed by Ruaha-Rungwa ecosystem (15.3%). (EU SRG Report, 
2016, p.20. Figure 5 (a-f)). Trophy hunting quota for Selous in 2015 was set at 0.23% of the 
managed population while the quota for Ruaha was set at 0.12%. Yet, Selous, where the EU 
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delegation visited, was given a Positive Position while Ruaha was given a Negative Position. (EU 
SRG Report, 2016, p.25. Table 6). 

A 2017 paper published in the African Journal of Ecology (Kyando et al. 2017) identifies areas 
within the Eastern Selous Game Reserve (ESGR) that are at higher risk of elephant poaching and 
attributes the lack of economic opportunities as a main reason for the involvement in poaching by 
local people adjacent to the ESGR. The paper analyzed the data on the distribution of poached 
elephants and the seasons of poaching from 2008 to 2013. Authors found that almost 60% of 
poaching incidents occurred within 20km inside the reserve from the boundary of the reserve and 
that there was much higher poaching frequency during the wet season than the dry season.  Trophy 
hunting proponents consistently complained that the prohibitions of Tanzania’s elephant trophy 
imports by the U.S. and the EU, in 2014 and 2015 respectively, removes the local community’s 
incentives to conserve the elephants. Yet, this paper studying the poaching data from 2008 to 2013 
showed that the lack of economic opportunities had long existed before the trophy import bans, 
indicating that trophy hunting revenues repeatedly fail to motivate the local communities to protect 
the elephants from poaching.   

Until there is substantiated or peer-reviewed research findings on updated poaching statistics in 
Tanzania, it would be premature to conclude that Tanzania’s elephants are no longer threatened 
with extinction by poaching. In addition, a minor fluctuation of the elephant populations towards 
a possible increase (yet to be substantiated by independent scholars) from 2014 to 2015 does not 
alter the devastating fact that Tanzania’s elephants have drastically declined since 2009 and need 
significant time and protections to rebound.   

The SRG Report lacks input from independent sources, relies heavily on trophy hunting interests 
and the government’s data.  

The EU SRG delegation met with numerous groups and government representatives. They visited 
and received input from trophy hunting outfitters in the Selous Game Reserve. Missing from the 
list of people that the EU SRG met are independent sources of data that do not depend on trophy 
hunting revenues and do not fear retribution for disagreement with claims by the government.   

One group that the EU SRG delegation met was communities in the Wild Management Areas 
(WMAs). They are a key stakeholder group of rural development and whose revenues are primarily 
driven from trophy hunting. There are currently 38 WMAs established, covering an approximately 
50,000km2. In July 2015, the government raised “the game fee-sharing percentage for rural 
communities in the WMAs to 65%, and 70% of conservation, observation and permit fees from 
tourist hunting activities. It is also a legal requirement for Hunting Operators within a WMA to 
contribute a minimum of five thousand USD to the villages, in addition to the block, permit and 
conservation fees).” (EU SRG Report, p.25) Out of the 38 WMAs, the EU delegation spoke to 
community leaders and district councilor’s from two WMAs near the Selous Game reserve. Given 
that these communities have a financial interest in receiving funds from trophy hunting revenues, 
there is little doubt that their views align with the trophy hunting outfitters.  

The EU delegation did not appear to meet with those who are not in search of trophy hunting 
revenues or who hold alternate views, such as those employed in the photographic tourism sectors. 
In fact, the socio-economic benefits of trophy hunting revenues to the local communities have 
routinely been exaggerated by the hunting proponents. A 2017 report revealed that for eight 
countries surveyed (Botswana, Ethiopia, Mozambique, Namibia, South Africa, Tanzania, Zambia 
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and Zimbabwe), of the $17 billion in annual tourism spending, trophy hunting adds less than $132 
million or just 0.78% of that total (Economists at Large 2017, p. 3). Tourism in these countries 
accounts for between 2.8% and 5.1% of gross domestic product (GDP) (Ibid). Trophy hunters 
contribute only an estimated 0.03 percent of GDP. Finally, non-trophy hunting tourism employs 
132 times more people than trophy hunting (Ibid).  
 
In addition, corruption has long plagued Tanzania’s wildlife management and conservation. 
Tanzania ranks in the bottom third of all countries with respect to government corruption, and 
reports have shown inconsistent and arbitrary application of wildlife laws. (Missing the Mark, 
pp.16) Freedom House notes that “corruption remains a serious problem, and is pervasive in all 
aspects of political and commercial life, but especially in the energy and natural resources sectors.” 
(Missing the Mark, pp.17). See also Declaration of Craig Packer (attached).  As discussed further 
below, the hunting business is one of the most corrupt sectors in a country with increasing public 
attention on corruption. (Benjaminsen et al. 2013).  Research by the Library of Congress cautioned, 
“the process of allocating and monitoring hunting concessions is said to be riddled with widespread 
corruption. The Minister of Natural Resources and Tourism and top Wildlife Department officials 
were recently fired for taking bribes in exchange for assigning hunting blocks and allowing for 
over a hundred live animals to be shipped abroad. Poaching is another, grave problem. Difficulties 
in collecting evidence and flaws in the criminal justice system make it challenging to prosecute 
offenders.”13  

 Tanzania Disregards and Exceeds its CITES Export Quota Amid Rampant Poaching 

 
From 2014 to present, the annual CITES export quota for the African elephant trophies from 
Tanzania is 200 tusks (hunting trophies from 100 animals).14 From 2007 to 2013, the annual quota 
was set at 400 tusks (hunting trophies from 200 animals). From 2003 to 2006, the annual quota 
was set at 200 tusks (from 100 animals). From 2000 to 2002, the quota was set at 100 tusks (hunting 
trophies from 50 animals). 15  Despite alarming levels of poaching and decimated elephant 
populations, trophy hunting of elephants continues to be permitted.   
 
Even with these very high export quotas, data from the CITES Trade Database demonstrate that 
Tanzania exceeded its export quota for elephant tusks in 2006 (quota = 200; actual export = 285) 
and 2009 (quota = 400; actual export = 445) (Table 1). 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
13 Wildlife Trafficking and Poaching, January 2013, The Law Library of Congress, Global Legal Research 
Center, https://www.loc.gov/law/help/wildlife-poaching/index.php  
14 
https://cites.org/eng/resources/quotas/export_quotas?field_party_quotas_tid=&field_full_name_tid=&fiel
d_export_quotas_year_value%5bvalue%5d%5byear%5d=2017&items_per_page=50&page=18  
15 https://cites.org/sites/default/files/common/quotas/2002/latest.pdf  

https://www.loc.gov/law/help/wildlife-poaching/index.php
https://cites.org/eng/resources/quotas/export_quotas?field_party_quotas_tid=&field_full_name_tid=&field_export_quotas_year_value%5bvalue%5d%5byear%5d=2017&items_per_page=50&page=18
https://cites.org/eng/resources/quotas/export_quotas?field_party_quotas_tid=&field_full_name_tid=&field_export_quotas_year_value%5bvalue%5d%5byear%5d=2017&items_per_page=50&page=18
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/common/quotas/2002/latest.pdf
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Table 4. CITES Trade Database, exports of tusks and trophies from Tanzania. 

App. Taxon Term Unit Country 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Loxodonta africana trophies imported from Tanzania, 2006-2015 

I  Loxodonta 
africana  trophies   TZ  66  115  138  130  101  90  87  44  43  9  

II  Loxodonta 
africana  trophies   TZ  0 0 0 2  2  0 1  1  0 2  

 TOTAL 
TROPHIES    66 115 138 132 103 90 88 45 43 11 

 
TOTAL 
TROPHY 
TUSKS* 

   132 230 276 264 206 180 176 90 86 22 

Loxodonta africana tusks imported from Tanzania, 2006-2015 

I  Loxodonta 
africana  tusks   TZ  153  45  62  181  138  86  42  25  37  9  

II  Loxodonta 
africana  tusks   TZ  0 0 0 0 0 0 3  2  0 0 

 TOTAL 
TUSKS     153 45 62 181 138 86 45 27 37 9 

Totals: 

 
TOTAL 
TROPHY 
TUSKS* 

   132 230 276 264 206 180 176 90 86 22 

 TOTAL 
TUSKS    153 45 62 181 138 86 45 27 37 9 

 
GRAND 
TOTAL 
TUSKS 

   285 275 338 445 344 266 221 117 123 31 

               

 

CITES 
TUSK 
EXPORT 
QUOTA 

   200 400 400 400 400 400 400 400 200 200 

* 2 tusks/trophy 



19 
 

Thus, between 2007 and 2013, when Tanzania’s elephant populations were the largest source of 
ivory in illegal trade according to Wasser et al. (2015), Tanzania also permitted the killing of up 
to 200 elephants for sport and in 2009 even exceeded their own tusk export quota. This history of 
noncompliance with CITES export quotas is a major concern for the continued survival of 
elephants in Tanzania. 
 

Questionable Management of Elephant Trophy Hunting     
  

The government of Tanzania maintains the position that “80% of the funds used for anti-poaching 
in the areas managed by the Wildlife Division/Tanzania Wildlife Authority comes from trophy 
hunting.” (2016 Letter to EU SRG. Pp.5)  However, the fact remains that the worst poaching took 
place in southern Tanzania in Selous and Ruaha ecosystems where trophy hunting was permitted, 
again undermining the notion that trophy hunting provides a net benefit to elephants.  
 
According to an International Union for Conservation of Nature (“IUCN”) analysis from 2009, 
Africa’s eleven primary big-game hunting countries only contributed an average of 0.6 percent to 
the national GDP.16  Of this marginal profit, studies suggest that as little as 3-5 percent of trophy 
hunting revenues are actually shared with local communities.17  Indeed, one economic report finds 
that Safari Club International has grossly overstated the contribution of big game hunting to eight 
African economies, including Tanzania, and that overall tourism in Africa dwarfs trophy hunting 
as a source of revenue.18 
 
A 2017 study (Economists at Large 2017) that surveyed eight Eastern and Southern African 
countries found that trophy hunting operators and groups overstated the economic benefits and 
local employment derived from trophy hunting. Trophy hunting proponents claim that trophy 
hunting contributes $426 million dollars while in reality it is less than $132 million per year, 
roughly 0.78% or less of the $17 billion in overall tourism in the focused countries. In addition, 
trophy hunting employs in the range of 7,500 to 15,500 jobs rather than 53,000 jobs as trophy 
hunting proponents claim, representing roughly 0.76% or less of average direct tourism 
employment. With regard to the share of tourist spending from trophy hunting, on average, in 
Tanzania, trophy hunters’ spending represent a mere 0.9 percent of the total tourist receipts.  
 
A multitude of problems impeding Tanzania’s effective management and conservation of wildlife 
have existed for decades.  The Service’ 2015 NDF noted that “as of June 2010, six out of the ten 
WMAs with user-rights had entered into business agreements with the private sector worth over 
$3.3 million, however, it appears that only a small proportion of this money has been made 
available to the local communities. Overall, the WMAs have had a low capacity for generating 
income for socio-economic development, and as such, have not provided an incentive to local 
communities to support or even tolerate wildlife as a potential source of renewable revenue.”  The 

                                                           
16 IUCN, Big Game Hunting in West Africa. What is its Contribution to Conservation?, Programme Afrique 
Centrale et Occidentale (2009), https://portals.iucn.org/library/efiles/edocs/2009-074-En.pdf.  
17 Economists at Large, The $200 Million Question: How Much Does Trophy Hunting Really Contribute to 
African Communities? (2013), http://www.ifaw.org/sites/default/files/Ecolarge-2013-200m-question.pdf. 
18  Economists at Large, The Lion’s Share? On the Economic Benefits of Trophy Hunting (2017), 
http://www.hsi.org/assets/pdfs/economists-at-large-trophy-hunting.pdf. 

https://portals.iucn.org/library/efiles/edocs/2009-074-En.pdf
http://www.ifaw.org/sites/default/files/Ecolarge-2013-200m-question.pdf
http://www.hsi.org/assets/pdfs/economists-at-large-trophy-hunting.pdf
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Service further noted that the new provisions in the revised Tanzania Wildlife Management Area 
Regulations 2012 gave WMAs with “approximately 60-65% of the total hunting revenue. Despite 
the improvements in administering the WMA system, there is information indicating that revenue 
retention by WMA’s is still insufficient to finance and encourage sound management decisions 
within these areas.”  
 
A 2013 Evaluation Report19 by the USAID found a litany of problems on WMAs, from governance, 
economic, conservation challenges to challenges in the process of establishing WMAs and 
challenges to understanding the impacts of WMAs on constituent villages. The report found that 
problems in wildlife sector governance and structural and economic management have persisted 
for the past decade. (USAID 2013 Report. Pp.48) For instance, the report pointed out lack of 
transparency and accountability among WMA stakeholders. “Villagers and even village councils 
do not know the details of investor contracts or payment terms, let alone when and what income 
will return to the WMA for distribution.” (USAID 2013 Report. Pp 18.) The report found that 
while “the TAWIRI collects information on changes in wildlife numbers and movement patters, 
but there has been criticism of how this information is used, especially in relation to issuing hunting 
quotas. There does not appear to be a clear link between information collected by TAWIRI and 
decisions on what quotas are issued for different species.” (USAID 2013 Report. Pp.26) 
 
Wildlife scientists cautioned many weaknesses in how hunting revenues are distributed. (Nelson, 
Lindsey and Balme 2013). For instance, revenues from trophy hunting bypassed the communities 
and landholders. The allocation of hunting blocks give government officials the discretion to 
assign valuable hunting concessions, “creating conditions conducive to corruption and the use of 
hunting blocks for political patronage.” (Nelson & Agrawal, 2008; Leader-Williams et al., 2009 
as cited in Nelson, Lindsey and Balme 2013). There has been a tendency to establish unsustainably 
high quotas and encouragement of excessive and unselective harvest. Attempts to overhaul the 
bidding system for hunting concessions in the mid-1990s, which would have reduced corruption 
and devolved rights over wildlife management and benefits, were blocked by government officials 
due to lobbying by national and international trophy hunting organizations (Baldus & Cauldwell, 
2004 as cited in Nelson, Lindsey and Balme 2013).  

Benjaminsen et al. in their 2013 paper, published on behalf the Institute of Social Studies in The 
Hague, express concerns about the Tanzanian government’s increasing control over incomes 
generating from wildlife utilization in the name of “community-based” conservation. They observe 
that “This process of reconsolidation of state control over wildlife management is also playing out 
in contests over control of the two main income-generating activities in the sector: photo safaris 
and sport hunting…. In addition to control over hunting profits, the management of hunting 
through the quota system has also been reconsolidated under state control….it seems that the 
hunting industry is simply too lucrative for decentralization.” (Benjaminsen et al. 2013, p.10)  

Intimidation of the local non-consumptive proponents by trophy hunting outfitters occurs. For 
instance, a hunting block in Loliondo area was controlled by Ortello Business Corporation (OBC), 
a company owned by the royal family of the United Arab Emirates. The local Massai communities 
did not want to enter or renew the contract with the company because of a series of conservation 
                                                           
19 United States Agency for International Development, Tanzania Wildlife Management Areas Evaluation 
(2013), http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/pdacy083.pdf.  

http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/pdacy083.pdf
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related complaints against the company. For instance, resident were concerned by what they saw 
as indiscriminate capture and killing of animals. Yet OBC continued to operate with direct 
connections to and support from the central government, but without the support of villagers. 
“Massai complained that OBC harassed non-consumptive tour operators working in the 
area…More serious complaints about OBC included intimidation and threats, harassment and 
detention, and even torture by the OBC security forces.” (Benjaminsen et al. 2013. p.13) 

 
Despite the claim that trophy hunting revenues are used on boosting anti-poaching measures, 
evidence suggests that these measures did not mitigate the poaching epidemic. Selous Game 
Reserve is a prime example. Selous Game Reserve is split into 47 operating blocks, of which only 
four are for photographic tourism while the rest, 43, are assigned for sport hunting. (TAWIRI 2010, 
pp.14) Prior to 2005 a Revenue Retention Scheme was in operation, whereby 100% of revenue 
from photographic tourism, and 50% from hunting operations, was retained for management of 
the Game Reserve. In 1997 the Reserve earned US $2,300,000 annually and retained US 
$1,703,000, and by 2003 the revenue retained had increased to US $2,800,000. Following National 
budget reductions in 2004, the amount retained by the Reserve declined dramatically to 
approximately US $800,000 in 2008. (TAWIRI 2010). The drop in revenue coincides with a period 
of increased poaching in the Reserve and suggests that anti-poaching operations are severely 
underfunded. (TAWIRI 2010, pp.15). 
 
According to Chief Warden in Selous Game Reserve during 1994 to 2008 and 2012-2015, Benson 
Kibonde, import bans on hunting trophies have severe impact on the level of anti-poaching 
activities because “85% of the Selous retention scheme fund come from hunting. If any amount of 
the hunting revenue is compromised, the registered success in anti-poaching efforts could be 
seriously jeopardized.” (IUCN Briefing Paper, April 2016. pp15.) However, clearly, given the 
poaching statistics noted earlier, there is no “registered success” in anti-poaching efforts, driven 
from trophy hunting revenues, in the Selous Game Reserve.  
 
Habitat loss and fragmentation, in addition to human growth, continue to compound the challenges 
to preserve the species and their habitat. A study on the Rombo area in North East Tanzania found 
that 75% of the land in the study area was covered by settlement and seasonal agriculture in the 
year 2015.  The Rombo area had a continued human population increase of 30% over the past 25 
years. With this rate of population increase, more agricultural land is likely to be converted to 
settlement and, thus, reducing elephant dispersal area. (Mmbaga et al. 2017)  
 
A 2017 study examined the implication of upgrading conservation areas from Game Reserves to 
National Parks on local community livelihoods, drawing on lessons from Saadani National Park 
in Tanzania. Unlike game reserves where licensed human consumptive uses, such as trophy 
hunting, are permitted, National Parks allow only controlled non-consumptive uses, such as 
walking safaris, game driving and photographic tourism. The authors concluded that while there 
are problems and challenges to be resolved, people’s livelihoods after change of status from a 
Game Reserve to a National Park has been more positive than negative.  The study also reported 
that despite some problems they encounter, villagers were very positive about the national park 
designation because their life was reported to have improved as a result of the status change. 
Villagers also reported improved social infrastructure and job opportunities including expanded 
market for their goods. (Michael E. 2017) 
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There is no proof that trophy hunting of elephants in Tanzania in 2016 or beyond enhances the 
survival of the species. On the contrary, given the massive reduction of elephant populations due 
to poaching, trophy hunting has only added to the staggering loss of the animals in the country. 
Several reports, including a 2013 report from the U.S. Agency for International Development point 
out the failure of Tanzanian authorities to manage land and wildlife effectively and show little 
evidence that trophy hunting is contributing positively to wildlife conservation.20  
  

Conclusion 

Sixty percent of Tanzania’s elephant population has disappeared since 2009. Tanzania is identified 
as a major ivory trafficking hub, with 86 to 93% of global large ivory seizures coming from 
concentrated areas in Tanzania in the last few years. Despite the pro-hunting claim the trophy 
hunting benefits conservation, the worst poaching epidemic took place in Selous Game Reserve 
where trophy hunting was allowed.  

The current Tanzania Elephant Management Plan was drafted during the height of the poaching 
and ivory trafficking crisis, seven years ago. Tanzania does not have an updated Management Plan 
in place that reflects its current elephant population status and trends and corresponding 
management and conservation strategies. In addition, Tanzania’s CITES National Ivory Action 
Plan was deemed not substantially achieved by the CITES Secretariat. The country’s national 
export trophy quota, including quota for each ecosystem, lacks scientific basis and fails to account 
illegal offtake and other legal in its assessment of quota.  

Thus, trophy hunting of elephants in Tanzania cannot be said to enhance the survival of the species, 
and issuing an import permit for elephant trophies from Tanzania would therefore violate the 
Endangered Species Act and FWS regulations. We likewise suggest that at this juncture trophy 
hunting results in a sufficient offtake of elephants that the Service cannot determine that it is not 
detrimental the survival of the species.  If the Service does issue any positive regional findings or 
any elephant trophy import permits from Tanzania, HSUS, HSI, and CBD will consider seeking 
judicial review of such decisions. Further, this letter serves as formal opposition to any application for 
an import permit for a lion trophy from Tanzania and HSUS, HSI, and CBD request that FWS provide ten 
days advance notification (via email, afrostic@humanesociety.org) prior to the issuance of any such permits. 
See 50 C.F.R. §§ 17.22(e), 17.32.21 

Sincerely, 
 

                                                           
20 United States Agency for International Development. Tanzania Wildlife Management Areas Evaluation 
– Final Evaluation Report. USAID. July 15, 2013. Web. < http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/pdacy083.pdf>.   
21 HSUS has previously called on FWS to publish notice in the Federal Register of threatened species permit 
applications, and we reassert that such action is essential to create transparency in FWS’ enhancement 
analysis for African lion activities, consistent with the intent of ESA Section 10. Similarly, it is arbitrary 
for the Service to explicitly apply the notification requirements of 50 C.F.R. § 17.22(e) to certain types of 
threatened species permits (i.e., those for Safe Harbor Agreements and Candidate Conservation Agreements 
with Assurances) but not to other threatened species permits (i.e., for incidental take and import).  

mailto:afrostic@humanesociety.org
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Anna Frostic       Teresa M. Telecky, Ph.D. 
Senior Attorney, Wildlife Litigation    Director, Wildlife Department 
The Humane Society of the United States   Humane Society International 
 
 

  
Tanya Sanerib 
Senior Attorney 
Center for Biological Diversity 
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October 5, 2017 
Mr. Timothy Van Norman 
Chief, Branch of Permits 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  
5275 Leesburg Pike 
Falls Church, VA 22041  
 
Rosemarie Gnam, Ph.D. 
Chief, Division of Scientific Authority 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
5275 Leesburg Pike  
Falls Church, VA 22041-3803 
  

Re: Imports of African Lion Trophies from Tanzania Must Not Be Permitted 
 
Dear Chief Van Norman & Chief Gnam: 
 
Since the Endangered Species Act (ESA) listings went into effect for Panthera leo leo1 and 
Panthera leo melanochaita on January 22, 2016 (80 Fed. Reg. 79999 (Dec. 23, 2015)), not a single 
lion trophy has been permitted to be imported from Tanzania to the U.S., a necessary reprieve after 
many years when American trophy hunters imported hundreds of lions trophies per year. On behalf 
of The Humane Society of the United States (HSUS), Humane Society International (HSI), and 
Center for Biological Diversity (CBD) we write to strongly urge the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(“FWS” or “the Service”) to issue a negative enhancement finding for Tanzanian lions, as it cannot 
be demonstrated that trophy hunting of lions in Tanzania affirmatively benefits the conservation 
of the species. 

Pursuant to the new regulation for Panthera leo melanochaita (50 C.F.R. § 17.40(r)), the Service 
can only issue a permit to import a lion trophy from east or southern Africa if the best available 
science supports a finding that trophy hunting enhances the survival of this subspecies. It is critical 
that FWS apply the precautionary principle and strictly scrutinize the impacts that trophy hunting 

                                                           
1 HSUS, HSI, and CBD fully expect that no permits will be issued to import trophies of endangered 
Panthera leo leo, as this subspecies is on the brink of extinction and cannot sustain recreational offtake. As 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) acknowledged in the lion listing rule, in western and central 
Africa, “[m]anagement programs do not appear to be sufficient to deter unsustainable offtakes” and “experts 
agree that there is no level of offtake that would be sustainable for P. l. leo populations…” 80 Fed. Reg. at 
80040. 
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has on African lions – indeed, as recently published in Nature, overutilization, including trophy 
hunting, is the biggest threat to biodiversity.2  

ESA Requirements for Lion Trophy Imports 

Pursuant to the plain language of this statutory term (16 U.S.C. § 1539(a)(1)), “enhancement” 
permits may only be issued for activities that positively benefit the species in the wild. See also 
FWS, Ensuring the Future of the Black Rhino (Nov. 25, 2014), at 
http://www.fws.gov/news/blog/index.cfm/2014/11/25/Ensuring-the-Future-of-the-Black-Rhino 
(acknowledging that the ESA enhancement standard is more stringent than the CITES non-
detriment standard); U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Handbook for Endangered and Threatened 
Species Permits (1996) (making clear that an enhancement activity “must go beyond having a 
neutral effect and actually have a positive effect”). 

HSUS, HSI, and CBD agree with the standard that FWS established in the 4(d) Rule for Panthera 
leo melanochaita, requiring that,  

“when making a determination of whether an otherwise prohibited activity enhances the 
propagation or survival of P. l. melanochaita, the Service will examine the overall 
conservation and management of the subspecies in the country where the specimen originated 
and whether that management of the subspecies addresses the threats to the subspecies (i.e., 
that it is based on sound scientific principles and that the management program is actively 
addressing the current and longer term threats to the subspecies). In that review, we will 
evaluate whether the import contributes to the overall conservation of the species by 
considering whether the biological, social, and economic aspects of a program from which 
the specimen was obtained provide a net benefit to the subspecies and its ecosystem” 
(emphasis added). 

HSUS, HSI, and CBD also agree that FWS must consider the following factors when making an 
enhancement finding for importation of sport-hunted trophies of P. l. melanochaita:  

“(a) Biological sustainability: The hunting program cannot contribute to the long-term decline 
of the hunted species. It should not alter natural selection and ecological function of the hunted 
species or any other species that share the habitat. The program should not inadvertently 
facilitate poaching or illegal trade in wildlife by acting as a cover for such illegal activities. 
The hunting program should also not manipulate the ecosystem or its component elements in 
a way that alters the native biodiversity. 

(b) Net Conservation Benefit: The biologically sustainable hunting program should be based 
on laws, regulations, and scientifically based quotas, established with local input, that are 
transparent and periodically reviewed. The program should produce income, employment, 
and other benefits to create incentives for reducing the pressure on the target species. The 
program should create benefits for local residents to co-exist with the target species and other 
species. It is also imperative that the program is part of a legally recognized governance 
system that supports conservation. 

                                                           
2 Sean L. Maxwell et al., Biodiversity: The Ravages of Guns, Nets, and Bulldozers, Nature Vol. 536, 143-
145 (Aug. 11, 2016), at http://www.nature.com/news/biodiversity-the-ravages-of-guns-nets-and-
bulldozers-1.20381. 

http://www.fws.gov/news/blog/index.cfm/2014/11/25/Ensuring-the-Future-of-the-Black-Rhino
http://www.nature.com/news/biodiversity-the-ravages-of-guns-nets-and-bulldozers-1.20381
http://www.nature.com/news/biodiversity-the-ravages-of-guns-nets-and-bulldozers-1.20381
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(c) Socio-Economic-Cultural Benefit: A well-managed hunting program can serve as a 
conservation tool when it respects the local cultural values and practices. It should be accepted 
by most members of the community, involving and benefiting local residents in an equitable 
manner. The program should also adopt business practices that promote long-term economic 
sustainability. 

(d) Adaptive Management: Planning, Monitoring, and Reporting: Hunting can enhance the 
species when it is based on appropriate resource assessments and monitoring (e.g., population 
counts, trend data), upon which specific science-based quotas and hunting programs can be 
established. Resource assessments should be objective, well documented, and use the best 
science available. Adaptive management of quotas and programs based on the results of 
resource assessments and monitoring is essential. The program should monitor hunting 
activities to ensure that quotas and sex/age restrictions of harvested animals are met. The 
program should also generate reliable documentation of its biological sustainability and 
conservation benefits. 

(e) Accountable and Effective Governance: A biologically sustainable trophy-hunting 
program should be subject to a governance structure that clearly allocates management 
responsibilities. The program should account for revenues in a transparent manner and 
distribute net revenues to conservation and community beneficiaries according to properly 
agreed decisions. All necessary steps to eliminate corruption should be taken and to ensure 
compliance with all relevant national and international requirements and regulations by 
relevant bodies such as administrators, regulators and hunters.” 

 
Evidence is Insufficient to Support Claims that Lion Trophy Hunting in Tanzania 

Enhances the Survival of the Subspecies 
 
The lion population in East Africa is estimated to range between 7,345 and 13,316 (Bauer et al. 
2016, supplementary material, Table 7). This population accounts for between 39 and 42 percent 
of the total Panthera leo population (Id.), which may be as low as 20,000 remaining lions (Bauer 
et al. 2016). According to the 2016 IUCN assessment, well-studied lion populations in East Africa 
declined by as much as 59% since 1993 (Bauer et al. 2016, supplementary material, Table 2). In 
Tanzania, the lion population in four well-studied areas (Ngorongoro Crater, Katavi, Matambwe 
(Selous GR), Serengeti, and Tarangire) is estimated to have decreased by 66%, from 1,787 in 1993 
to only 608 in 2014 (Bauer et al. 2016, supplementary material, Table 3). Shockingly, in Katavi, 
the lion population was assessed at 1,118 in 1993 but thought to be closer zero3 in 2014 (Id.). Only 
one of these well-studied Tanzania populations, Serengeti, is estimated to have increased during 
this time, from 232 lions to 314 (Id.). According to a December 2015 analysis of lion conservation 
strategies, “Tanzania is possibly the country with most free-ranging lions in Africa, and several 
lion populations are contiguous with neighbouring countries. Successful lion conservation in 

                                                           
3 While there may be some lions in Katavi, as claimed by anecdotal evidence from Tanzanian authorities 
(Benyr 2017, p. 8), the IUCN assessment reports “the value of published findings which is the value zero” 
actually ”represents non-detection, not absence.” (Bauer 2016b). See also, Declaration of Dr. Craig Packer 
(attached), which notes that Tanzania has expelled independent scientists and that sources affiliated with 
the hunting industry are now dictating alleged survey numbers. 
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Tanzania can preserve more lions than anywhere else.” (Bauer et al. 2015). See also Mtui et al. 
2016. 

 
Therefore, Tanzania’s lion population – which is critical to maintaining the species in the wild – 
has suffered a major decline in recent years and FWS must ensure that American trophy hunters 
do not contribute to additional decline of the population. Worryingly, a 2015 population modelling 
assessment led to a 37% probability that lions in East Africa will decline by a further 50% over 
the next two decades (Bauer et al. 2015). 
 
In Tanzania, trophy hunting is prohibited only in the national parks and Ngorongoro Conservation 
Area (Brink et al. 2016, p. 2). An estimated 305,000 km2, or 85% of protected land, is available to 
hunters. (Ibid) Hunting blocks are leased to hunting companies, which are then apportioned a quota 
for specific species for every hunting season (Ibid). As described herein, this management program 
is insufficient for the Service to rely on to make a finding that trophy hunting enhances the survival 
of lions in Tanzania. 

 
Tanzania’s wildlife management generally operates as follows:  
 

Management of the wildlife sector is split between management of National Parks 
by Tanzania National Parks (TANAPA), Forest Reserves by Forest and Beekeeping 
Division of the Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism (MNRT), Ngorongoro 
by the Ngorongoro Conservation Area Authority (NCAA), and the rest of the areas 
by the Wildlife Division (WD) also of the MNRT. The key legislation allowing for 
wildlife management are the National Parks Ordinance of 1959, which covers 
wildlife within National Parks; Ngorongoro Conservation Area Ordinance of 1959; 
Forest Act of 2002 which covers Forest Reserves; and, the Wildlife Conservation 
Act of 1974. Overall legislation is now guided by the Wildlife Policy (MNRT, 
2007) which confirms the government’s overall right of ownership of wildlife . . . 
(Brink 2010, p. 6). 

 
The following documents published online or submitted by the Tanzanian authorities to other 
governments (in order of more recent to oldest) represent publicly available information relevant 
to the Service’s enhancement analysis for lion trophy imports from Tanzania:  
 

 A Report to the EU CITES Scientific Review Group on the EU Experts Mission to Assess 
the Sustainability and Management of Lion Trophy Hunting in Tanzania (2016) 

 Comment on ESA Status Review of African Lion. January 27, 2015. Ministry of Natural 
Resources and Tourism. The United Republic of Tanzania. 

 The Tanzania Lion and Leopard Conservation Action Plan. February 20-22nd 2006. 
Tanzania Wildlife Research Institute (TAWIRI).  

 Conservation Strategy for the Lion in Eastern and Southern Africa. 2006. IUCN/SSC Cat 
Specialist Group. 

 1995 Policy and Management Plan for Tourist Hunting.  
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As detailed below, these documents do not support a finding that lion trophy hunting in Tanzania 
enhances the survival of the subspecies.  
 
 

 The European Union’s Scientific Review Group Assessment of Tanzanian Lion 
Trophy Hunting is Insufficient to Support an Enhancement Finding by USFWS  

 
In 2016, an EU-funded expert “study visit” took place in Tanzania and a report (Scientific Review 
Group or “SRG Report”) was completed by three delegates – representing CITES authorities of 
the United Kingdom, Austria, and Hungary. The SRG Report recommended that the EU Scientific 
Review Group maintain a “positive opinion” allowing imports of Tanzanian lion trophies “in 
accordance with their current age-sex based restrictions and a total quota of 207 trophies, allocated 
in accordance with density recommendations (0.5 lions/1,000 km2 (with the exception of Selous 
where 1.0/1,000 km2))” (Benyr 2016, p. 6). This quota is unsustainable, as discussed further below.  
 
SRG Report’s recommendation for a “positive opinion” is unsubstantiated, with major gaps in the 
findings and proof is absent for the key claims. It would violate the Endangered Species Act and 
the Administrative Procedure Act for USFWS to rely on this EU position in making an 
enhancement finding for the import of lion trophies from Tanzania. 
 
The findings are largely based on unpublished data, without the necessary scientific scrutiny 
 
Many of the study’s conclusions are based on unpublished reports and data presented by the 
Tanzanian government to the visiting delegates. Indeed the report itself acknowledges “It has not 
been possible to personally verify all the unpublished data provided by Tanzanian authorities 
during the course of the SRG field mission” (Benyr 2017, p. 3). Yet the authors state, “presented 
facts held up to scrutiny and did not reveal inconsistencies” (Ibid). However, only robust, unbiased, 
and transparent published research can hold up to scientific scrutiny. In this case, none of these 
unpublished findings are made available in the SRG Report, meaning it is impossible to establish 
their veracity or to rely on them with confidence.  
 
The following are just a few examples of statements from the report, which are not supported with 
actual copies of the cited findings or other forms of evidence to prove the claims: 
 

 “For the Selous Game Reserve, a recent survey revealed that lion densities have remained 
stable and even increased in some sectors since 2009 (Crosmary et al. 2016)” (Benyr 2017, 
p. 9). 

o The Crosmary et al. study cited is not available online nor are details of its 
conclusions cited in the SRG Report. Therefore, it is unclear if its findings have 
been peer-reviewed and thus verified.  

 “A number of recent reforms of the wildlife regulations substantiate the political 
commitment of Tanzania to adopt best practice models and contribute to their 
improvement” (Benyr 2017, p. 9). 

o The SRG Report does not further explain what these recent reforms are or offer any 
details about them, thus not providing any support for this claim. 
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 “Currently, the international marketing of lion bones seems to be no serious problem in 
Tanzania” (Benyr 2017, p. 11). 

o The authors offer no evidence to back up this statement in the SRG Report. 
Therefore, on what grounds is this assumption made? A recent report from the 
Environmental Investigation Agency titled “The Lion’s Share: South Africa’s 
Trade Exacerbates Demand for Tiger Parts and Derivatives” cites to an April 2017 
arrest in Vietnam of a suspected criminal network leader, Nguyen Mau Chien, 
known for trafficking of lion parts with an arrest history in Tanzania 
(Environmental Investigation Agency 2017, p. 8). The SRG Report too quickly 
dismisses lion bone trade as a low threat to Tanzania’s lions. 

 
The study lacks input from sources independent of the Tanzania authorities, including key lion 
biologists  
 
The authors of the SRG Report met with numerous Tanzanian government representatives, 
managers of the Selous Game Reserve, other regional game officers, representatives of Wildlife 
Management Areas, hunting outfitters, tourism operators, and villagers, among others. The SRG 
Report states “[e]ssentially everyone we spoke to in Tanzania, which included representatives of 
all main stakeholders (even those that were critical of the governments past efforts to conserve the 
species), agreed that trophy hunting has a clear conservation benefit for lions” (Benyr 2017, p. 12). 
Yet input from additional key stakeholders is altogether missing.  
 
Missing from this list of stakeholders are independent sources of input that do not depend on trophy 
hunting revenues and do not fear retribution for disagreeing with claims by the government. 
Indeed, in listing the African lion under the Endangered Species Act, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service stated that Tanzania’s “transparency (in terms of trophy quality data) and the scientific 
objectivity of the evaluating body has been questioned.” 80 Fed. Reg. at 80042. 
 
For example, input is missing from various members of the African Lion Working Group, 
affiliated with the Cat Specialist Group, other than Dennis Ikanda who is a government employee 
(working for the Tanzania Wildlife Research Institute (TAWIRI)) and thus not an impartial voice. 
Further, the SRG Report questions the findings of lion experts – as in the case of the Hans Bauer 
et al. 2015 publication titled Lion (Panthera leo) populations are declining rapidly across Africa, 
except in intensively managed areas (Benyr 2017, p. 7) – without an opportunity for Dr. Bauer and 
the co-authors to explain the conclusions.  
 
Additionally, it is well known that Dr. Craig Packer, who spent decades researching lions in 
Tanzania was expelled from the country after exposing corruption, especially within the lion 
trophy hunting industry (Packer 2015;4 Declaration attached). Jerry Belant of Mississippi State 
University – who is directly affiliated with Safari Club International (SCI)5 – is now in charge of 

                                                           
4 Packer, C. Lions in the Balance: Man-Eaters, Manes and Men with Guns. University of Chicago Press 
(2015). ISBN 13: 978-0-226-09295-9. 
5 Dr. Belant’s “research is a collaborative effort among MSU, SCI Foundation, Tanzania Wildlife Research 
Institute, and Tanzania National Parks, with primary funding provided by the SCI Foundation” 
(http://www.cfr.msstate.edu/wildlife/documents/WFA_Newsletter_summer2016.pdf). SCI Foundation is 

http://www.cfr.msstate.edu/wildlife/documents/WFA_Newsletter_summer2016.pdf
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lion population research in the Serengeti after Dr. Packer’s forced removal from the project. Dr. 
Belant’s research on dental characteristics in estimating the age of African lions is cited in the 
SRG Report, but Dr. Belant’s relationship with SCI taints the veracity of his work, since SCI has 
a clear incentive to continue trophy hunting unfettered in Tanzania.  
 
 
Population data provided in the SRG Report contradicts findings of top lion scientists and has not 
been peer-reviewed 
 
In the discussion on “Population Size” (Benyr 2017, p. 6), the SRG document reports on a variety 
of unpublished surveys and population estimates. None of the drafts or final versions of these 
surveys are currently discoverable online and therefore presently not transparent. Determinations 
of trophy hunting sustainability cannot rely on data that has not undergone the process of scientific 
review. These unpublished and unavailable documents quoted in the SRG Report include: 
 

 Crosmary, W.-G., D. Ikanada, F. A. Ligate, Kasanga Imani, Mkuburo Lameck, Lyamuya 
Richard, Ngongolo Kelvin, Sandini Pietro, and C. Philippe. 2016. The Selous Game 
Reserve is still a stronghold for African lions, Tanzania. 

 TAWIRI Wildlife Division and TAWA. 2016. Non-detriment findings on African lion 
(Panthera leo) in the United Republic of Tanzania, including Enhancement findings June. 
Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism - Wildlife Division. 

 Dickman (in prep.) [Macdonald (2016) is cited as referencing Dickman, claiming “Our 
latest data suggest that Tanzania holds approximately 9,900 free-ranging lions in an 
estimated lion range of 380,000 km2 (Dickman in prep.).”] 

 
The recently completed Selous population survey using spoor counts is the first time a survey of 
this sort has ever been completed there, and therefore lacks a baseline for comparison or trend 
analysis purposes. Given this apparent lack of standardized methodology, it would be arbitrary and 
capricious to rely on this new data and such data likely does not offer a clear picture of what the 
anthropogenic impacts have been on the Selous population. Further, it appears that SCI funded 
this survey, at least in part, which undermines its impartiality.  
 
Moreover, there is currently no population monitoring activity by independent scientists (Packer 
Declaration), with all data produced either by scientists employed by the government or funded by 
trophy hunting organizations. For example, as cited above, Dr. Belant’s research in the Serengeti 
is funded by SCI.  Further, Selous-based research by Dr. Henry Brink – an independent scientist – 
was also terminated and replaced by SCI-funded and government-supported researchers.  
 
In the discussion on “Population Trends” (Benyr 2017, p. 7), the SRG Report offers a rebuttal to 
the published paper by Bauer et al. 2015, which cites to severe lion population declines throughout 
Africa and predicts dramatic declines in Tanzania. The SRG Report states “whilst this publication 
presents a valuable compilation of data several problems with the interpretation of the data exist 
which affects their assessment of trophy hunting in Tanzania” (Benyr 2017, p. 7). Unfortunately, 

                                                           
the foundation arm of one of the world’s largest pro-trophy hunting advocacy groups, Safari Club 
International. 
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the report fails to acknowledge responses to such criticisms offered by the authors (Bauer et al. 
2016a; Bauer 2016b).  
 
Bauer et al. 2015 predicted a 37% chance that East African lion populations (including Tanzania) 
would decline by one-half over two decades. To come to this conclusion, the authors explain, “We 
compiled all credible repeated lion surveys and present time series data for 47 lion (Panthera leo) 
populations. We used a Bayesian state space model to estimate growth rate-λ for each population 
and summed these into three regional sets to provide conservation-relevant estimates of trends 
since 1990.” (Bauer et al. 2015)  
 
The SRG Report questions the findings in Bauer et al. 2015 findings claiming “unweighted means 
to summarize population trends emphasizes changes in small populations” and that “extrapolation 
of trends beyond the information-content of the available data has led to an exaggeration of the 
threat for a decline,” while further concluding that “these considerations include no positive effects 
that a previous decline might have on the population growth by increasing availability of preferred 
habitats and food and reducing intraspecific conflicts” (Benyr 2017, p. 7). The paper further goes 
on to question the findings from one of the assessment sites in Katavi, Tanzania.  
 
The points highlighted above are similar to that of Riggio et al. 2016, to which Bauer et al. 2016a 
respond as follows:  
 

 Regarding “unweighted means to summarize population trends”: “Our regional population 
analyses include all reported time series data for both increasing and declining populations; 
we calculated the projected growth rate λT of T years (7), but these metrics were not 
intended to provide a Bayesian forecast of population sizes (8). Weighting these metrics 
by population size would introduce a serious bias because sites that had previously suffered 
the largest declines would contribute relatively little to aggregated projected growth rates.” 
(Bauer et al. 2016a) 

 Regarding Katavi, Tanzania: “Our paper acknowledges the imprecision inherent in the 
Katavi time series of ground surveys, which were recently used to report a significant 
decline in lion numbers from 1995 to 2010 (5). Our Bayesian analysis fully considers 
uncertainty resulting from observation and process errors, and our conclusions do not 
depend on the Katavi time series: Excluding Katavi only reduces the probability of a one-
half decline in three lion generations in East Africa from 37% to 32%.” (Ibid) 

 General comment: “Our assessment is based on the widely accepted criteria of the Red List 
and is entirely consistent with similar trends described for specific sites and for Africa as a 
whole (e.g., references 1, 4, 5, 23, 31, 32, and 38 of ref. 9).” (Ibid) 

 
Despite Tanzanian authorities questioning the IUCN’s assessment of lions, the IUCN Cat 
Specialist Group and its Lead Assessor – Dr. Hans Bauer – have stood by their initial assessment, 
as evidenced in a letter attached to this submission. (Bauer 2016b).  
 
The SRG Report fails to identify serious concerns with the implementation of the lion trophy age 
verification system in Tanzania 
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As described by the SRG field visit team, “Since 2011, Tanzania has signed a Memorandum of 
Understanding with IGF Foundation which is a French based International organization for 
wildlife Conservation. IFG Foundation assists the Wildlife Division and now TAWA in organizing 
the collection and surveillance of lion trophies” (Benyr 2017, p. 18). The document offers a lengthy 
description of how the IGF and its government partners age and document the trophies.  
 
This French organization – led by Director Dr. Philippe Chardonnet6 - is affiliated with the trophy 
hunting industry. One of its four key objectives is “to safeguard the world's hunting heritage in 
order to guarantee its sustainability for future generations.”7 Dr. Chardonnet’s findings and 
publications have repeatedly been criticized by independent lion scientists given the obvious bias 
to favor continuation of lion hunting in Tanzania.  
 
Further, as discussed in the attached Declaration from Dr. Craig Packer, whose research and 
findings formed the basis for the aging verification system in place today, there are significant 
issues with the implementation of the age-verification system in Tanzania. Specifically, Tanzania’s 
“age-assessment efforts are secretive: only members of the Tanzanian hunting fraternity are 
allowed to participate. This secrecy stands in stark contrast to the more transparent age-assessment 
practices in Mozambique and Zimbabwe. Further, there is also no evidence of penalties for 
noncompliance (such as reducing quotas).” (Packer Declaration at ¶ 8). This lack of transparency 
and objectivity make it impossible to be confident that lion “A” was shot by client “B” on date 
“C,” creating ample opportunity for abuse of this system. Thus, the Service cannot be sure that all 
of the lions killed by trophy hunters in Tanzania are killed in compliance with minimum age 
restrictions, especially since there is no evidence that Tanzania has facilitated robust training of 
hunting guides to ensure that they know how to identify a lion’s age in the field. 
 
As discussed in the attached comments submitted by HSUS, HSI, and co-petitioners regarding the 
USFWS lion ESA listing, removing a male lion from a pride has cascading negative impacts on 
the other members of that pride. “Each male replacement has profound effects on the reproduction 
of multiple females. Tanzania currently allows about 500 lions and 400 leopards per year to be 
killed for sport in an area of 300,000 km2 (1.67 lions and 1.33 leopards/1000 km2).  The proportion 
of male lions removed by trophy hunters in the mid- to late 1990s was unsustainable (28% /year 
in some areas).” (Packer 2011).  
 
The field study inaccurately suggests that positive conservation outcomes are primarily dependent 
on trophy hunting revenues, and therefore availability of lion trophies. 
 
The SRG Report makes the following claim: “. . . the quality of the protection and all anti-poaching 
activities for a large part of the lion range directly depend on the income generated by hunting. 
This income dropped by about 30% following the import bans for lion and elephant trophies 
enacted by the EU and the USA” (Benyr 2017, p. 13). Further, a chart on pg. 28 continues the line 
of reasoning that the declining hunting industry profits – allegedly the fault of lion trophy import 
                                                           
6 Dr. Philippe Chardonnet Biography, IUCN 2003 World Parks Congress. https://www.wcs-
ahead.org/bios/bio_chardonnet.html.  
7 Fondation François Sommer, The International Foundation for the Management of Wildlife (IGF 
Foundation). 18 Apr 2016. http://www.emploi-vert.fr/societe/fondation-igf-abritee-par-la-fondation-
francois-sommer.  

https://www.wcs-ahead.org/bios/bio_chardonnet.html
https://www.wcs-ahead.org/bios/bio_chardonnet.html
http://www.emploi-vert.fr/societe/fondation-igf-abritee-par-la-fondation-francois-sommer
http://www.emploi-vert.fr/societe/fondation-igf-abritee-par-la-fondation-francois-sommer
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restrictions – have or will lead to a variety of other devastating outcomes: vacant hunting blocks, 
reduced responsible management, decreased incentives for community wildlife management, 
competition from other forms of land use, increase occupation by settlers, shortage of resources, 
increased poaching, and decreased scientific monitoring, etc. (Benyr 2017, p. 28). The SRG Report 
logic therefore follows that the lifting of the import restrictions by the US and EU will mitigate 
these concerns.  
 
These claims do not hold water. The issues flagged by the SRG existed long prior to the 
implementation of any trophy import restrictions, when hunters shot and exported hundreds of 
African lions annually.  
 
According to the SRG Report “Currently, 47 out of 157 hunting bock [sic] are vacant in Tanzania 
and therefore the auctions fetch suboptimal results and demands to lower the prices for hunting 
licenses arise. Even more detrimental for the conservation of lions could be the option to hunt 
unsustainably and move to another plot when the game population is depleted” (Benyr 2017, p. 
27) (emphasis added).  
 
The SRG document links the vacant lots, at least in part, to the lion trophy import restrictions and 
a 30% profit decline (Benyr 2017, p. 28). However, reports from as far back as 2012 indicate that 
at that time 19% of the hunting areas were already financially unviable (Campbell 2012, p. 5). 
Using the current estimate that 305,000 km2 of the land is available to hunters (Brink et al. 2016, 
p. 2), 19% would in the present day represent 57,950 km2 of unviable land.   
 
The reasons for the unviability must therefore lie with other factors. One such factor is absence of 
wildlife because the outfitters, and consequently the government, are failing to protect these areas. 
Another factor is that blocks are allocated at such a low price that the fees fail to cover the costs 
of effective management, perpetuating corruption in the system.  Indeed, the SRG Report itself 
acknowledges the money trophy hunting generates may never actually trickle down to benefit 
conservation (“TAWA also has the agenda to develop tourism and under this mandate the income 
from sustainable wildlife management can still be diverted into projects that do not benefit 
conservation or even counteract this objective” (Benyr 2017, p. 13)).     
 
With respect to community incentives, such incentives were already extremely low when lion 
trophy imports were at their peak, because the communities received little of the money generated 
by trophy hunting (with much of that revenue inuring to the personal benefit of government 
officials and hunting guides). (Packer Delcaration) One study found that: 
 

Of the district allocation, officially 60 percent was budgeted for investment in 
villages near the blocks. In reality, few benefits filtered to local communities 
(Barrow 1996: 11); probably closer to 3-5 percent of hunting revenues actually 
reached villages where hunting occurred (Sachedina 2003: 7). Actual expenditure 
included projects more convenient to the District Council than villages supporting 
wildlife. Hunting revenue allocations may have been driven by political 
considerations. For example, infrastructure investments in Ruvu Remiti and Msitu 
wa Tembo, densely populated villages with large voting blocs . . . (Sachedina 2008, 
p. 150) 
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The SRG Report also claims that poaching may increase as a consequences of continued lion 
trophy import restrictions. Yet, if one examines elephant trophy hunting in Tanzania – which was 
at its peak when the U.S. made the decision to suspend elephant trophy imports from Tanzania – 
this argument does not hold. Because of poaching, Tanzania’s elephant population is estimated to 
have fallen by 60% between 2009 and 2014. Clearly, the measures taken by the trophy hunting 
industry to prevent poaching were wholly insufficient and the industry’s allegations that anti-
poaching efforts will improve only if lion trophy import restrictions are lifted lack merit.  
 
The SRG Report fails to take into account the detriment trophy hunting causes to photographic 
tourism and therefore local communities 
 
Tourists who care about wildlife are less likely to visit regions or places with a reputation for not 
caring for their wildlife. Thus, when shocking trophy hunting news stories gain global attention 
(e.g. video exposing egregious trophy hunting cruelty by the company Green Mile Safari in 
Tanzania (Green Mile Press Release, 2016;8 Fernholz, 20169)), photographic tourism also pays the 
price. Tanzanian tourism companies must spend resources on marketing themselves to stand apart 
from the negative press (Buckley 2014, p. 321).  
 
Communities also incur costs when trophy hunters kill animals that are already in decline due to 
habitat destructions, human-wildlife conflict, disease, etc. A study on conservancy management 
quoted a Tanzanian villager from Emboreet as follows: 
 

We‘re more closely allied with the photographic operators than the hunters. They 
are finishing off the wildlife before we’ve had a chance to realize a profit from it. 
Hunters don‘t recognize us; they only recognize the government… 25 percent of 
hunting fees goes into the hole at the district. We‘re supposed to get 5 percent: we 
don‘t even see that. The WD controls everything. (Sachedina 2008, p. 152)  

 
In fact, a 2017 report revealed that for eight countries surveyed (Botswana, Ethiopia, Mozambique, 
Namibia, South Africa, Tanzania, Zambia and Zimbabwe), of the $17 billion in annual tourism 
spending, trophy hunting adds less than $132 million or just 0.78% of that total (Murray 2017, p. 
3). Tourism in these countries accounts for between 2.8% and 5.1% of gross domestic product 
(GDP) (Ibid). Trophy hunters contribute only an estimated 0.03 percent of GDP. Finally, non-
trophy hunting tourism employs 132 times more people than trophy hunting (Ibid). Therefore, 
Tanzania has much more to lose – in terms of funds dedicated to conservation and communities, 
its economy, and jobs – from the damage trophy hunting can cause to Tanzania’s tourism brand.   
 

                                                           
8 Humane Society International. Tanzania urged to rescind hunting concession to Green Mile, a company 
accused of reckless, atrocious animal abuses. Press release. June 24, 2016. Available at: 
http://www.humanesociety.org/news/press_releases/2016/06/tanzania-hunting-green-mile-
062416.html?referrer=https://www.google.com/.  
9 Fernholz, Tim. Leaked Videos of Wildlife Abuse Spark Corruption Scandal In Tanzania. Huffington Post 
July 01, 2016. Available at: http://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/abusive-safari-company-
tanzania_us_57769240e4b04164640fbba8. 

http://www.humanesociety.org/news/press_releases/2016/06/tanzania-hunting-green-mile-062416.html?referrer=https://www.google.com/
http://www.humanesociety.org/news/press_releases/2016/06/tanzania-hunting-green-mile-062416.html?referrer=https://www.google.com/
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/abusive-safari-company-tanzania_us_57769240e4b04164640fbba8
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/abusive-safari-company-tanzania_us_57769240e4b04164640fbba8
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 Tanzania’s Comments on the USFWS Status Review of the African Lion Is 
Inadequate to Support and Enhancement Finding by USFWS 

 
The most recent publicly available information from Tanzania regarding lion management and 
regulation of trophy hunting is the country’s comment letter submitted to FWS during the ESA 
Status Review of African Lion (dated January 27, 2015, hereinafter ESA Comment). The 
submission addresses lion biology, range, and populations trends; remarks on the status review of 
the Africa lion; and management and monitoring of lion trophy hunting in Tanzania. However, the 
following analysis reveals serious gaps and questionable conclusions in the submission.  
 
Tanzania cites to populations estimates that are now outdated and current numbers are much 
lower  
 
According to the ESA Comment, the latest population estimates put the lion population in 
Tanzania at 16,800 individuals (ESA Comment 2015, p. 5; Mesochina et al. 2010).  However, the 
latest IUCN analysis of Panthera leo, which post-dates these sources, estimates the total lion 
population in all of Eastern Africa to range between 7,345 and 13,316 lions (Bauer et al. 2016 
supplementary materials, p. 17). Tanzania’s population may therefore be even fewer than 7,345 
lions because this East Africa assessment includes other East African countries like Kenya.  
 
Further, the ESA Comment suggests that lion abundance is stable or increasing within protected 
areas, relying on anecdotal perceptions from “informants.” (ESA Comment 2015, p. 5) The IUCN 
assessment directly contradicts this, stating that the lion population in four well-studied areas 
(Ngorongoro Crater, Katavi, Matambwe (Selous GR), Serengeti, and Tarangire) decreased by 
66%, from 1,787 in 1993 to only 608 in 2014 (Bauer et al. 2016, supplementary material, Table 
3).  The information also notes that abundance outside of protected areas is decreasing.  
 
As far as the continental data on which Tanzania basis its lion management decisions, there are 
likely discrepancies between Tanzania’s estimates and globally accepted lion population numbers. 
The ESA Comment cites to Riggio et al. for the estimate that the global wild African lion 
population is 32,000 to 35,000 lions (ESA Comment 2015, p. 14). Yet it is now clear that there are 
probably as few as 20,000 African lions remaining continentally (Bauer et al. 2016). Although 
Tanzanian authorities wrote the ESA Comment prior to the publication of the 2016 IUCN 
assessment, Tanzania’s lion management cannot be said to enhance the survival of the species 
when it doesn’t rely on the best available science and accept the latest IUCN assessment.  
 
The ESA Comment is missing details on methodology for lion hunting quota determination, which 
is likely unsustainable if the authorities are using outdated population data 
 
In the five years prior to Tanzania’s 2015 submission, Tanzania sold approximately 500 lion 
hunting permits each year. (ESA Comment 2015, p. 7) There is no detailed explanation in the 
document of how the Tanzanian government determined that this extremely high quota is 
sustainable. This number of lions is approximately 6.8% of the entire estimated lion population in 
East Africa (500 lions is 6.8% of 7,345).  
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A recent study proposed that a sustainable offtake level for lions in Tanzania is ≤ .92 lions per 
1000 km2 (Brink et al. 2016, p. 7). This is a generous allotment because a 2011 study recommended 
that the Tanzania lion quota be limited to .5 lions per 1000 km2 (Packer et al. 2011, p. 142) and a 
2016 Zambia study confirmed a similar recommendation (Creel et al. 2016). With the generous 
.92 lion limit, the total potentially sustainable take of lions for each single hunting block (estimated 
by the Tanzanian government to span the total of 304,399.95 km2) would amount to only 
approximately 280 lions. (ESA Comment 2015, p. 7) If the more precautionary .5 lion limit is 
used, then the total quota would amount to only approximately 152 lions.  
 
Both suggested limits are by far lower than the 500 permits sold annually. Further, considering 
that management issues on each hunting block are unique and it is impossible that each 1000 km2 
will contain huntable lions and that other causes of removal such as human-lion conflict and 
disease must be taken into account, the quota of 500 lions cannot be sustainable.  
 
Of the 500 permits sold annually, in the 2011/2012 hunting season 85 lions were killed, in the 
2012/2013 season 51 were killed, and in the 2013/2014 season 54 were killed (ESA Comment 
2015, p. 21-22).  
 
The ESA Comment understates the value of photographic tourism to its economy and conservation 
 
The submission from Tanzania suggests, “[t]rophy hunting, including lions, is the main source of 
revenues for the Wildlife Division. . .” (ESA Comment 2015, p. 7) As one example, the ESA 
Comment states that for the financial year 2013/2014, the revenue accrued from tourist hunting 
was 16.7 million and from photographic tourism only 5 million (ESA Comment 2015, p. 8). This 
raises questions about the way tourism revenues are allocated in Tanzania, whether they are 
distributed appropriately, and if sufficient tourism dollars are diverted into conservation. 
Tourism’s overall contribution to Tanzania’s GDP was a whopping 5.1% of total GDP in 2014. 
(TanzaniaInvest 2014)10 The ESA Comment offers no explanation as to why so few photographic 
tourism dollars are channeled into the Wildlife Division. 
 
Tanzania’s comment offers inconsistent information on the distribution of funds from trophy 
hunting to communities 
 
In one part of the ESA Comment, the Tanzania authorities state that Wildlife Management 
Authorities (WMAs) get around 60-65% of the revenue from trophy hunting, whereas in another 
section the claim is that 75% of the block fees are disbursed to WMAs (ESA Comment 2015, p. 
7). With inconsistent facts and absence of detailed breakdown of the distribution process followed 
to ensure that local communities accrue sufficient financial benefits from the trophy hunting 
operations, it is impossible to determine whether Tanzania’s trophy hunting management offers 
the necessary socio-economic-cultural benefits to meet ESA enhancement criteria. 
 
The ESA Comment claims trophy hunting is critical because it is viable in remote areas, but many 
blocks are adjacent to protected spaces 
                                                           
10 TanzaniaInvest, TanzaniaInvest is happy to announce that its Newsletter Database of registered users 
recently surpassed the 10,000 mark. Sep 23, 2014. 
http://www.tanzaniainvest.com/economy/tanzaniainvest-10000-registered-newsletter-users  

http://www.tanzaniainvest.com/economy/tanzaniainvest-10000-registered-newsletter-users
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ESA Comment states “[h]unting is able to generate revenues under a wider range of scenarios than 
ecotourism, including remote areas lacking infrastructure, attractive scenery, or high densities of 
viewable wildlife.” (ESA Comment 2015, p. 8) Yet the 1995 draft management plan said that 
protected areas, like national parks where photographic tourism thrives, are “core areas providing 
wildlife that can be hunted in surrounding areas once it voluntarily moves one kilometre outside” 
(Policy and Management Plan, p. 12). Therefore, many of the hunting blocks are actually in key 
ecoutourism hotspots, meaning there is potential these areas are attractive to tourists and therefore 
could remain protected and well-funded even if hunting was not permitted there. Further, 
unsustainable trophy hunting that occurs in the areas adjacent to protected areas can have a 
detrimental impact on the viability of these parks as hunting depletes wildlife and diminishes 
tourism’s draw.  
 
In fact, 60% of the lion’s range lies in “core protected areas” and 80% of the estimated individuals 
“range inside National Parks, Game Reserves, Wildlife Management Areas, etc.” (ESA Comment 
2015, p. 9). Therefore, lions are trophy hunted in areas that would be very attractive for 
photographic tourism. 
 
Tanzania mistakenly claims that trophy hunting does not contribute to lion overutilization  
 
The ESA Comment concludes, “Trophy hunting is highly conservative and strictly controlled and 
thus does not constitute [sic] to the overutilization of the population.” (ESA Comment 2015, p. 12) 
This is not accurate, in fact a 2016 study reveals, “trophy hunting of lions is having a negative 
impact on populations” (Brink et al. 2016, p. 9; Packer et al. 2011; Packer et al. 2009; Kiffner et 
al. 2009; Loveridge et al. 2006). The hunting blocks that killed the greatest number of lions, likely 
incentivized by a system that penalizes outfitters that utilized less than 40% of the quota (see above 
discussion), eventually showed the steepest drop in lion hunts (Brink et al. 2016, p. 10). The drop 
may be an indicator of falling lion population numbers in those blocks. It appears the penalty 
system is still in place (Brink et al. 2016, p. 10). Further, overhunting on one property can lead to 
population sinks in neighboring property, as lions from the un-hunted or under-hunted properties 
cross into the over-hunted blocks (Brink et al. 2016, p. 11). See detailed discussion below. 
 
Problematic implementation of age identification requirements 
 
Age-based lion hunting restrictions are in effect in Tanzania since the 2012/2013 hunting season 
(ESA Comment 2015, p. 15). Although the Tanzanian government has provided training to the 
hunting industry on identification of age appropriate lions as well as related guidelines, the ESA 
comments do not indicate that hunters have to pass any type of examination to prove their ability 
to age the lions. How does the government certify that the professional hunter is prepared to follow 
the guidelines? Further, the training must be continuous to ensure that improved aging 
methodology is disseminated to all hunting blocks. The ESA Comment provides insufficient 
information on this type of training and its effectiveness.  
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 USFWS Cannot Rely on Tanzania’s 2006 Lion and Leopard Conservation Action 
Plan to Make an Enhancement Finding 

 
Following upon the recommendation in the Conservation Strategy that each range state implement 
the 2006 plan at the national level, Tanzania adopted the 2006 Tanzania Lion and Leopard 
Conservation Action Plan (hereinafter Action Plan). Adapting the same objectives outlined in 
Table 1 (see above), the Action Plan further details Tanzania-specific actions as well as responsible 
entities for each action. The plan revealed significant concerns with lion trophy hunting 
management in Tanzania, enforcement of age limits on hunted lions, and general governance. 
 
The 2006 action plan did not outline a program that would amount to a net conservation benefit 
  
According to the action plan, “Trophy hunting has traditionally been based on a quota system, but 
lion quotas have never been set scientifically” (Action Plan, p. 70) and “[l]ions are essentially 
impossible to count, so lion quotas could never be scientifically based.” (Action Plan, p. 73) 
Further, the plan addressed the challenges of conducting population censuses for lions and 
presented advantages to using “age-minimum” restrictions as a solution. Therefore, any evaluation 
of Tanzania’s lion management must determine whether or not age limits for trophy hunted lions 
are appropriately complied with.  
 
In 2004, the Tanzania Hunting Operations Association adopted a six-year age minimum for lion 
trophy hunting,11 yet the trophy hunting industry failed to implement this requirement with internet 
advertisements including “numerous photographs of trophy lions shot in 2004 and 2005 that were 
clearly less than 4 yrs old.” (Action Plan, p. 73) Further, lions on Tanzania’s hunting reserves were 
rarely even reaching six years of age, with many trophy hunted at just two years old. (Packer et al. 
2009, p. 6; Trophy Hunting and Big Cat Conservation Forum 2016, Dr. Craig Packer Slides12) 
Killing lions that are this young can be disastrous, potentially causing long-term declines.  
 
As highlighted in the Action Plan, some of the major challenges to the implementation of the age 
restrictions were the lack of transparency and compliance from the hunting industry, as well as 
absence of training on estimating lion ages for the professional hunters. (Action Plan, p. 72, 73, 
and 77) The plan also reflected that the hunting industry applied inconsistent trophy measurement 
methods and record keeping at the time the plan was written. (Action Plan, p. 91) In summary, the 
Action Plan recommended to counter these problems of compliance by 1) requiring training for 
professional hunters; 2) requiring inspection for all lion trophies prior to export; and 3) requiring 
that a neutral third-party auditor perform all inspections.  
 
If Tanzania’s government authorities and hunting industry never implemented these 
recommendations, as it appears from available evidence, then the Service cannot lawfully make 
an enhancement population for lion trophy imports from Tanzania. 
 
                                                           
11 In 2010, the six-year age limit was mandated through regulations issued by the Wildlife Division of the 
Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism. However, these regulations did not enter into force until the 
2012/2013 hunting season (ESA Comment 2015, p. 15). 
12 National Geographic. Trophy Hunting and Big Cat Conservation Forum. August 10, 2016. Available at: 
https://www.nationalgeographic.org/projects/big-cats-initiative/livestream/.  

https://www.nationalgeographic.org/projects/big-cats-initiative/livestream/
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The 2006 Action Plan revealed significant issues precluding effective management and 
governance 
 
According to the plan, a variety of impediments exited at the time that precluded the necessary 
governance structure that would effectively ensure that lion trophy hunting was biologically 
sustainable. As cited in the plan: 

 
Many of the threats to lions and leopards, including those listed above, can be 
linked to issues to do with management. For example, indiscriminate retaliatory 
killing, such as poisoning, might result because the local district office has not 
responded sufficiently rapidly to a request for problem animal control. Another 
example is that the lack of a clear legal framework outside protected areas and 
outdated laws leaves communities with little say in the way wildlife resources are 
used in their areas, and little clear benefits. Whilst these are being addressed 
through the Wildlife Management Area (WMA) framework, few WMAs have yet 
received formal approval. Many aspects of inadequate management often results 
from a lack of resources and personnel, as well as insufficient information, such as 
can be gained by monitoring. (Action Plan, p. 96)  

 
Tanzania must present sufficient information to prove that the management and governance issues 
raised in the 2006 Action Plan have been resolved. Notably, the 2015 Review of Lion Conservation 
Strategies for CMS broadly criticized implementation of all 2006 commitments, including the 
Tanzania Action Plan as follows:  
 

In contrast, our analysis has shown that the Strategies have had mixed success: 
implementation of the Strategies has been fragmented and partial. The partial 
implementation may in some instances have slowed down the declines, but the fact 
is that the goal has not been achieved and that decline in numbers and range of lions 
continues across most of Africa. Many countries and organizations have 
implemented lion conservation projects; these surely mitigated declines and 
possibly contributed to objectives on conflict mitigation and distribution of 
benefits, but they were not explicitly implemented within the framework of the 
Strategies and have not resulted in the achievement of their objectives. We note that 
follow-up of the implementation of the Strategies has been absent, and we consider 
this to be an inherent weakness of the strategic planning process as practiced a 
decade ago. (Bauer et al. 2015, p. 16) 

 
Therefore, Bauer et al. 2015 confirmed that overall implementation has been partial and that while 
some activities have slowed lion population declines, follow-up on the implantation is absent. 
 

 Tanzania’s 2006 Conservation Strategy for Lions in Eastern and Southern Africa Has 
Not Even Been Implemented  

 
At the Eastern and Southern African Lion Conservation Workshop held in Johannesburg in 
January of 2006, the attending lion range states, specialists, and other attendees developed the 
Eastern and Southern African Lion Conservation Strategy (hereinafter Conservation Strategy).  
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The plan outlined a series of critiques of existing lion management strategies that necessitated the 
collective regional effort, among which were concerns with trophy hunting and general lion 
management: 
 

 “Improperly managed trophy hunting was also considered to be adversely affecting several 
lion populations” (Conservation Strategy 2006, p. 20). 

 “There is a widespread lack of government resources and professional capacity to 
undertake lion population monitoring and management” (Conservation Strategy 2006, p. 
20). 

 “Trophy hunting is an important revenue generator and management tool for governments, 
but concerns have been raised in some areas about potentially unsustainable offtakes” 
(Conservation Strategy 2006, p. 20). 

 “Wildlife-integrated land use, policies and planning are non-existent in many places” 
(Conservation Strategy 2006, p. 22). 

 “Multi-lateral Environmental Agreements and International Conventions (CBD, CITES, 
CMS, etc.) are often poorly integrated into regional and/or national policies, and 
sometimes contravene the sustainable use of lions” (Conservation Strategy 2006, p. 22). 

 “Illegal trade is largely due to ineffective law enforcement, which is in turn due to weak 
capacity and motivation within law enforcement agencies and a lack of knowledge on this 
trade” (Conservation Strategy 2006, p. 22). 

 
In ranking the threats to lion survival, the Conservation Strategy actually failed to assess the 
detrimental impact trophy hunting may have had on lion populations throughout Eastern and 
Southern Africa. The strategy states that when “[t]he technical session [] ranked a set of factors 
according to expected impact on the viability of all lion populations in the region,” it excluded 
trophy hunting “due to the difficulty of separating potentially negative biological impacts on lion 
populations from improperly managed offtakes from potentially positive socio-economic impacts 
on lion conservation” (Conservation Strategy 2006, p. 20). Therefore this issue was not given the 
attention it deserves in the drafting of the Conservation Strategy.  
 
The following table outlines the vision, goal, and six objectives of the Conservation Strategy: 
 
Table 1: 2006 Conservation Strategy for the Lion in Eastern and Southern Africa Vision, 
Goal, and Objectives. 
 

Vision: a sustainable environment for the mutual benefit of lion populations and people in 
perpetuity. 

Goal: To secure, and where possible, restore sustainable lion populations throughout their 
present and potential range within Eastern and Southern Africa, recognizing their potential to 
provide substantial social, cultural, ecological and economic benefits. 

Objectives 
Management: To ensure effective conservation management of lions, their habitats and wild 

prey. 
Mitigation: To minimize and, where possible, eliminate human-lion related conflicts. 
Socio-
economics: 

To equitably distribute the costs and benefits of long-term lion management. 
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Policy  
and land-use: 

To develop and implement harmonious, comprehensive legal and institutional 
frameworks that provide for the expansion of wildlife-integrated land-use, lion 
conservation and associated socio-economic benefits in current and potential 
lion range. 

Politics: To ensure that global policies better reflect the will and intent of regional and 
national sustainable use policies and practices. 

Trade:  To prevent illegal trade in lions and lion products while promoting and 
safeguarding sustainable legal trade. 

Source: Conservation Strategy 2006, p. 24-40. 
 
At the request of the Secretariat of the Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of 
Wild Animals (CMS), subsequent to the adoption of a resolution on lions at the 11th Conference 
of the Parties to CMS in Quito (November 2014), a group of experts evaluated this and the other 
regional lion conservation strategy for West and Central Africa.  The experts concluded that 
implementation has been disjointed and incomplete (Bauer et al. 2015, pg. 16). The analysis also 
stated, “[w]e cannot evaluate to what degree these activities were implemented within the 
framework of the IUCN Regional Lion Conservation Strategies, nor whether or to what extent they 
contribute to the achievement of their objectives.” (Bauer et al. 2015).  
 
The May 2016 African Lion Range State Meeting (Entebbe, Uganda) further confirmed these 
conclusions. The range States stated, “in light of limited technical and financial resources, many 
Range States struggled to implement and institutionalize the Strategies at the national level” and 
emphasized “that the lack of resources and capacity has impeded the implementation of lion 
conservation activities on the ground.” (Entebbe 2016, pg. 2). 
 
It is evident that there have been significant impediments to effective implementation of the 2006 
Conservation Strategy for the Lion in Eastern and Southern Africa, including Tanzania. Noting 
this puts into question Tanzania’s ability to ensure that any type of lion trophy hunting 
management program meets the enhancement criteria under the U.S. Endangered Species Act. 
 

 Tanzania’s 1995 Policy and Management Plan for Tourists Hunting Remains 
Unimplemented and Cannot Support an Enhancement Finding by USFWS 

 
The proposed 1995 Policy and Management Plan for Tourist Hunting (hereinafter Policy and 
Management Plan) offered recommendations to improve Tanzania’s trophy hunting management. 
Although the 1995 Director of Wildlife approved the plan, Tanzanian authorities never 
implemented it (Brink et al. 2016, p. 12).  
 
Draft 1995 plan did not meet ESA biological sustainability requirements  
 
The draft plan provides that although trophy hunting is not permitted in National Parks and 
Ngorongoro Conservation Area, these conservation spaces are “core areas providing wildlife that 
can be hunted in surrounding areas once it voluntarily moves one kilometre outside” (Policy and 
Management Plan, p. 12). Such utilization of conservation areas is highly problematic because it 
may lead to long-term population declines within the protected areas, as animals from the park 
cross over into hunting blocks.  
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Another section of the proposed 1995 plan outlines the “kill” target for the quota, where it states 
that every land owner allocated a block must “ensure that no less than 40% of the prescribed animal 
quota is utilized” and requires that a penalty be paid in the case this target is not reached (Policy 
and Management Plan, p. 15).  This type of system forces hunting block owners to ignore their 
own management decisions, which may including hunting fewer lions than 40% of the quota, or 
face a penalty. 
 
Further, the draft plan outlines that “sustainable” quotas will be determined by the Department of 
Wildlife based on: “a) Available data from aerial and ground censuses; b) Data from standard 
questionnaires completed by wildlife and village scouts, who accompany hunting clients, on 
animal abundance and sightings and hunting success; c) Data from outfitters on all animals hunted, 
including on trophy size using the standard Safari Club measuring system, and on other biological 
parameters such as hunting success, body weights and measurements, and age; d) Data from 
village scouts living within hunting areas, where rural communities have begun to manage 
wildlife” (Policy and Management Plan, p. 16).  However, lion populations are notoriously 
difficult to estimate. According to the Tanzania Lion and Leopard Conservation Action Plan, “[t]he 
only reliable method for counting lions is through individual recognition and intensive study . . .” 
(Action Plan, p. 71). It further confirms that that while the Ngorongoro Crater may be “the easiest 
ecosystem in the world to count lions,” it has been “impossible to obtain comparable data on the 
Tarangire lions.” (Ibid.) Therefore, the four-step plan outlined for quota determinations was 
unlikely to produce biologically sustainable limits.  
 
Draft plan acknowledges that communities saw little benefit from trophy hunting of lions  
 
First, the draft plan recognized that “to date, the rural communities on whose land tourist hunting 
takes place, or which border hunting blocks, have received few tangible benefits from the 
industry.” (Policy and Management Plan, p. 4) While the plan proposes that “[t]o effect a general 
policy of community-based conservation throughout Tanzania, Wildlife Management Areas will 
be established and managed by rural communities which form Authorised Associations,” it also 
proposes that “interim arrangements” be made for management of hunting blocks whereby “the 
Director will approve all quotas for, and make all arrangements . . . on behalf of the respective 
rural communities” and “will continue to collect fees deriving from these hunting blocks” (Policy 
and Management Plan, p. 18). The draft plan offered no indication on how long this interim phase 
would last and when the community involvement would increase.  
 
Despite changes in the regulatory framework of Wildlife Management Areas (WMA) since 2012 
– which endeavored to strengthen links between wildlife management and communities – the 
desired outcomes have not been achieved. In fact, the Service has already found that “the revenue 
retention by WMAs is insufficient to “finance and motivate sound management decisions” and 
WMAs are “not sufficiently effective to lift rural communities out of poverty.” (FWS 2015 NDF, 
p. 3) 
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Trophy Hunting in Tanzania is Biologically Unsustainable and Contributes to Long-term 
Decline 

 
The negative effects of trophy hunting on lion populations in Tanzania are well-documented. 
According to the latest IUCN assessment, trophy hunting “. . . may have at times contributed to 
population declines in Botswana, Namibia, Tanzania, Zimbabwe (Packer et al. 2009, 2011, 2013), 
Cameroon (Croes et al. 2011) and Zambia (Rosenblatt et al. 2014)” (Bauer et al. 2016).  
 
Between 1996 and 2008, lion offtakes across Tanzania dropped by 50% (a strong signal of a 
declining population)13, with the sharpest decrease in areas where the initial harvest was the highest 
(Packer et al. 2011, p 142). The study found that “[a]lthough each part of the country is subject to 
some form of anthropogenic impact from local people, the intensity of trophy hunting was the only 
significant factor in a statistical analysis of lion harvest trends” (emphasis added) (Packer et al. 
2011, p.142). The 2014 analysis from Dolrenry et al. (2016) confirms that lions are significantly 
threatened in Tanzania despite the presence of a “strong trophy hunting sector,” in part due to 
“overexploitation due to poor management of trophy hunting” (Dolrenry et al. 2016, p. 1). 
 
Following “dramatic declines in lion harvests that resulted from over-hunting,” Tanzania “has 
taken measures to limit lion offtakes to males that are at least 6 years of age.” (CITES Periodic 
Review AC27 2014, p. 14) Given this threat, the CITES Animals Committee recommended in 
2014 that “[g]iven the overall rarity of the species and its extreme sensitivity to habitat loss and 
problem animal conflict, hunting offtakes should be monitored far more closely so as to minimize 
the impact of international trade.” (Ibid) 
 
Most recently, Brink et al. (2016) assessed the Tanzanian lion trophy hunting industry, and 
determined that financial interests and the temptation of short-term returns have led to 
unsustainable offtakes of lions from hunting blocks. (Brink et al. 2016, p. 3) In Tanzania, some 
hunting blocks are managed long-term and some are subleased and used short-term. Hunting 
companies with short-term use blocks (including those available in Msolwa, Ilonga and 
Matambwe) have a lower incentive to manage the lion population with a long-term view and are 
documented to have the highest offtake (twice the recommended number). (Brink et al. 2016, p. 
11) While generating the greatest income for the government, the overharvest has led to declines 
in annual lion offtake (i.e. a scarcity of lions) at a cost to neighboring unhunted areas from which 
better-managed populations cross over into the hunting areas. (Brink et al. 2016, p. 11)  
 
 

Significant Issues with Hunting Quota Guidelines, both Historically and Under Current 
Practice 

Tanzania lacks accurate and updated lion abundance information 
 
Sustainable hunting quota allocation requires accurate and current estimates of abundance. Lion 
abundance can be difficult to monitor because “their biological traits (e.g. low density, cryptic 

                                                           
13 “[P]revious researchers have suggested that hunting offtake data are a proxy for this population data, 
principally because hunting companies put a large amount of effort into finding lion trophies, and so any 
changes in the underlying population are reflected in the number of lions hunted.” (Brink et al. 2016, p. 6) 
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colouration and behaviour) make them difficult to monitor and hence wildlife managers rarely 
have access to reliable information on population trends, and long-term information at the 
community level is almost completely lacking.” (Durant et al. 2011, p. 1490) Further, because lion 
populations can decline very quickly and dramatically, it is recommended that estimates are 
“frequently up-dated.” (Action Plan 2006, p. 72) In the absence of reliable data, the government 
must err on the side of extreme caution when determining a sustainable offtake quota, which is not 
the current practice.14 
 
The latest Tanzania-specific lion abundance estimate is from Mésochina et al. (2010), seven years 
ago. January 2015 comments from the Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism submitted to 
FWS rely, in part, on data from 321 “informants” in Protected Areas and in Districts (ESA 
Comment 2015, p. 5). This anecdotal data concludes that lion abundance is “stable or increasing 
within Protected Areas” and “decreasing outside Protected Areas.” (Ibid). Yet the Ministry offers 
no information about the identity of these informants, nor about the potential basis for these 
conclusions, meaning there is little transparency and no opportunity for scientific review.  
 
The International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) 2016 assessment for Panthera leo 
contradicts these informant conclusions. According to inferred lion population trends based on 
interpolated census data from 1993 through 2014 in 47 monitored lion subpopulations, the 
populations of all but one Protected Area have significantly declined.  
 
Table 1: IUCN 2016 Panthera leo Assessment: Supplementary Information (Population 
Trends) 
 

Sample Tanzania 
Subpopulation 

Estd. Lions (1993) Est. Lions (2014) Percent Change 

Ngorongoro Crater 61 55 -10% 
Katavi* 1,118 0 -100% 
Matambwe 124 98 -21% 
Serengeti 232 314 +35% 
Tarangire 252 141 -44% 
Total 1,787 608 -66% 

*In Katavi National Park, “[l]ions are extant but at a density so low as not to be detected” and its 
“population decline remains uncontested.” (Bauer et al. 2016) 
 
As Table 1 demonstrates, the monitored subpopulations of Ngorongoro Crater, Katavi, Matambwe, 
and Tarangire, are estimated to have fallen by 10%, 100%, 21%, and 44% respectively between 
1993 and 2014. Therefore, it is unclear how the informants were able to determine that populations 
in Protected Areas are “stable or increasing,” when that directly opposes the IUCN findings. Many 
questions remain unanswered about this conclusion. What was the methodology used to estimate 
the current population? Were the findings initially made for a smaller segment and then 

                                                           
14 We further note that Tanzania is in category 3 for national legislation implementing CITES and generally 
believed to not meet the requirements for implementing CITES. (Available at: 
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/17/WorkingDocs/E-CoP17-22-A3-R1.pdf).  

https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/17/WorkingDocs/E-CoP17-22-A3-R1.pdf
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extrapolated to the entire subpopulation site? What is the period of time for which the populations 
were found to be “stable or increasing”?  
 
Populations outside Protected Areas are poorly monitored and therefore it is impossible to assess 
the accuracy of the informant conclusion that lion populations outside Protected Areas are 
decreasing. All of this brings into question the ability of the Tanzania government to monitor trends 
in populations appropriately and to base lion quotas on best available science. As stated previously, 
the 2006 Action Plan cites that “lion quotas have never been set scientifically” (emphasis added) 
(Action Plan 2006, p. 70).   
 
The Ministry’s submission to FWS explains that the Tanzanian government launched a national 
large carnivore survey in 2014, predominantly focused on spoor count methodology (ESA 
Comment 2015, p. 25-26). The Wildlife Division and TAWIRI are carrying out the survey. The 
findings of this survey are not discoverable online. Regardless, experts suggest that “consistent, 
rigorous large-scale surveys” must be conducted by independent agencies – neither the Wildlife 
Division or TAWIRI constitute independent agencies and the findings of this survey may be 
unreliable (Bauer et al. 2015). 
 
Hunting quotas exceed estimated sustainable offtake levels 
 
Hunting quotas are determined by “the Quota Allocation Advisory Committee comprised of 
wildlife conservation experts from TAWIRI, the University of Dar es Salaam, Sokoine University 
of Agriculture, University of Dodoma, the College of African Wildlife Management and the 
Wildlife Division (which is the CITES Management Authority).” (ESA Comment 2015, p. 7) 
However, it is not clear what role anecdotal population details and input from informants plays in 
the determinations made by this Committee and whether this determination is available for scrutiny 
by conservation experts.  
 
Historically, a large percentage of the hunting blocks received quotas that far exceeded estimated 
sustainable offtake. For example, Caro et al. (2009) estimated that a sustainable hunting quota for 
Tanzania lions is 5.1% of a hunting block’s population, or 4.6% if one accounts for incidental take 
of juvenile males. (Caro et al. 2009, p. 919) The same study further concluded that 20, or nearly 
half, of the 43 Selous Game Reserve hunting blocks leased to hunting safari companies between 
1988 and 1997 received quotas that by far exceeded the 4.6% offtake (at times representing as 
much as 10% or 20.5% of block’s population). (Caro et al. 2009, p. 926-928) Although the actual 
offtake in that period seldom met the full quota, this demonstrated that some hunting blocks 
received excessively generous quotas that were not scientifically sound. Note that the Tanzanian 
government has since designated an additional 14 hunting blocks since 2002. (Brink et al. 2016, 
p. 4) 
 
Further, subsequent recommended sustainable offtakes for lion trophy hunting were .5 lions per 
1000 km2 (Packer et al. 2011, p. 142) and ≤ .92 lions per 1000 km2 (Brink et al. 2016, p. 7). If the 
more precautionary .5 lion limit is used, then the total quota would amount to only 152 lions 
annually for the 304,399.95 km2 of hunting blocks. With the more generous .92 limit, the total 
would be 280 lions annually. Both estimates are far below the excessively high 500 lion hunting 
permits sold by Tanzania each year (ESA Comment 2015, p. 7). 
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Quotas serve as a target, not a limit, thus incentivizing unsustainable offtake 
 
Dr. Craig Packer is one of the world’s foremost lion experts who studied the species in Tanzania 
since 1978 before the government suddenly withdrew his research permit in 2014, in response to 
his comments raising concerns about the sustainability of lion trophy hunting and Tanzania’s 
corruption (Packer 2015). In August of 2016, Dr. Packer spoke at the World Lion Day event hosted 
by National Geographic and commented thus on the issue of lion quotas:  
 

“You and I might think of quotas as a limit of how many you are allowed to shoot 
– but to them [in Tanzania] it was a production target. You got to maintain your 
quotas, and if you didn’t shoot enough lions, the government would take away your 
hunting block and give it to somebody else who promised to shoot more lions. So 
the only way they could maintain those high quotas, those production targets, was 
to keep shooting and shooting and shooting all the way down to those younger age 
classes.” (Trophy Hunting and Big Cat Conservation Forum 2016) 

 
In fact, as of 2004, outfitters were obligated to “utilise the wildlife on quota to generate revenue 
not less than 40% of the value of the total quota allocated” and if the outfitter failed he or she was 
“required to make a top-up payment to the Wildlife Division to meet the 40% minimum.” (Baldus 
and Cauldwell 2004, p. 6). This is still the case (Brink et al. 2016, p. 10) Therefore, even if hunting 
companies make the management decision that meeting 40% of the quota is not the best approach 
for their property or the property does not have a sufficient number of lions that fit the age 
requirements, there is a contrary incentive to overhunt and kill below the age limit.  
 
Further, according to Brink et al. (2016), because higher lion offtake leads to higher income for 
the government, this also creates an incentive to grow the quota beyond sustainable levels, which 
ultimately lead to declines in lion populations (as evidenced by decreasing offtakes). The study 
explains: 
 

[T]he trophy fees for lion are higher than for other animals ($4900/lion in 2009) 
and this creates pressure for setting higher quotas, as increasing the number of lion 
on quota greatly increases government income. This leads to higher lion hunting 
offtakes and then declines in offtake. Thus, the blocks with the greatest declines in 
lion trophy hunting from 1996–2008 were the same blocks that provided the 
government with the most income per km2 from 1996–2003. (Brink et al. 2016, p. 
10) 

 
 

Tanzania has not Taken All Necessary Steps to Eliminate Corruption in the 
Implementation of Trophy-hunting  

According to the 2016 Corruption Perception Index (CPI) ranking from Transparency 
International, Tanzania ranks as 116 out of 176, placing it in the lower 32% of all countries 
assessed.15 As detailed in Dr. Craig Packer’s attached declaration, corruption is rampant in the 
                                                           
15 https://www.transparency.org/news/feature/corruption_perceptions_index_2016  

https://www.transparency.org/news/feature/corruption_perceptions_index_2016
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trophy hunting industry in Tanzania, and the country has suppressed and expelled independent 
scientists who publish data that contradicts the country’s claims that trophy hunting is sustainable. 
  
According to the Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism “Hunting companies are allocated 
hunting blocks for tenure of five (5) years subject to annual review of company’s performance. 
The process of allocating hunting blocks for the 2013 to 2018 [sic] was concluded in 2011” (ESA 
Comment 2015, p. 7) Described as a “closed-tender system” or a “process of selling a product by 
inviting a specific group of potential buyers to provide a written offer by a specified date” (80 Fed. 
Reg. at 80022), allocation of Tanzania’s hunting blocks is fraught with corruption. At the 2016 
World Lion Day event hosted by the National Geographic, Dr. Packer made the following 
statement about hunting block allocation: 
 

“Well in Tanzania, they have about 300,000 km2 of hunting blocks – that’s a huge 
huge estate for hunting – but it only generates about $15 million a year in hunting 
revenues, which is $50 per kilometer squared per year. And you need to have about 
$2,000 per square kilometer, so that’s how far the shortfall is from sport hunting. 
So then you can ask, well wait a minute, you got all this land, you’re making such 
a big deal about it, how come the revenues are so incredibly low? Well they’re low 
because who gets the hunting blocks are the result of a patronage system. So it’s 
current and recent elected officials who get the blocks. They are getting the money 
themselves, its not going to the government and hence it’s not back into anti-
poaching.  It’s corrupt insiders - and these are really corrupt people who have these 
hunting blocks - and because they’re corrupt, they don’t really care about 
conservation for the most part; there is no re-investment. And this has shown up 
very dramatically in Tanzania because in the last dozen years or so, one-third of the 
hunting blocks have been de-gazetted because they didn’t raise any money; there is 
no wildlife left. So there is nothing. So they’ve failed to conserve a vast portion of 
the land that is in their domain” (emphasis added) (Trophy Hunting and Big Cat 
Conservation Forum). 

 
In 2012, then Minister of Natural Resources and Tourism, Ambassador Khamis Kagasheki, issued 
a warning to trophy hunters against paying off elected officials to side step hunting rules and 
procedures (Kimati 2012).16 Ambassador Kagasheki made the following comments before the 
Tanzania Safari Outfitters Association (TASOA):  
 

“You have a lot of cash, that much I know. Some of you have become sources of 
bad influence to government officials. Please stop bribing them and let them 
perform their duties professionally. As a result, some of you have their requests 
attended quickly while others have to wait for so long. This is not proper. It is my 
duty to prove to President Jakaya Kikwete and the people of Tanzania that I deserve 
the trust they have put on me. How come an individual is found in possession of 
more than eight hunting blocks under different names? This is unacceptable and the 
legislation on hunting blocks allocation is bad and must be revisited.” (Kimati 
2012) 

                                                           
16 Kimati, B. (2012). Tanzania: Kagasheki Warns Corrupt Hunters. Tanzania Daily News (Dar es Salaam). 
Available at: http://allafrica.com/stories/201209060195.html. 

http://allafrica.com/stories/201209060195.html
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The distribution of power and decision-making has also come under harsh criticism, as expressed 
in the following commentary from “Breakthrough Attorneys”17, a Tanzanian law firm: 
 

The Law and its regulations have vested a lot of discretional powers on the Minister 
and the Director of Wildlife. These powers open a leeway for abuse of power and 
corrupt practices. The Minister personally, has wide powers which include; 
declaring blocks, granting and cancelling allocations, approve transfers and so 
forth. The Director on the other hand has powers on issuing licenses, permits, 
hunting block certificate of grant, setting standards of trophies for each hunting 
company etc. Breakthrough Attorneys’ lawyers having been in the forefront during 
the 2013 – 2018 tenure grants and its aftermath, opines that most of the existing 
hunting blocks’ disputes (which are more than 20) could have been avoided if the 
discretional powers of these key executives were thinned. A lot of failed bidders 
claimed foul play and that the allocation decision were uninformed and one sided. 
A number of cases are still pending in the High Court of Tanzania and most with 
injunctive writs invoked to completely. 

 
There is no evidence that the issue of corruption in the trophy hunting industry in Tanzania has 
abated. For example, as recent as June 2016, The Humane Society of the United States and 
Humane Society International strongly urged the Tanzanian government to rescind its decision to 
grant a hunting concession to Green Mile Company Limited, an operator expelled from Tanzania 
in 2014 for appalling and abusive trophy hunting of wildlife. (Green Mile Press Release, 2016; 
Fernholz, 2016). Green Mile was inexplicably awarded exclusive hunting rights in the Lake Natron 
Game Control Area even though in 2014 they were clearly in contempt of the norms of proper 
wildlife management in Tanzania, as well as civil conduct.  
 
Notably, one of the top elephant conservationists in Tanzania - Wayne Lotter - was recently 
murdered.18 He was a key figure fighting international ivory-trafficking networks and his death 
demonstrates that criminal networks and corruption in Tanzania are at odds with species 
conservation. 
 

Conclusion 
 

As the home to potentially 39-42 percent of the remaining African lions, it is critical that lions 
thrive in Tanzania (Bauer et al. 2016). The lion population in four well-studied Tanzanian areas 
(Ngorongoro Crater, Katavi, Matambwe (Selous GR), Serengeti, and Tarangire) decreased by 
66%, from 1,787 in 1993 to only 608 in 2014 (Bauer et al. 2016, supplementary material, Table 
3), during which time American trophy hunters imported hundreds of lion trophies from Tanzania. 
                                                           
17 Breakthrough Attorneys. 28 New Hunting Block in Tanzania Available to Foreign and Domestic 
Investors, Analysis and Clarifications by Breakthrough Attorneys. July 10, 2015, 
http://www.tanzaniainvest.com/law/28-new-hunting-block-in-tanzania-available-to-foreign-and-domestic-
investors-analysis-and-clarifications 
18 Tremblay, Sophie. Leading elephant conservationist shot dead in Tanzania. The Guardian. Aug. 17, 2017. 
Available at: https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2017/aug/17/leading-elephant-conservationist-
ivory-shot-dead-in-tanzania. 

http://www.tanzaniainvest.com/law/28-new-hunting-block-in-tanzania-available-to-foreign-and-domestic-investors-analysis-and-clarifications
http://www.tanzaniainvest.com/law/28-new-hunting-block-in-tanzania-available-to-foreign-and-domestic-investors-analysis-and-clarifications
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2017/aug/17/leading-elephant-conservationist-ivory-shot-dead-in-tanzania
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2017/aug/17/leading-elephant-conservationist-ivory-shot-dead-in-tanzania
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Lions face significant threats including human-lion conflict, habitat destruction, and unsustainable 
trophy hunting. The presence of one of the strongest trophy hunting sectors in Africa has not 
prevented and, in fact, is demonstrated to have contributed to the falling lion numbers. 

There are significant issues in Tanzania’s lion management system, including: a) excessively high 
and unsustainable lion hunting quotas that are far beyond recommended levels; b) issues with 
implementation of the six-year lion age-limit requirement; c) lack of recognition that trophy 
hunting has and continues to contribute to long-term lion population declines; d) reliance on lion 
population data that does not represent the best available science; e) understating the value of 
photographic tourism, especially when contrasted with the limited contribution from trophy 
hunting; f) inconsistent information on distribution of revenue from trophy hunting to local 
communities; and g) general management and governance issues, including documented 
corruption in the hunting block allocation process and more. 

Therefore, trophy hunting of lions in Tanzania cannot be said to enhance the survival of the species, 
and issuing an import permit for lion trophies from Tanzania would therefore violate the 
Endangered Species Act and FWS regulations. Indeed, the Service has already found that Tanzania 
is not sustainably managing elephant trophy hunting, and we encourage the Service to apply the 
same level of scrutiny to Tanzania’s mismanagement of lion trophy hunting. If FWS issues any 
lion trophy import permits from Tanzania, HSUS, HSI, and CBD will consider seeking judicial 
review of that decision. Further, this letter serves as formal opposition to any application for an 
import permit for a lion trophy from Tanzania and HSUS, HSI, and CBD request that FWS provide 
ten days advance notification (via email, afrostic@humanesociety.org) prior to the issuance of any 
such permits. See 50 C.F.R. §§ 17.22(e), 17.32.19 

 Sincerely, 

     
Anna Frostic      Teresa M. Telecky, Ph.D. 
Senior Attorney, Wildlife Litigation   Director, Wildlife Department 
The Humane Society of the United States  Humane Society International 
 

                                                           
19 HSUS has previously called on FWS to publish notice in the Federal Register of threatened species permit 
applications, and we reassert that such action is essential to create transparency in FWS’ enhancement 
analysis for African lion activities, consistent with the intent of ESA Section 10. Similarly, it is arbitrary 
for the Service to explicitly apply the notification requirements of 50 C.F.R. § 17.22(e) to certain types of 
threatened species permits (i.e., those for Safe Harbor Agreements and Candidate Conservation Agreements 
with Assurances) but not to other threatened species permits (i.e., for incidental take and import).  

mailto:afrostic@humanesociety.org
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October 6, 2017 

 

Mr. Timothy Van Norman 

Chief, Branch of Permits 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  

5275 Leesburg Pike 

Falls Church, VA 22041  

 

Rosemarie Gnam, Ph.D. 

Chief, Division of Scientific Authority 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

5275 Leesburg Pike  

Falls Church, VA 22041-3803 

 

Re: Imports of African Elephant Trophies from Zimbabwe Should Not Be Permitted 
 

Dear Chief Van Norman and Chief Gnam:  

 

The Humane Society of the United States (HSUS), Humane Society International (HSI), and the 

Center for Biological Diversity (CBD) strongly urge the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS or 

“the Service”) to continue prohibiting the import of African elephant trophies from Zimbabwe. 

As detailed herein, recent evidence demonstrates that elephants in Zimbabwe are threatened with 

extinction from poaching and habitat loss and Zimbabwe cannot ensure that recreational offtake 

of elephants is sustainable. Therefore, the Service cannot lawfully make an enhancement finding 

under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) for imports of elephant trophies from Zimbabwe.  

ESA Requirements for Elephant Trophy Imports 

Since the African elephant special rule amendment (50 C.F.R. § 17.40(e)) went into effect in 

June 2016, every import of an African elephant trophy is required to comply with ESA 

permitting requirements. Pursuant to the ESA (16 U.S.C. § 1538) and implementing regulations 

(50 C.F.R. § 17.40(e)), before the Service can authorize the import of an African elephant trophy 

it must be able to make a finding that the take of the animal enhances the survival of the species. 

According to the plain language of this statutory term (16 U.S.C. § 1539(a)(1)), “enhancement” 

permits may only be issued for activities that positively benefit the species in the wild. See also 

FWS, Ensuring the Future of the Black Rhino (Nov. 25, 2014), at 

http://www.fws.gov/news/blog/index.cfm/2014/11/25/Ensuring-the-Future-of-the-Black-Rhino  

(acknowledging that the ESA enhancement standard is more stringent than the CITES non-

detriment standard); U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Handbook for Endangered and Threatened 

http://www.fws.gov/news/blog/index.cfm/2014/11/25/Ensuring-the-Future-of-the-Black-Rhino
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Species Permits (1996) (making clear that an enhancement activity “must go beyond having a 

neutral effect and actually have a positive effect”). 

HSUS, HSI, and CBD agree with FWS that the IUCN provides relevant standards for 

determining whether elephant trophy hunting meets this conservation goal. See 81 Fed. Reg. 

36388, 36394 (June 6, 2016). We strongly encourage FWS to conduct this enhancement analysis 

consistent with how the Service conducts its analysis for determining whether African lion 

hunting meets the enhancement standard. 80 Fed. Reg. 79999, 80045 (Dec. 23, 2015). 

Specifically, 

 “when making a determination of whether an otherwise prohibited activity enhances the 

propagation or survival[], the Service will examine the overall conservation and 

management of the subspecies in the country where the specimen originated and whether 

that management of the subspecies addresses the threats to the subspecies (i.e., that it is 

based on sound scientific principles and that the management program is actively addressing 

the current and longer term threats to the subspecies). In that review, we will evaluate 

whether the import contributes to the overall conservation of the species by considering 

whether the biological, social, and economic aspects of a program from which the specimen 

was obtained provide a net benefit to the subspecies and its ecosystem” (emphasis added). 

HSUS, HSI, and CBD also agree that FWS must consider the following factors when making an 

enhancement finding for importation of sport-hunted trophies of African elephants, as it does for 

African lions:  

“(a) Biological Sustainability: The hunting program cannot contribute to the long-term 

decline of the hunted species. It should not alter natural selection and ecological function of 

the hunted species or any other species that share the habitat. The program should not 

inadvertently facilitate poaching or illegal trade in wildlife by acting as a cover for such 

illegal activities. The hunting program should also not manipulate the ecosystem or its 

component elements in a way that alters the native biodiversity. 

(b) Net Conservation Benefit: The biologically sustainable hunting program should be based 

on laws, regulations, and scientifically based quotas, established with local input, that are 

transparent and periodically reviewed. The program should produce income, employment, 

and other benefits to create incentives for reducing the pressure on the target species. The 

program should create benefits for local residents to co-exist with the target species and 

other species. It is also imperative that the program is part of a legally recognized 

governance system that supports conservation. 

(c) Socio-Economic-Cultural Benefit: A well-managed hunting program can serve as a 

conservation tool when it respects the local cultural values and practices. It should be 

accepted by most members of the community, involving and benefiting local residents in an 

equitable manner. The program should also adopt business practices that promote long-term 

economic sustainability. 

(d) Adaptive Management: Planning, Monitoring, and Reporting: Hunting can enhance the 

species when it is based on appropriate resource assessments and monitoring (e.g., 

population counts, trend data), upon which specific science-based quotas and hunting 
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programs can be established. Resource assessments should be objective, well documented, 

and use the best science available. Adaptive management of quotas and programs based on 

the results of resource assessments and monitoring is essential. The program should monitor 

hunting activities to ensure that quotas and sex/age restrictions of harvested animals are met. 

The program should also generate reliable documentation of its biological sustainability and 

conservation benefits. 

(e) Accountable and Effective Governance: A biologically sustainable trophy-hunting 

program should be subject to a governance structure that clearly allocates management 

responsibilities. The program should account for revenues in a transparent manner and 

distribute net revenues to conservation and community beneficiaries according to properly 

agreed decisions. All necessary steps to eliminate corruption should be taken and to ensure 

compliance with all relevant national and international requirements and regulations by 

relevant bodies such as administrators, regulators and hunters.” 

Further, FWS regulations provide that “No more than two African elephant sport-hunted trophies 

[can be] imported by any hunter in a calendar year.” 50 C.F.R. § 17.40(e)(6)(E). 

Strict scrutiny of elephant trophy imports is especially imperative, given that the Service has 

found that uplisting the species to endangered may be warranted. 81 Fed. Reg. 14058 (March 16, 

2016). 

There Is No Evidence that Elephant Trophy Hunting in Zimbabwe Enhances the Survival 

of the Subspecies 
 

Since 2014, the Service has been unable to make the requisite finding that hunting African 

elephants in Zimbabwe enhances the survival of the species. See 79 Fed. Reg. 44,459 (July 31, 

2014); 80 Fed. Reg. 42524 (July 17, 2015). Numerous problems with Zimbabwe’s elephant 

management remain unresolved to date: the lack of an elephant management plan; lack of 

sufficient data on population numbers and trends on which to base management decisions; weak 

implementation and enforcement; lack of evidence that legal offtake is biologically sustainable, 

taking into account illegal offtake; lack of information about how money from trophy hunting by 

U.S. hunters is distributed within Zimbabwe; and lack of a national mechanism, such as 

government support, to sustain elephant conservation efforts in the country. (USFWS 2014 

Enhancement Finding; USFWS 2015 Enhancement Finding). Thus, the Service cannot lawfully 

make an enhancement finding (or non-detriment finding) for trophy imports from this population 

for calendar year 2016 or beyond, as detailed herein. 

Lack of an elephant management plan 

 

In the 2015 finding, the Service stated, “Zimbabwe's current elephant management plan consists 

of two primary documents drafted in 1996 and 1997. Although the documents provide a well-

developed list of goals and objectives, there is no information on whether these goals and 

objectives have been met or could be met. This is supported by statements from ZPWMA that 

the plans are outdated and need to be revised.” (USFWS 2015 Enhancement Finding, p. 17) 
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Subsequent to the 2015 finding, in January 2016, a new Zimbabwe Elephant Management Plan 

(2015–2020)1 (hereinafter, the Plan) was signed by relevant Zimbabwean authorities. In addition 

to a long-term vision and targets at the national level, the Plan includes five key components 

(protection and law enforcement; biological monitoring and management; social, economic and 

cultural framework; building conservation capacity; and coordination, collaboration and program 

management), each with a strategic objective and outputs, as well as key activities, key 

performance indicators, means of verification, time frames, and responsibility. The Plan includes 

terms of reference for key committees and staff required to implement the Plan (National 

Elephant Management Committee, Regional Elephant Management Committees, and the 

National Elephant Manager). In addition, an Elephant Action Plan was developed for each of the 

four main regional populations (Northwest Matabeleland (a.k.a. Hwange area), Sebungwe, mid-

Zambezi Valley, and South East Lowveld (a.k.a. Gonarezhou area). Finally, and importantly, the 

Plan notes that the cost of implementing the Plan will be at least $12 million per annum in 

operational budget alone. 

 

While the highly ambitious new Plan is an improvement over the old plans, there is no publicly 

available evidence that the Plan is being substantially implemented. Certainly, as noted in the 

plan itself, without the required $12 million per annum in funding, it is unlikely to be 

implemented. As the Plan indicates: “Implementing the action plan will also require more human 

and financial resources than are currently available for the conservation and management of 

elephant in Zimbabwe” (Plan, p. 32). 

 

The mere presence of a new elephant management plan, in and of itself, surely was not the 

Service’s intended goal. Lack of implementation of the Plan, and lack of funding to undertake 

the actions in the Plan, means that the Service’s conclusion about the previous old Plans (that 

“although the documents provide a well-developed list of goals and objectives, there is no 

information on whether these goals and objectives have been met or could be met”) remains 

valid. 

 

Lack of sufficient data on population numbers and trends on which to base management 

decisions 

 

The Service’s 2015 finding noted that preliminary findings from the Pan African Elephant Arial 

Survey, a.k.a. the Great Elephant Census, indicated that Zimbabwe’s elephant population had 

declined by 6% since 2001, and that poaching had significantly increased.  The Service noted the 

need for evidence that this information has been incorporated into management activities in a 

scientifically sound manner.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
1 http://www.zamsoc.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/ZIMBABWE-ELEPHANT-MANAGEMENT-

PLAN-APPROVED-FINAL-1.pdf  

http://www.zamsoc.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/ZIMBABWE-ELEPHANT-MANAGEMENT-PLAN-APPROVED-FINAL-1.pdf
http://www.zamsoc.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/ZIMBABWE-ELEPHANT-MANAGEMENT-PLAN-APPROVED-FINAL-1.pdf
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Indeed, the Great Elephant Census2 estimated that Zimbabwe’s elephant population was 82,304 

±4,382 with a “carcass ratio” of 8%, meaning the survey recorded one dead elephant for every 

eight live elephants. The Census found that Zimbabwe’s elephant population had declined by 6% 

overall since 2001, and that there were serious population declines in two of the four main 

Zimbabwe elephant populations (Figure 1). In Sebungwe, the elephant population decreased by 

75%, from about 11,000 to 4,000. And in Middle Zambezi, the population decreased by 40%, 

from about 18,000 to 11,500. Regarding the other two Zimbabwe elephant populations, the 

Census found that Hwange’s population had increased by 10% from about 49,000 to 54,000, and 

the population of Gonarezhou had increased by 134% from about 5,000 to 11,000.  

 

While the new Zimbabwe Elephant Management Plan (2015–2020) does not reference the 6% 

overall elephant population decline in Zimbabwe, it does acknowledge the recent and dramatic 

elephant population decreases in Sebungwe (Plan, p. 7) and mid-Zambezi (Plan, p. 8) (see Figure 

2).  

 

Nevertheless, elephant trophy hunting is still occurring in both Sebungwe and mid-Zambezi,3 

calling into question whether or not the scientific evidence of significant elephant population 

declines in these areas have been taken into account in setting hunting quotas.  

                                                           
2 Chase MJ, Schlossberg S, Griffin CR, Bouché PJC, Djene SW, Elkan PW, Ferreira S, Grossman F, Kohi 

EM, Landen K, Omondi P, Peltier A, Selier SAJ, Sutcliffe R. (2016) Continent-wide survey reveals 

massive decline in African savannah elephants. PeerJ 4:e2354 https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.2354;  

https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5304f39be4b0c1e749b456be/t/57c71f5fcd0f68b39c3f4bfa/1472667

487326/GEC+Results+Country+by+Country+Findings+Fact+Sheet_FINAL_8+26+2016.pdf; 

http://www.greatelephantcensus.com/final-report. 
3 ZPWMA, Sebungwe Elephant Management Workshop (2015), http://www.zamsoc.org/wp-

content/uploads/2016/04/Sebungwe_Elephant_Mgmt_Proceedings_29May_Compressed.pdf; 

https://www.bookyourhunt.com/elephant-hunting-in-zimbabwe  

https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.2354
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5304f39be4b0c1e749b456be/t/57c71f5fcd0f68b39c3f4bfa/1472667487326/GEC+Results+Country+by+Country+Findings+Fact+Sheet_FINAL_8+26+2016.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5304f39be4b0c1e749b456be/t/57c71f5fcd0f68b39c3f4bfa/1472667487326/GEC+Results+Country+by+Country+Findings+Fact+Sheet_FINAL_8+26+2016.pdf
http://www.greatelephantcensus.com/final-report
http://www.zamsoc.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/Sebungwe_Elephant_Mgmt_Proceedings_29May_Compressed.pdf
http://www.zamsoc.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/Sebungwe_Elephant_Mgmt_Proceedings_29May_Compressed.pdf
https://www.bookyourhunt.com/elephant-hunting-in-zimbabwe


6 

 

 

In Sebungwe, hunting blocks in both Chirisa and Chete Safari Areas, were auctioned in 2015 

(ZPWMA 2015a, ZPWMA 2015b), with four male elephants on offer in each Area, plus two 

tuskless elephants in Chirisa. Hunting company Sitatunga Zimbabwe currently offers elephant 

hunts in Chirisa stating, “Average bull size being in the region of 40 – 45 pounds a side, 

occasionally 50 lbs can be achieved.”4 Elephant hunting is also curently offered in the Gokwe 

rural area in Sebungwe: “Elephant hunts in these areas for trophy bulls will produce ivory from 

around 30-35 pounds per side upwards; tuskless elephant hunting is very good in this area.”5  

 

There are five Safari Areas in the mid-Zambezi area: Sapi, Chewore, Hurungwe, Dande, and 

Doma.6 Together, Mana Pools National Park, and Sapi and Chewore  Safari Areas are a World 

Heritage Site. The 40th meeting of the World Heritage Committee, held 24-26 October 2016, 

adopted Decision 40 COM 7B.84,7 which included: 

 

“4. Notes with significant concern that the 2014 national aerial survey of key wildlife 

species has revealed a decline in the Zambezi Valley populations of elephants and other 

mammals which are key attributes of the Outstanding Universal Value (OUV) of the 

property, and that the threat of poaching is currently too high to consider a feasibility 

study for a possible reintroduction programme of black rhinoceros; 

 

5. Notes the development of an anti-poaching strategy for the property and a broader 

elephant management plan for the Zambezi Valley, and also requests the State Party to 

ensure that they are fully resourced and effectively implemented so as to restore and 

maintain the property’s OUV; 

 

6. Regrets that the State Party has not been able to complete the new management plan 

for the property due to lack of funds and encourages it to apply for International 

Assistance to support this work;” (emphasis added) 

 

The 2016 Report on the Monitoring of Illegal Killing of Elephants (MIKE) to CITES COP17 

noted that the percentage of illegal killing of elephants or “PIKE also increased substantially in . 

. . Chewore (Zimbabwe; by 69%, from 0.17 to 0.29).”8 Therefore, it is clear that Zimbabwe has 

not completed the new management plan for the mid-Zambezi area. Given the lack of funding to 

complete a new management plan, it seems unlikely that even if such a plan were prepared, it 

would be fully resourced and effectively implemented.  

 

Nonetheless, elephant trophy hunting is continuing in the Safari Areas in the mid-Zambezi, 

calling into question whether or not the significant elephant population decline in this area has 

been taken into account in setting hunting quotas. Charlton McCallum Safaris took numerous 

                                                           
4 https://www.bookyourhunt.com/Tour/8709   
5 http://www.zingelasafaris.com/zimbabwe/area/  
6 http://whc.unesco.org/en/list/302/   
7 World Heritage Convention, Decision 40 COM 7B.84, Mana Pools National Park, Sapi and Chewore 

Safari Areas (Zimbabwe) (2016), http://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/6749  
8 https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/17/WorkingDocs/E-CoP17-57-05.pdf  

https://www.bookyourhunt.com/Tour/8709
http://www.zingelasafaris.com/zimbabwe/area/
http://whc.unesco.org/en/list/302/
http://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/6749
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/17/WorkingDocs/E-CoP17-57-05.pdf
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clients on elephant hunts in the Dande Safari Area of the mid-Zambezi in 2017.9  In March 2016, 

the Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife Management Authority auctioned off hunting blocks that 

included elephants in Sapi, that included four male elephants and one tuskless elephant.10 In 

April 2015, a professional hunter was killed while guiding a client on an elephant hunt in 

Chewore.11 

 

Furthermore, despite the significant elephant population declines in the Sebungwe and mid-

Zambezi areas, and the 6% population decline overall, all of which have been publicly known 

since 2014, Zimbabwe has made no change since 2004 to its voluntary African elephant export 

quota established under the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild 

Fauna and Flora (CITES). This export quota stands at 1000 tusks from 500 animals,12 exported 

as trophies (as export for commercial purposes is not allowed).  

 

Therefore, the Service’s concern, as stated in the 2015 finding, that information from the Great 

Elephant Census of 2014 has been incorporated into management activities in a scientifically 

sound manner, remains valid. 

 

Weak implementation and enforcement 

 

The Service’s 2015 finding notes that, while strong laws and regulatory mechanisms for the 

Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife Management Authority (ZPWMA) and its programs have been 

established, lack of funding for ZPWMA from the government means they are inadequately 

implemented and enforced. According to a letter received by the Service from ZPWMA in 

December 2014, the annual operating budget for ZPWMA is “in excess of US$28 million,” yet, 

with the exception of a few projects, ZPWMA is “funded solely from trophy hunting conducted 

on state and private lands” (USFWS 2015 Enhancement Finding, p. 9). In the 2015 finding, the 

Service laments that they lack information about the amount of money generated by elephant 

trophy hunting specifically, how these funds are distributed, and how these funds enable 

ZPWMA to enforce and implement laws and regulations. 

 

According to the 2016 report on the Elephant Trade Information System (ETIS) at CITES CoP17 

Doc. 57.6 (Rev. 1),13 “Zimbabwe is the country that pulls the rule of law score down, indicating 

far greater governance challenges exist in that country” (id., p. 16). The World Justice Project 

(WJP) Rule of Law Index 2016 ranked Zimbabwe at 108 out of 113 countries and jurisdictions, 

meaning that Zimbabwe has the sixth worst rule of law.14 According to WJP, “Effective rule of 

law reduces corruption, combats poverty and disease, and protects people from injustices large 

                                                           
9 http://www.cmsafaris.com/zimbabwe-dande-hunt-trophy-gallery/gallery.htm  
10 http://www.desiredauctioneers.co.zw/downloads/ParksSapi.pdf  
11 https://africageographic.com/blog/hunter-killed-bull-elephant-musth/  
12https://cites.org/eng/resources/quotas/export_quotas?field_party_quotas_tid=&field_full_name_tid=&fi

eld_export_quotas_year_value%5Bvalue%5D%5Byear%5D=2017&items_per_page=50  
13 CITES, Report on the Elephant Trade Information System (ETIS), CoP17 Doc. 57.6 (Rev. 1) (2016),  

https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/17/WorkingDocs/E-CoP17-57-06-R1.pdf  
14 https://worldjusticeproject.org/sites/default/files/documents/ROLIndex_2016_Zimbabwe_en.pdf  

http://www.cmsafaris.com/zimbabwe-dande-hunt-trophy-gallery/gallery.htm
http://www.desiredauctioneers.co.zw/downloads/ParksSapi.pdf
https://africageographic.com/blog/hunter-killed-bull-elephant-musth/
https://cites.org/eng/resources/quotas/export_quotas?field_party_quotas_tid=&field_full_name_tid=&field_export_quotas_year_value%5Bvalue%5D%5Byear%5D=2017&items_per_page=50
https://cites.org/eng/resources/quotas/export_quotas?field_party_quotas_tid=&field_full_name_tid=&field_export_quotas_year_value%5Bvalue%5D%5Byear%5D=2017&items_per_page=50
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/17/WorkingDocs/E-CoP17-57-06-R1.pdf
https://worldjusticeproject.org/sites/default/files/documents/ROLIndex_2016_Zimbabwe_en.pdf
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and small. It is the foundation for communities of peace, opportunity, and equity—underpinning 

development, accountable government, and respect for fundamental rights.”15 

 

The ETIS report also found that Zimbabwe had the tenth largest ivory market of any country in 

the analysis, and stated that there is “increasing evidence of direct Chinese involvement in 

Africa-based ivory processing operations” in Zimbabwe “with production (primarily bangles, 

name seals and chopsticks) being shipped to Asia using courier companies as well as individuals 

who sometimes carry contraband on their bodies using purposefully built clothing” (ETIS p. 20).  

 

Indeed, instead of effectively implementing and enforcing wildlife laws and regulations, 

ZPWMA personnel have been implicated in the illegal ivory trade. In 2015, three ZPWMA staff 

members were arrested for involvement in the theft of ivory from a government stockpile held at 

Hwange National Park.16 The arrests came after a shipment of 62 tusks on its way to China was 

seized at the international airport in Harare. Serial numbers on the tusks were traced to the 

Hwange government stockpile. An alleged Chinese smuggler, who claimed he represented the 

Chinese government, had obtained export permit signed by the most senior of the three ZPWMA 

people arrested. All three were released from custody, the senior ZPWMA person after paying a 

$600 bail; none appeared in court again. Allegedly, the investigation was stopped after senior 

ZPWMA officials in Harare intervened in order to cover the involvement of other ZPWMA 

officials in the smuggling. The investigation seems to implicate senior parks and Ministry of 

Environment, Water and Climate officials. Allegedly, the ZPWMA trio had been exporting ivory 

from the stockpile since 2012. They had the assistance of ZPWMA security personnel and police 

units who guarded the trucks carrying the ivory over the 880 km from Hwange to the airport. 

 

Corrupt government officials allegedly have been involved in both poaching of elephants and 

illegal export of ivory tusks, and involvement in a transnational syndicate.17 Edson Chidziya, the 

former Director General, Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife Management Authority, and one-time 

regional representative for Africa on the Animals Committee of the Convention on International 

Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES),18 was fired in May 2017 for his 

alleged involvement in the disappearance of rhino horns worth $3 million two years before.19  

 

Of further concern is that the ZPWMA operates without a board which, as noted by Mupfiga and 

Chirimumimba (2015),20 creates “a leadership vacuum and also legal constraints for the 

validation of policy decisions and approval or authorization of programmes” and it is “worrying 

for State entities to operate without boards for long periods because management are then left to 

                                                           
15 Id. 
16 https://oxpeckers.org/2016/04/how-to-steal-an-ivory-stockpile/  
17 http://globaljournalist.org/2017/02/zimbabwe-journalist-fights-charges-poaching-report/  
18 https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/com/ac/22/E22-05-01.pdf  
19 http://www.thezimbabwean.co/2017/05/zim-wildlife-boss-fired-3m-rhino-horn-goes-missing-report/     
20 Mupfiga, P. and Chirimumimba, M., 2015. Challenges to the implementation of IT Governace in 

Zimbabwean Parastatals. The International Journal of Engineering and Science 14(12): 1-6.  

ISSN (e): 2319 – 1813. 

https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Paul_Mupfiga/publication/286871326_Challenges_to_the_Impleme

ntation_of_IT_Governance_in_Zimbabwean_Parastatals/links/566eb41108aea0892c52a40d/Challenges-

to-the-Implementation-of-IT-Governance-in-Zimbabwean-Parastatals.pdf  

https://oxpeckers.org/2016/04/how-to-steal-an-ivory-stockpile/
http://globaljournalist.org/2017/02/zimbabwe-journalist-fights-charges-poaching-report/
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/com/ac/22/E22-05-01.pdf
http://www.thezimbabwean.co/2017/05/zim-wildlife-boss-fired-3m-rhino-horn-goes-missing-report/
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Paul_Mupfiga/publication/286871326_Challenges_to_the_Implementation_of_IT_Governance_in_Zimbabwean_Parastatals/links/566eb41108aea0892c52a40d/Challenges-to-the-Implementation-of-IT-Governance-in-Zimbabwean-Parastatals.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Paul_Mupfiga/publication/286871326_Challenges_to_the_Implementation_of_IT_Governance_in_Zimbabwean_Parastatals/links/566eb41108aea0892c52a40d/Challenges-to-the-Implementation-of-IT-Governance-in-Zimbabwean-Parastatals.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Paul_Mupfiga/publication/286871326_Challenges_to_the_Implementation_of_IT_Governance_in_Zimbabwean_Parastatals/links/566eb41108aea0892c52a40d/Challenges-to-the-Implementation-of-IT-Governance-in-Zimbabwean-Parastatals.pdf


9 

 

operate without accountability, a situation which may compromise the efficiency and 

effectiveness of an entity due mainly to the absence of an effective oversight function” (p. 4). 

 

The report on Monitoring the Illegal Killing of Elephants (MIKE) to CITES COP17 further 

flagged several Zimbabwe monitoring sites for capacity building indicating the need for support 

to improve patrolling, managing, and monitoring at Mana Pools, Sapi and Chewore World 

Heritage Site.21  

 

Thus, the concern stated in the Service’s 2015 finding, that Zimbabwe’s wildlife laws and 

regulatory mechanisms are inadequately implemented and enforced, remains valid. 

 

Furthermore, on the subject of law enforcement, the 2015 finding states that the Service has been 

told by safari outfitters and hunting guides that the presence of U.S. trophy hunters, and their 

outfitters and guides, are the major deterrent to poaching in Zimbabwe and that, therefore, such 

hunting enhances the survival of the species. However, recent data demonstrates that this claim is 

invalid. For example, between 2006 and 2014, elephant poaching increased substantially in both 

the Chirisa and Chete  Safari Areas where elephant hunting occurs, while elephant densities 

decreased (Figure 3). Moreover, we agree with the Service’s 2015 finding that, even if true, this 

assertion would do nothing to reduce poaching in places where hunting does not occur, such as 

National Parks, which have experienced substantial elephant poaching. 

 

 
  

Lack of evidence that legal offtake and quotas are biologically sustainable 
 

The Service’s 2015 finding expressed the concern that there is no way to know if legal offtakes 

are biologically sustainable given that, at that time, there were no up-to-date population 

                                                           
21 https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/17/WorkingDocs/E-CoP17-57-05.pdf 
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estimates, no information on the number of elephants legally taken each year, and no credible 

information on other sources of elephant mortality (such as legal “cropping”, natural mortality, 

accidents, poaching, problem animal control and “management offtake”).  

 

The scientific basis for the establishment of elephant hunting and export quotas in Zimbabwe, in 

light of the recent and significant declines noted above, remains unknown.  

 

Supposedly, quota setting for wildlife in Zimbabwe is a consultative process involving 

workshops with wildlife farmers, hunters, local authorities, tour operators and photographers and 

a scientific review that looks at poaching, trophy quality and size, natural mortality, and problem 

animal control in surrounding communities.22  However, the reality is something quite different.  

 

A 2016 paper by Muposhi et al.23 presented the results of a study on the impact of trophy hunting 

on large herbivores, including elephants, in the Matetsi Safari Area near Hwange National Park. 

They found that trophy tusk sizes of hunted African elephants declined significantly from 2004-

2015 possibly indicating, according the researchers, that elephant trophy hunting in the area is 

not sustainable. Furthermore, the authors found that, despite the existence since 2014 of data on 

elephant populations generated from the Great Elephant Census, quotas “may have been based 

on previous experiences and individual opinions and not based on scientific principles” 

(Muposhi p. 15). On the general topic of quota-setting in the area, the authors stated, “There 

seems to be over-reliance on questionable and subjective personal opinions in the quota setting 

process which in actual sense is supposed to be based on scientific evidence and ecological 

principles” (Muposhi p. 12). Finally, the authors note the obvious conflict of interest that exists 

when the ZPWMA, which relies on trophy hunting as income for its operations, is also in charge 

of setting quotas, posing the question “who will police the regulator” (Muposhi p. 15), noting 

that it may cause problems when “economic benefits to take precedence over regulatory policy 

framework” (Muposhi p. 15). In other words, the scientific component of quota setting is 

lacking.  

 

Selier et al. (2014)24 found that elephant hunting in the Greater Mapungubwe Transfrontier 

Conservation Area, which includes Botswana, South Africa and Zimbabwe, was unsustainable 

and predicted that “trophy bulls will disappear from the population in less than 10 years.”  

 

Politics and corruption also play roles in trophy hunting in Zimbabwe. A 2012 news article 

explained how officials from Zimbabwe’s ruling party since 1980 sought to cash in on trophy 

                                                           
22 http://www.chronicle.co.zw/elephants-hunting-quota-set-at-500/  
23 Muposhi, V. et al., 2016. Trophy Hunting and Sustainability: Temporal Dynamics in Trophy Quality 

and Harvesting Patterns of Wild Herbivores in a Tropical Semi-Arid Savanna Ecosystem. PLoS One 

11(10). http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article/file?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0164429&type=printable  
24 Selier, S.A.J., Page, B.R., Vanak, A.T. and Slotow, R., 2014. Sustainability of elephant hunting across 

international borders in southern Africa: A case study of the greater Mapungubwe Transfrontier 

Conservation Area. The Journal of Wildlife Management, 78(1), pp.122-132. 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/259539652_Sustainability_of_Elephant_Hunting_Across_Inter

national_Borders_in_Southern_Africa_A_Case_Study_of_the_Greater_Mapungubwe_Transfrontier_Con

servation_Area.  

http://www.chronicle.co.zw/elephants-hunting-quota-set-at-500/
http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article/file?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0164429&type=printable
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/259539652_Sustainability_of_Elephant_Hunting_Across_International_Borders_in_Southern_Africa_A_Case_Study_of_the_Greater_Mapungubwe_Transfrontier_Conservation_Area
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/259539652_Sustainability_of_Elephant_Hunting_Across_International_Borders_in_Southern_Africa_A_Case_Study_of_the_Greater_Mapungubwe_Transfrontier_Conservation_Area
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/259539652_Sustainability_of_Elephant_Hunting_Across_International_Borders_in_Southern_Africa_A_Case_Study_of_the_Greater_Mapungubwe_Transfrontier_Conservation_Area
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hunting by taking over hunting concessions.25 A 2015 news article quoted Mary-Jane Ncube of a 

Zimbabwe NGO that monitors corruption, Transparency in Zimbabwe, as stating “In the area of 

conservation, I think it [the government] has behaved like a predatory state, going after big 

investments, giving them to cronies, family, and really not having any concern for communities 

that are dependent on that land …”26 Furthermore, she was quoted as saying, “National Parks 

was the authority in charge of concessions and licensing, but because of the corruption … 

concessions and licenses are now given according to who you are and who you can pay the 

highest dollar to.” A June 2017 news article described how the Tsholotsho Rural District Council 

sold permits to a safari hunting company, Lodzi Hunters, to hunt 50 elephants in order to get 

money to fund the construction of a football stadium.  This reportedly came about after Higher 

and Tertiary Education, Science and Technology Development Minister Professor Jonathan 

Moyo, who is the MP for the area, made a deal with then Minister of Water, Climate and 

Environment, Saviour Kasukuwere, who then issued the hunting quota of 50 to the Council. Of 

relevance, according to Transparency International, in 2016 Zimbabwe was the 22nd most corrupt 

country, ranking 154 of 176.27 

 

Regarding poaching, as noted earlier, it is evident from the Great Elephant Census of 2014 that 

Sebungwe lost at least 7,000 elephants between 2001 and 2014, and mid-Zambezi lost 6,500 

over the same period. (Chase et al. 2016). And the MIKE report to COP17 documented a 69% 

increase in PIKE (from 0.17 to 0.29) in Chewore.28 This is roughly equivalent to 13,500 

elephants over a 13-year period or 1,350 per year just in these two populations alone. Yet, 

according to information provided to the Service by ZPWMA, as cited in the 2015 finding, 

poaching on a national basis averaged only 190 per year from 2009 to 2013; and according to 

information provided to the Service by safari operators, as noted in the 2015 finding, about 160 

elephants are killed by trophy hunters annually. Clearly, there is a large and unexplained 

discrepancy between these figures that underscores the lack of credible information on all 

sources and quantity of elephant mortality, without which there is no way to ascertain if legal 

offtakes are biologically sustainable. 

 

Elephant poaching has continued in Zimbabwe in the three years following the Great Elephant 

Census of 2014. In October 2015, 22 and possibly as many as 78 elephants were poisoned with 

cyanide in Hwange National Park, and their tusks removed.29 Reportedly, 159 elephants were 

poached in Zimbabwe in 2016.30 In June 2017 it was reported that ten elephants, including a 

mother and her young calf, were poisoned and tusks removed in Hwange National Park and in 

the state forestry land outside the northern part of the Park.31  

 

                                                           
25 https://mg.co.za/article/2012-09-07-00-big-bucks-trigger-zimbabwe-scramble  
26 https://mg.co.za/article/2015-10-22-hunters-feed-corrupt-zim-officials  
27 https://www.transparency.org/news/feature/corruption_perceptions_index_2016#table  
28 https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/17/WorkingDocs/E-CoP17-57-05.pdf  
29 http://www.cnn.com/2015/10/27/africa/zimbabwe-elephant-poaching/  
30 http://www.zbc.co.zw/2017/06/15/elephant-poaching-cases-on-the-decline/  
31 https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2017/jun/20/ten-more-elephants-poisoned-by-poachers-in-

zimbabwe  

https://mg.co.za/article/2012-09-07-00-big-bucks-trigger-zimbabwe-scramble
https://mg.co.za/article/2015-10-22-hunters-feed-corrupt-zim-officials
https://www.transparency.org/news/feature/corruption_perceptions_index_2016#table
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/17/WorkingDocs/E-CoP17-57-05.pdf
http://www.cnn.com/2015/10/27/africa/zimbabwe-elephant-poaching/
http://www.zbc.co.zw/2017/06/15/elephant-poaching-cases-on-the-decline/
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2017/jun/20/ten-more-elephants-poisoned-by-poachers-in-zimbabwe
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2017/jun/20/ten-more-elephants-poisoned-by-poachers-in-zimbabwe
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Therefore, the Service’s concern, as expressed in the 2015 finding, that there is no way to know 

if legal offtakes are biologically sustainable, given no credible information on other sources of 

elephant mortality, remains valid. 

 

Lack of information about how money from trophy hunting by U.S. hunters is distributed 

within Zimbabwe  

 

The Service’s 2015 finding stated: “While CAMPFIRE [Communal Areas Management 

Programme for Indigenous Resources, a Zimbabwe community-based natural resource 

management program] has provided conservation benefits in the past and improved tolerance of 

wildlife in rural communities, the program has more recently come under criticism relating to 

excessive retention of generated funds by district councils, resulting in diminished benefits to 

communities. Sport-hunting may be an important tool that gives these communities a stake in 

sustainable management of the elephant as a natural and economic resource and offsets the costs 

of conflict with wildlife. However, without current information on how funds are utilized and the 

basis for hunting off-takes, the Service is unable to confirm whether revenue generated through 

sport-hunting actually provides an incentive to local communities to conserve elephants.” 

(USFWS 2015 Enhancement Finding) 

 

Indeed, Harrison et al. (2014)32 provided a recent analysis of the CAMPFIRE program. The 

theory behind CAMPFIRE is to empower community members at a village level to control 

wildlife and its revenue, and to thus create an economic incentive for communities to conserve 

wildlife. But, according to Harrison et al., this is not actually happening. According to Harrison 

et al., although CAMPFIRE had a reputation of success in its early days, over time this 

perception eroded and by the late 1990s it was criticized for lack of participation, lack of 

empowerment and lack of participation of local communities in management of natural 

resources. The main problem with the way that CAMPFIRE was designed is that it established 

the rural district council, which represents numerous local communities, as the ‘local’ body in 

charge of natural resource management, rather than the local communities themselves. Harrison 

et al. state, “Failure to provide benefits to the local communities and to successfully devolve 

management are just two of the many common criticisms” (p. 8). Among these criticisms is 

“insufficient action to tackling problems of elite-capture of resources and wildlife-based tourist 

revenues within RDCs” (Harrison et al. p. 9).  

 

Harrison et al. (2014) studied the CAMPFIRE program in the Binga district, which is part of 

Sebungwe, and the Chiredzi district, which is part of Gonarhezou; as noted previously, the 

elephant populations of both Sebungwe and Gonarhezou have experienced dramatic elephant 

population declines in recent years. The authors found that CAMPFIRE failed as a governance 

system for community involvement and empowerment and that the “community-based” 

terminology is merely rhetoric. They warn that new “community-based” natural resource 

management projects need to “be aware of the disconnect between the local citizens (as their key 

stakeholders) and what the RDC may believe and be happy to approve” (Harrison et al. p. 30). 

                                                           
32 Harrison, E., Stringer, L., and A. Dougill. 2014. The importance of the sub-district level for 

community-based natural resource management in rural Zimbabwe. Centre for Climate Change 

Economics and Policy Working Paper No. 183, Sustainability Research Institute Paper No. 69. 

https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/1e0e/b71b4b6ce9429abca5ad41738f24978ba915.pdf  

https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/1e0e/b71b4b6ce9429abca5ad41738f24978ba915.pdf
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They conclude “The lack of understanding and attention paid to the sub-district governance 

system for natural resource management has meant that project implementation has negatively 

affected the system as a whole, including the people within it, as well as the project outcomes” 

(Harrison et al. p. 31). They said, “CAMPFIRE has continued to try and operate in a system it 

increasingly did not understand and thus its structures did not map appropriately onto those 

operating at the sub-district level. As a partial result of this, the programme has largely collapsed 

in many parts of the country” … “including in the four case study villages. The benefits 

experienced by the communities involved over the projects’ lifespans have been negligible” 

(Harrison et al. p. 32). 

 

Two news reports by Debra Patta looked at local perspectives in Zimbabwe on the claim that 

trophy hunting benefits local communities. One news report quoted Emmanual Fundira, who 

heads Safari Operators Association of Zimbabwe as saying that although part of the hunting fees 

paid by trophy hunters is supposed to go to conservation and community projects, in fact it rarely 

does.33 In another article, Fundira stated, “If you talk to communities today and say ‘Campfire’ 

they don’t want to hear [it]. They say Campfire is not benefitting them at all and that in itself is a 

disaster.”34 The article also quoted a CAMPFIRE rural district council CEO named Phindile 

Ncube as saying that his community earned $158,000 in a year for infrastructure and “feeding 

schemes.” However, the article quoted a villager named Edward Ngwenya who said he hadn’t 

received anything from the RDC. This was confirmed in another report which said that, while 

money from trophy hunting is promised to poor communities, they are only getting poorer.35 

Another news article quoted a local chief, Victor Nekatambe, commenting on the fact that local 

rural district councils manage CAMFIRE and that communities do not receive funding: “They 

are getting nothing, absolutely nothing.”36 

 

Therefore, the Service’s concerns about CAMPFIRE and the lack of evidence to confirm that 

revenue generated through elephant sport-hunting actually provides an incentive to local 

communities to conserve elephants, remains valid. 

 

Lack of a national mechanism, such as government support, to sustain elephant 

conservation efforts in the country 

 

The Service’s 2015 finding expressed concern that, without a national mechanism, such as 

government support, elephant conservation efforts in Zimbabwe could not be sustained. 

 

As noted above, according to the ZPWMA, the annual operating budget for ZPWMA is in excess 

of US$28 million and the new Zimbabwe Elephant Management Plan (2015–2020) states that 

the cost of implementing the Plan will be at least US$12 million per annum in operational budget 

alone. Yet, the government of Zimbabwe provides no financial support to the ZPWMA, and 

indeed, according to ZPWMA itself “no amount is budgeted for conservation in the national 

                                                           
33 http://www.cbsnews.com/news/zimbabwe-corruption-trophy-hunting-cecil-lion-conservation/  
34 https://zimbabwe-today.com/corrupt-government-officials-and-cabals-profit-from-trophy-hunting-

riches-in-zimbabwe/  
35 https://zimbabwe-today.com/corrupt-government-officials-and-cabals-profit-from-trophy-hunting-

riches-in-zimbabwe/  
36  Id. 

http://www.cbsnews.com/news/zimbabwe-corruption-trophy-hunting-cecil-lion-conservation/
https://zimbabwe-today.com/corrupt-government-officials-and-cabals-profit-from-trophy-hunting-riches-in-zimbabwe/
https://zimbabwe-today.com/corrupt-government-officials-and-cabals-profit-from-trophy-hunting-riches-in-zimbabwe/
https://zimbabwe-today.com/corrupt-government-officials-and-cabals-profit-from-trophy-hunting-riches-in-zimbabwe/
https://zimbabwe-today.com/corrupt-government-officials-and-cabals-profit-from-trophy-hunting-riches-in-zimbabwe/
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budget,”37 leading to inadequate enforcement and implementation of laws and regulatory 

mechanisms. Lack of government funding also leaves the ZPWMA to rely on trophy hunting, 

even when unsustainable, to pay its bills.  

 

Lack of funding for ZPWMA has limited anti-poaching efforts and this has had negative effect 

on elephant conservation. Mana Pools National Park and neighboring safari areas, which are 

located in the mid-Zambezi area, is one of the areas hardest hit by poaching, as noted above. At a 

2015 workshop held by ZPWMA to develop an anti-poaching strategy for the Park,38 the Area 

Manager for the Park, Marvellous Mbikiyana, was quoted in a workshop report as having stated, 

“While the ideal staffing level for rangers is 110 for the Park, 75 have been approved, and only 

38 are on site. Of the 38 on site, only 13 are deployable at any one time, due to a number of other 

commitments, such as driving duties, serving in the front office, and so on.” The workshop 

report noted that the effectiveness of enforcement was negatively affected by low manpower.39 

 

Therefore, the Service’s concern that there is a lack of a national mechanism to sustain elephant 

conservation efforts in Zimbabwe, remains valid. 

 

Conclusion 

 

 

As the home to one of the largest remaining populations of African elephants, it is critical that 

elephants thrive in Zimbabwe; unfortunately, elephants in Zimbabwe face significant threats 

including human conflict, habitat destruction, and unsustainable trophy hunting. For the 

aforementioned reasons, concerns expressed about elephant management in Zimbabwe contained 

in the Service’s 2015 finding remain valid today, and the Service’s finding that the import of 

trophies from elephants hunted in Zimbabwe will not enhance the survival of the species, 

remains valid. The presence of one of the strongest trophy hunting sectors in Africa has not 

prevented and, in fact, is demonstrated to have contributed to decreases in the elephant 

population. 

Therefore, trophy hunting of elephants in Zimbabwe cannot be said to enhance the survival of 

the species, and issuing an import permit for elephant trophies from Zimbabwe would therefore 

violate the Endangered Species Act and FWS regulations. If FWS issues any elephant trophy 

import permits from Zimbabwe, HSUS, HSI, and CBD will consider seeking judicial review of 

that decision. Further, this letter serves as formal opposition to any application for an import 

permit for a elephant trophy from Zimbabwe and HSUS, HSI, and CBD request that FWS 

                                                           
37 http://www.zimparks.org/index.php/mc/279-zimbabwe-parks-and-widlife-management-authority-

zimparks-successfully-exports-35-african-elephants-to-china  
38 ZPWMA, Workshop to Develop an Anti-Poaching Strategy for Mana Pools National Park and 

Neighbouring Safari Areas (2015), http://www.zamsoc.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/MPNP-Anti-

Poaching-Workshop-Summary-Report-15-April-2015.pdf  
39 Similarly, the MIKE report to COP 17 noted a lack of data managers with the associated MIKE sites in 

Zimbabwe.  Table 2 https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/17/WorkingDocs/E-CoP17-57-05.pdf  

http://www.zimparks.org/index.php/mc/279-zimbabwe-parks-and-widlife-management-authority-zimparks-successfully-exports-35-african-elephants-to-china
http://www.zimparks.org/index.php/mc/279-zimbabwe-parks-and-widlife-management-authority-zimparks-successfully-exports-35-african-elephants-to-china
http://www.zamsoc.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/MPNP-Anti-Poaching-Workshop-Summary-Report-15-April-2015.pdf
http://www.zamsoc.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/MPNP-Anti-Poaching-Workshop-Summary-Report-15-April-2015.pdf
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/17/WorkingDocs/E-CoP17-57-05.pdf
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provide ten days advance notification (via email, afrostic@humanesociety.org) prior to the 

issuance of any such permits. See 50 C.F.R. §§ 17.22(e), 17.32.40 

  

 

Sincerely, 

 

     
Anna Frostic       Teresa M. Telecky, Ph.D. 

Senior Attorney, Wildlife Litigation   Director, Wildlife Department 

The Humane Society of the United States   Humane Society International 

 

 
Tanya Sanerib 

Senior Attorney 

Center for Biological Diversity 

                                                           
40 HSUS has previously called on FWS to publish notice in the Federal Register of threatened species 

permit applications, and we reassert that such action is essential to create transparency in FWS’ 

enhancement analysis for African elephant activities, consistent with the intent of ESA Section 10. 

Similarly, it is arbitrary for the Service to explicitly apply the notification requirements of 50 C.F.R. § 

17.22(e) to certain types of threatened species permits (i.e., those for Safe Harbor Agreements and 

Candidate Conservation Agreements with Assurances) but not to other threatened species permits (i.e., for 

incidental take and import).  

mailto:afrostic@humanesociety.org
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November 20, 2017 
Mr. Timothy Van Norman 
Chief, Branch of Permits 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  
5275 Leesburg Pike 
Falls Church, VA 22041  
 
  

Re: Imports of African Lion Trophies from Zimbabwe 

 
Dear Chief Van Norman: 
 
On October 11, 2017, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (“FWS” or “the Service”) issued a 
positive enhancement finding for African lion trophies from Zimbabwe. That finding is not based 
on the best available science and the conclusions made in the finding are not supported by the 
information relied on by the agency. On behalf of The Humane Society of the United States 
(“HSUS”), Humane Society International (“HSI”), and Humane Society Legislative Fund 
(“HSLF”), we write to strongly urge the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (“FWS” or “the Service”) 
to rescind the enhancement finding for Zimbabwean lions, as it cannot be demonstrated that trophy 
hunting of lions in Zimbabwe affirmatively benefits the conservation of the species. Issuing any 
import permits for lion trophies from Zimbabwe in reliance on this finding would violate the 
Endangered Species Act (“ESA”). 
 

ESA Requirements for Lion Trophy Imports 

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) listings for Panthera leo leo1 and Panthera leo melanochaita 
went into effect on January 22, 2016 (80 Fed. Reg. 79999 (Dec. 23, 2015)). Pursuant to the Section 
4(d) regulation for Panthera leo melanochaita (50 C.F.R. § 17.40(r)), the Service can only issue a 
permit to import a lion trophy from east or southern Africa if the best available science supports a 
finding that trophy hunting enhances the survival of this subspecies. Pursuant to the plain language 
of this statutory term (16 U.S.C. § 1539(a)(1)), “enhancement” permits may only be issued for 

                                                           
1 HSUS, HSI, and HSLF fully expect that no permits will be issued to import trophies of endangered 
Panthera leo leo, as this subspecies is on the brink of extinction and cannot sustain recreational offtake. As 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) acknowledged in the lion listing rule, in western and central 
Africa, “[m]anagement programs do not appear to be sufficient to deter unsustainable offtakes” and “experts 
agree that there is no level of offtake that would be sustainable for P. l. leo populations…” 80 Fed. Reg. 
79999, 80040 (Dec. 23, 2015). 
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activities that positively benefit the species in the wild. See also FWS, Ensuring the Future of the 
Black Rhino (Nov. 25, 2014), at http://www.fws.gov/news/blog/index.cfm/2014/11/25/Ensuring-
the-Future-of-the-Black-Rhino (acknowledging that the ESA enhancement standard is more 
stringent than the CITES non-detriment standard); U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Handbook for 
Endangered and Threatened Species Permits (1996) (making clear that an enhancement activity 
“must go beyond having a neutral effect and actually have a positive effect”). It is critical that 
FWS apply the precautionary principle and strictly scrutinize the impacts that trophy hunting has 
on African lions – indeed, as recently published in Nature, overutilization, including trophy 
hunting, is the biggest threat to biodiversity.2  

HSUS, HSI, and HSLF agree with the standard that FWS established in the 4(d) Rule for Panthera 
leo melanochaita, requiring that,  

“when making a determination of whether an otherwise prohibited activity enhances the 
propagation or survival of P. l. melanochaita, the Service will examine the overall 
conservation and management of the subspecies in the country where the specimen originated 
and whether that management of the subspecies addresses the threats to the subspecies (i.e., 
that it is based on sound scientific principles and that the management program is actively 
addressing the current and longer term threats to the subspecies). In that review, we will 
evaluate whether the import contributes to the overall conservation of the species by 
considering whether the biological, social, and economic aspects of a program from which 
the specimen was obtained provide a net benefit to the subspecies and its ecosystem” 
(emphasis added). 

HSUS, HSI, and HSLF also agree that FWS must consider the following factors when making an 
enhancement finding for importation of hunting trophies of P. l. melanochaita:  

“(a) Biological sustainability: The hunting program cannot contribute to the long-term decline 
of the hunted species. It should not alter natural selection and ecological function of the hunted 
species or any other species that share the habitat. The program should not inadvertently 
facilitate poaching or illegal trade in wildlife by acting as a cover for such illegal activities. 
The hunting program should also not manipulate the ecosystem or its component elements in 
a way that alters the native biodiversity. 

(b) Net Conservation Benefit: The biologically sustainable hunting program should be based 
on laws, regulations, and scientifically based quotas, established with local input, that are 
transparent and periodically reviewed. The program should produce income, employment, 
and other benefits to create incentives for reducing the pressure on the target species. The 
program should create benefits for local residents to co-exist with the target species and other 
species. It is also imperative that the program is part of a legally recognized governance 
system that supports conservation. 

(c) Socio-Economic-Cultural Benefit: A well-managed hunting program can serve as a 
conservation tool when it respects the local cultural values and practices. It should be accepted 

                                                           
2 Sean L. Maxwell et al., Biodiversity: The Ravages of Guns, Nets, and Bulldozers, Nature Vol. 536, 143-
145 (Aug. 11, 2016), at http://www.nature.com/news/biodiversity-the-ravages-of-guns-nets-and-
bulldozers-1.20381. 

http://www.fws.gov/news/blog/index.cfm/2014/11/25/Ensuring-the-Future-of-the-Black-Rhino
http://www.fws.gov/news/blog/index.cfm/2014/11/25/Ensuring-the-Future-of-the-Black-Rhino
http://www.nature.com/news/biodiversity-the-ravages-of-guns-nets-and-bulldozers-1.20381
http://www.nature.com/news/biodiversity-the-ravages-of-guns-nets-and-bulldozers-1.20381
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by most members of the community, involving and benefiting local residents in an equitable 
manner. The program should also adopt business practices that promote long-term economic 
sustainability. 

(d) Adaptive Management: Planning, Monitoring, and Reporting: Hunting can enhance the 
species when it is based on appropriate resource assessments and monitoring (e.g., population 
counts, trend data), upon which specific science-based quotas and hunting programs can be 
established. Resource assessments should be objective, well documented, and use the best 
science available. Adaptive management of quotas and programs based on the results of 
resource assessments and monitoring is essential. The program should monitor hunting 
activities to ensure that quotas and sex/age restrictions of harvested animals are met. The 
program should also generate reliable documentation of its biological sustainability and 
conservation benefits. 

(e) Accountable and Effective Governance: A biologically sustainable trophy-hunting 
program should be subject to a governance structure that clearly allocates management 
responsibilities. The program should account for revenues in a transparent manner and 
distribute net revenues to conservation and community beneficiaries according to properly 
agreed decisions. All necessary steps to eliminate corruption should be taken and to ensure 
compliance with all relevant national and international requirements and regulations by 
relevant bodies such as administrators, regulators and hunters.” 

 

Evidence is Insufficient to Support Claims that Lion Trophy Hunting in Zimbabwe 

Enhances the Survival of the Subspecies 
 

 

(1) Unfenced lion populations in Zimbabwe have declined over the past decade and today 
fewer than 300 truly wild adult male lions remain in the country 

 
As acknowledged in the Service’s October 2017 enhancement finding (USFWS 2017), it is critical 
that lion management, quotas, and assessments should be based on sound science and it is “vital” 
to have data on population numbers and trends. Specifically, the finding states that: “when making 
a determination of whether an otherwise prohibited activity enhances the propagation or survival 
of P. l. melanochaita, the Service examines the overall conservation and management of the 
subspecies in the country where the specimen originated and whether that management of the 
subspecies addresses the threats to the subspecies (i.e., that it is based on sound scientific principles 
and that the management program is actively addressing the current and longer term threats to the 
subspecies)” (p. 3, emphasis added); hunting should be based on “appropriate resource 
assessments and monitoring (e.g., population counts, trend data), upon which specific science-
based quotas and hunting programs can be established. Resource assessments should be objective, 
well documented, and use the best science available” (p. 4, emphasis added); and “to manage any 
population to ensure an appropriate population level and determine whether sport hunting is having 
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a positive effect, it is vital to have sufficient data on population numbers and population trends on 
which to base management decisions” (p. 9, emphasis added). 
 
The Zimbabwe enhancement and non-detriment finding document (ZPWMA 2016) provides a 
table with “estimated minimum” population sizes by subpopulation, and gives a total estimated 
minimum population size in Zimbabwe of 1,917 lions (p. 6) (Figure 1, below). The source of the 
data is said to have been “compiled from a variety of reports” (p. 6). As ZPWMA did not provide 
the source of the data contained in the table, or the methodology employed to obtain the estimates, 
or the year in which the data were collected, the data cannot be considered by the Service to be 
objective, well-documented or to be made using the best science available. Later in the Zimbabwe 
document it is stated that population estimates are determined through “carnivore spoor surveys, 
systematic lion collaring and call-up surveys” and also “patrol reports, field observations by 
ZPWMA rangers and other sightings by tour operators and tourists” and in Safari Areas, “resident 
safari operators, including those operating in CAMPFIRE areas” (p. 15). While the “carnivore 
spoor surveys, systematic lion collaring and call-up surveys” may be made using the best science 
available (although the document itself does not make that clear), the other sources of population 
estimates listed are not. Random, unplanned sightings by patrols, rangers, tour operators and 
tourists cannot meaningfully contribute to population estimates. 
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Figure 1. Enhancement and Non-Detrimental Findings for Panthera leo in Zimbabwe 

(ZPWMA 2016, Table 2, p. 6) 

 
The ZPWMA (2016) national lion population size estimate of 1,917 is much higher than other 
published estimates, including studies cited in the Service’s 2015 final rule listing lions under the 
ESA. Bauer and Van Der Merwe (2004) estimated a national population size of 987; Chardonnet 
(2002) estimated 1,686; and Bauer et al. (2016, IUCN Red List assessment) estimated 703 in five 
well-studied populations (Bubye, Gonarezhou, Hwange, Malilangwe, and Save Valley) in 2014. 
 
ZPWMA (2016) provides information indicating that several of the population estimates come 
from scientific studies that used appropriate methodologies; these are populations of Gonarezhou 
National Park, Save Valley Conservancy, Bubye Valley Conservancy, Mana Pools National Park, 
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Hwange National Park, Zambezi National Park, Units 6 and 7 of the Matetsi Safari Area, and 
Chizarira National Park and Chirisa / Sengwa Safari Area.  
 
Assuming the population estimates for these areas given in the table are accurate, when added 
together they total 1,610 which is 307 (16%) fewer lions than the 1,917 estimate. As there appears 
to be no scientific basis for the existence of these 307 lions, the Service cannot consider the number 
to be objective, well-documented or to have been made using the best science available. Therefore, 
it is arbitrary and capricious for the Service to conclude that the national population of lions in 
Zimbabwe is any greater than 1,610. According to Loveridge et al. (2007), “Almost all lion 
populations show a bias towards females and have an adult population sex ratio of 1:2;” given this, 
there are, at most, 536 adult male lions in all of Zimbabwe.  
 
Most of Zimbabwe’s lion population sizes have decreased in the past decade (Table 1). The only 
exceptions are those in Save Valley Conservancy and Bubye Valley Conservancy, which are 
fenced and have increased, and Hwange, which has stayed the same. Comparing the population 
sizes estimated by Chardonnet (2002) to those estimated by ZPWMA (2016), there is a 32% 
decrease in Gonarezhou, an 81% decrease in Mana Pools, and a 55% decrease in Zambezi National 
Park and Units 6 and 7 of the Matetsi Safari Area. Comparing the Chizarira National Park and 
Chirisa / Sengwa Safari Area population size estimated by Bauer and Van der Merwe (2004) to 
that estimated by ZPWMA (2016), there is a 69% decrease; this decrease is acknowledged in 
Zimbabwe’s “enhancement and non-detriment” finding (ZPWMA 2016), but was not 
acknowledged by USFWS (2017). USFWS (2017) did not acknowledge any lion population 
decreases in Zimbabwe, contrary to the information before the agency at the time of its finding. 
 

Table 1: Zimbabwe lion population size trends. 

Population Chardonnet 

2002 

Bauer and Van 

Der Merwe 2004 

ZPWMA 

2016 

Trend 

Gonarezhou National 
Park 

183 130 125 32% decrease 

Save Valley 
Conservancy 

- 284  100% 
increase 

Bubye Valley 
Conservancy 

- - 450  100% 
increase 

Mana Pools National 
Park 

495 97 94 81% decrease 

Hwange National Park 543 120 559 same 
Zambezi National Park 
and Units 6 and 7 of the 
Matetsi Safari Area 

150 85 67  55.5% 
decrease 

Chizarira National Park 
and Chirisa / Sengwa 
Safari Area 

- 100 31  69% decrease 



7 
 

 
Returning to Bubye Valley Conservancy and Save Valley Conservancy, as noted in ZPWMA 
(2016), these are fenced areas that were formerly used for cattle, where the owners decided to 
pursue a new business model based on raising wildlife to sell them to trophy hunters. Both 
Conservancies are multi-million dollar a year businesses that plow revenue back into the 
management of the Conservancies; this is not surprising, as these are businesses that must take 
necessary measures to ensure that their investment is protected. These lion populations started with 
the introduction of a small number of lions and the populations have grown exponentially. As 
noted above, this contrasts starkly with the populations in the National Parks which are mostly 
decreasing.  

The contribution of fenced lion populations to the conservation status of lions is highly 
questionable, particularly when they are not part of a metapopulation management program that 
mimics, to the extent possible, natural genetic exhange. Indeed, according to Bauer et al. (2015), 
“Fenced reserves in Kenya and southern Africa are very effective, but these reserves include many 
small populations that require metapopulation management, euthanasia, and contraception and 
only make limited contributions to ecosystem functionality and conservation outcomes” (p. 
14897). Instead of implementing the management protocols noted by Bauer et al. (2015), these 
conservancies have allowed the lion population density to increase to abnormal levels, presumably 
in order to be able to sell more lions to hunters. The population density in Save Valley Conservancy 
is 11.7 lions/100km² and that of Bubye Valley Conservancy is 19 lions/ 100km2, which is much 
higher than the average population density estimate of 9.6 lions/100km² for some other lion 
populations (Kruger, Hwange, Selous and Serengeti) (du Preez et al. 2015). This high lion density 
negatively impacts other species, not only their prey species, but also competitors such as leopard, 
cheetah, and wild dog (du Preez et al. 2015). It is also likely that the lions on these conservancies 
are highly inbred as they started from a small number of lions. And while the Conservancies 
reportedly provide benefits to people in the local communities (including meat, jobs, schools, and 
community projects), since the lions are fenced in, this does not offset livestock loss to 
Conservancy lions and make people more tolerant of lions; thus, the management of these lion 
populations cannot be said to benefit the conservation of the species. 

The Service has committed to using the IUCN Species Survival Commission (SSC) Guiding 
Principles on Trophy Hunting as a Tool for Creating Conservation Incenties when making 
enhancement findings. The first of these principles is “biological sustainability” including that “it 
should not alter natural selection and ecological function of the hunted species or any other species 
that share the habitat” and “the hunting program should also not manipulate the ecosystem or its 
component elements in a way that alters the native biodiversity.” (USFWS enhancement finding, 
p. 4). Clearly, Bubye Valley Conservancy and Save Valley Conservancy have violated these 
principles. Accordingly, the Service must conclude that lion hunting on these Conservancies is not 
enhancing the survival of the species, contrary to the positive finding it made in October 2017. 
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With regard to Hwange National Park, Loveridge et al. (2016) estimated to the total number of 
lions to be approximately 120 in 2012 (Figure 2F). By comparison, Zimbabwe estimates the 
current population to be “over 550” (ZPWMA 2016, p. 18). It would seem impossible for the 
Hwange lion population to have nearly quadrupled in four years. Even the lion population at Bubye 
Valley Conservancy only doubled over a four year period between 2008 and 2012 (du Preez et al. 
2016, Figure 7). The document from Zimbabwe does not provide any details on the source of the 
“over 550” figure. If the true population size is much lower, it would mean that the population has 
decreased as compared to the population figure of Chardonnet (2002). 
 
In summary, although the current national lion population size estimate, based on studies that use 
appropriate scientific methodology, is similar to that in 2002 (Chardonnet 2002), wild lion 
populations in Zimbabwe have decreased over approximately the past decade, while two fenced 
populations have increased over this time. Truly wild (not fenced in) lions in Zimbabwe number 
only 876 and, given a typical female:male ratio of 2:1, this means there are only 292 truly wild 
male lions in Zimbabwe, far less lions that assumed in the Service’s enhancement finding.  
 

(2) Zimbabwe’s lion hunting quotas are not science-based, and age restrictions are poorly 
implemented and do not apply to all lion hunting areas in the country 

Another one of the IUCN Species Survival Commission (SSC) Guiding Principles on Trophy 
Hunting as a Tool for Creating Conservation Incenties principles is “Net Conservation Benefit: 
The biologically sustainable hunting program should be based on laws, regulations, and 
scientifically based quotas, established with local input, that are transparent and periodically 
reviewed” (USFWS 2017, p. 4, emphasis added). 

According to ZPWMA (2016), a new system for quota setting, the “points system for adaptively 
managing lion quotas”, commenced in 2015 (ZPWMA 2016, p. 37). This new system, based on a 
study that modelled the impact of age-based lion hunting restrictions on a Tanzania lion population 
(Whitman et al. 2004), aims to ensure that only male lions five years of age and older are hunted. 
The system “rewards operators with increased quotas if they hunt animals of six years and older, 
but it does not penalize them if they hunt animals of five years. Neither are they penalised if they 
do not shoot a lion that they have on quota, however, the quotas will be reduced if they hunt 
animals younger than five years or if they failed to complete hunt returns” (ZPWMA, p. 40).   

However, there are several major flaws with this quota setting system. 

First, as pointed out by Loveridge et al. (2007), who studied lions and lion hunting in Hwange 
National Park, because male lions in Zimbabwe mature later than their counterparts in Tanzania, 
the 5 year age limit is not appropriate there. The authors said, “Measures of maturity of males in 
HNP (mane size, testicle size) suggest that lions in this population reach physical maturity at 
around 6–7 years old. These data accord with those from Kruger National Park, South Africa, 
showing that testicle weight, seminiferous tubule diameter, body weight and size peak between 5 
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and 9 years (Smuts et al., 1978b) and mean age of pride males was 6.5 (range 5–9) years (Smuts, 
1978). It appears that male lions in southern Africa mature later than conspecifics in East Africa 
(Tanzania), where male lions reach maturity at 4 years (West and Packer, 2002; Whitman et al., 
2004). If an age threshold is used to determine harvests of male lions then the 6 year minimum 
that Whitman et al. (2004) suggest may need to be reviewed and adjusted to take into account what 
is apparently later maturation of males in southern Africa. Off-take of males aged between 7 and 
8 years might be more appropriate” (p. 553). 

Second, the starting point for establishing quotas under this new system was the previously existing 
quotas (ZPWMA 2016, p. 37); however, the scientific basis for the previously existing quotas is 
not provided by ZPWMA (2016). ZPWMA states, “Zimbabwe implements an adaptive quota 
setting quota system that uses inputs from monitoring data and input from a variety of stakeholders 
including ZPWMA field and research staff, local communities, hunting operators, and independent 
biologists. Quotas are set based on population estimates or trend analyses, monitoring data, hunt 
return data, research work and indices as may be reflected in various reports by field personnel” 
(ZPWMA 2016, p. 56). It seems from this statement that some science may inform the setting of 
quotas but this does not mean the final outcome is science-based. Indeed, the Service concedes in 
its finding that quotas are not science based in some situations: “In CAMPFIRE areas, incidences 
of human-lion conflict are also taken into consideration where survey information is not readily 
available, when determining quotas for those areas (ZPWMA 2014). The quota setting process 
involves all stakeholders, including the ZPWMA, landowners, safari operators, and CAMPFIRE 
managers and their representatives. During the annual quota-setting workshop, presentations are 
made by the proponents who then make proposals for quotas. Where it is felt that not enough 
information has been presented, however, a precautionary quota will still be issued (ZPWMA 
2014). The Service is not aware of how precautionary quotas are treated after they are issued, or if 
there is a protocol for obtaining necessary information when a precautionary quota is put in place” 
(USFWS 2017, p. 13).  

Third, quotas do not take into account all forms of lion mortality including retaliatory killing and 
snaring. Indeed, the number of lions killed as a result of human-lion conflict exceeds the number 
killed by trophy hunters: ZPWMA states, “The exact number of lions killed in this way is difficult 
to assess, but may number over 50/year” (ZPWMA 2016, p. 44). Loveridge et al. (2007), who 
studied lion mortality in Hwange 1999-2004, found that, in addition to hunting, the population 
“also experienced mortality from other anthropogenic sources, including illegal snaring and 
killing. Lions are often inadvertently caught in snares set for other wildlife. While this only 
accounted for 11.8% of all mortality of [62] marked animals, we know of at least seven additional 
unmarked lions killed in snares during the study. It is possible that this source of mortality is under-
represented as this is difficult to measure because evidence of illegal killing is often concealed. 
Conflict mortality needs to be taken into account when setting hunting quotas, as this mortality is 
additive and it is possible that even conservative hunting off-takes coupled with high levels of 
illegal killing could make a population vulnerable to decline” (p. 555). ZPWMA (2016) states that 
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21 lions were killed illegally 2013-2015, although this is likely an underestimate because the full 
scope of illegal activities are usually not known to government authorities.  

Another form of lion mortality that may not be adequately accounted for in the quota setting 
process is official Problem Animal Control. Groom et al. (2014), who studied lions in Gonarhezou, 
said “Another important cause of lion mortality in Gonarezhou was the destruction of lions 
considered to be problem animals. Problem animal control incidences are poorly recorded and the 
responsibility is often handed over to hunting operators, with apparently little record-keeping 
(RJG, pers. obs.). However, we acquired records of at least 18 lions being shot as problem animals 
between 1993 and 2009 around the southern half of Gonarezhou. In many cases the sex of the lion 
killed was not recorded but at least five of them were females and one was a cub. This is likely to 
affect the population negatively, as regular removal of even small numbers of reproductive females 
can expose a population to decline (Van Vuuren et al., 2005). Moreover, as reproductive success 
is closely related to pride size, and prides of three or more adult females are significantly more 
successful at rearing cubs than smaller prides (Packer et al., 1988), removal of adult females may 
result in lower cub survival. Since 2009 there has been virtually no lethal problem animal control 
for lions around Gonarezhou, although lions are still reported to be killing livestock and there is 
evidence that communities poison them. Exact figures are unknown but presumed to be higher 
than recorded” (p. 6). 

Fourth, CAMPFIRE areas are exempt from age-based quotas. ZPWMA (2016) states “the 
CAMPFIRE areas in which lions occur are currently exempted from the age restrictions. This 
approach was adopted as a means of ensuring that impoverished communities obtain the 
opportunity to benefit from the presence of lions, recognising the potential negative impacts the 
species has on the livelihoods of livestock farmers” (p. 41). This exemption is acknowledged by 
the Service (USFWS 2017, p. 14) but later in the document the Service arbitrarily states, “The 
adaptive quota management system for lion hunting based on the ages of lions hunted has been 
accepted and embraced by all stakeholders” (USFWS 2017, p. 17). The Service downplays the 
importance of this exemption by stating, “While hunting is allowed in CAMPFIRE areas, it is 
unclear if American sport hunters conduct lion hunts in these areas; if so, the Service is not aware 
if sport hunters are exempted from the age restriction in this case, and how this exemption in 
CAMPFIRE areas is taken into consideration when setting quotas for other portions of the country” 
(p. 14). It is unclear why the Service would think that American trophy hunters would not be 
exempt from the age restrictions if they hunted lions in CAMPFIRE areas, and it is unreasonable 
for the Service to make an enhancement finding based on such a presumption.  

As to the question of whether American trophy hunters hunt lions in CAMPFIRE areas, the Service 
repeatedly argues later in the document that American hunters do hunt lions in CAMPFIRE areas 
and that this is an important source of income. For example, the Service states, “Across all 
CAMPFIRE districts, from 2010 to 2015, there was a total quota of 140 lions, with actual offtake 
equaling 45 animals. During this same period, U.S. trophy hunters apparently accounted for 51% 
of Zimbabwe's trophy hunting clients; trophy fees represented 74% of CAMPFIRE income, of 
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which lions play a small role” (USFWS 2017, p. 17). Using these figures, it can be hypothesized 
that of the approximately eight lions killed annually from 2010-2015, four were killed by 
Americans. The fact that Zimbabwe is willing to forgo age-restrictions for lions hunted in 
CAMPFIRE areas, means that hunting in these areas is potentially detrimental to the lion 
populations therein because younger lions will be killed. Consequently, it would violate the 
Endangered Species Act for the Service to issue import permits for lions killed in CAMPFIRE 
areas based on the October 2017 finding and without evidence that they were at least five years 
old when killed. 

Fifth, the age restrictions are poorly implemented. According to du Preez et al. (2016), in 2015, 
16% of lions hunted were under 5 years of age; this means that, of the 49 lions hunted that year 
(ZPWMA 2016, p. 38), seven were under age. Furthermore, the implementation of the restrictions 
varied between the three main lion-hunting areas in 2015: In Zambezi Valley, about 50% of lions 
hunted were less than 5 years old, compared to about 20% in Lowveld and about 5% in Matland 
North (Du Preez et al. 2016, Table 6, p. 11); thus, certain areas of the country is more prone to 
violating the age restrictions. Hunting of lions under the age of 5 is detrimental of lion populations. 
Consequently, the Service cannot lawfully issue import permits for lions from Zimbabwe hunted 
in areas that are prone to violating the age restrictions. 

In summary, although the current national lion population size estimate, based on scientific 
surveys, is similar to that in 2002 (Chardonnet 2002), wild lion populations in Zimbabwe have 
decreased over approximately the past decade, while two fenced populations have increased over 
this time. Truly wild (not fenced in) lions in Zimbabwe number only 876 and, given a typical 
female:male ratio of 2:1, this means there are only 292 truly wild male lions in Zimbabwe. Given 
that the 2016 hunting quota was 81 male lions (ZPWMA 2016, p. 38), and subtracting the 15 lion 
quota for Bubye (du Preez et al. 2016, p. 13) and 10 lion quota for Save (du Preez et al. 2016, p. 
18), the 56 wild lions remaining on quota represent 19 percent of the wild male population. This 
exceeds the recommendation of Loveridge et al. (2007, p. 556) that quotas should be reduced “to 
realistic levels (no more than 10% of adult males) based on robust population estimates would ease 
excessive off-takes of male lions.” Therefore, the Service’s positive enhancement finding is not in 
accordance with law and import permits cannot lawfully be issued pursuant to this finding. 
 

(3) Zimbabwe’s 11-year-old lion management plan still has not been substantially 
implemented  

The Service states, “when making a determination of whether an otherwise prohibited activity 
enhances the propagation or survival of P. I. melanochaita, the Service examines the overall 
conservation and management of the subspecies in the country where the specimen originated and 
whether that management of the subspecies addresses the threats to the subspecies (i.e., that it is 
based on sound scientific principles and that the management program is actively addressing the 
current and longer term threats to the subspecies)” (USFWS 2017, p. 2) 
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The Service further states, “When evaluating whether the importation of a trophy of P. I. 
melanochaita would be authorized pursuant to 50 CFR 17.32, in accordance with our threatened 
species issuance criteria, we will examine how a country's management program for lions 
addresses the three main threats that have led to the decline of the subspecies: habitat loss, loss of 
prey base, and human-lion conflict. When examining a management program and whether trophies 
taken as part of that program meet the issuance criteria, we study a number of factors. Some of the 
factors we consider include whether the program is based on sound scientific information and 
identifies mechanisms that would arrest the loss of habitat or increase available habitat (i.e., by 
establishing protected areas and ensuring adequate protection from human encroachment). We 
consider whether the management program actively addresses the loss of the lion's prey base by 
addressing poaching or unsustainable offtake within the country. A component of a management 
plan from which trophy imports would meet the issuance criteria would be whether there are 
government incentives in place that encourage habitat protection by private landowners and 
communities and incentives to local communities to reduce the incursion of livestock into 
protected areas or to actively manage livestock to reduce conflicts with lions. We examine if the 
hunting component of the management program supports all of these efforts by looking at whether 
hunting concessions/tracts are managed to ensure the long-term survival of the lion, its prey base, 
and habitat” (USFWS 2017, p. 5). 

Finally, the Services states, “Management programs for P. I. melanochaita are expected to address, 
but are not limited to, evaluating population levels and trends; the biological needs of the species; 
quotas; management practices; legal protection; local community involvement; and use of hunting 
fees for conservation. In evaluating these factors, we will work closely with the range countries 
and interested parties to obtain the information. By allowing entry into the United States of P. I. 
melanochaita trophies from range countries that have science-based management programs, we 
anticipate that other range countries would be encouraged to adopt and financially support the 
sustainable management of lions that benefits both the species and local communities. In addition 
to addressing the biological needs of the subspecies, a scientifically based management program 
would provide economic incentives for local communities to protect and expand P. I. melanochaita 
habitat” (USFWS 2017, p. 5). 

The Service has previously stated, “We evaluate whether a country has a valid national or regional 
management plan and if the country has the resources and political will to enact the plan. If there 
is a plan, what government entities implement the plan and how often is it reviewed and updated? 
Does the plan have clear, achievable objectives? Are the objectives measurable and are they being 
achieved? Is there an adaptive management approach within the plan so that enacting agencies can 
quickly respond to changing environmental or social issues?” (USFWS 2015, p. 1-2). 

The Service concedes that the most recent lion management plan for Zimbabwe is the 2006 
Conservation Strategy and Action Plan for the Lion (Panthera leo) in Zimbabwe (USFWS 2017). 
The plan aims to: ensure the persistence of key lion populations and other important populations 
including those of doubtful viability; reduce human and livestock loss; and optimize wildlife 
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conservation-related net benefits to local communities. The plan contains seven objectives, each 
with several targets; each target has activities to be conducted to achieve the target. If fully 
implemented, the plan could address the three main threats that have led to the decline of the 
subspecies: habitat loss, loss of prey base, and human-lion conflict. However, data in the Service’s 
possession reveals that the plan has not been fully implemented. 

ZPWMA (2016) provided an update on implementation of the plan (Table 2, below).  According 
to the information provided by ZPWMA (2016), after eleven years, none of the seven identified 
outputs in the plan have been completed. Of the 24 identified targets in the plan, only one, Target 
1.4 (develop and implement a national lion captive breeding management policy), is completed, 
but this is irrelevant to the Service’s finding regarding enhancement based on hunting of wild lions 
in Zimbabwe. Of the 108 activities in the plan, evidence presented by ZPWMA (2016) indicates 
that only 26 have been completed. Therefore, Zimbabwe has not made substantial progress on 
implementation of the plan over the past eleven years and it is arbitrary and capricious for the 
Service to issue an enhancement finding based on this outdated plan. 

Instead of conducting a thorough analysis of whether or not the plan has been implemented over 
the past eleven years, using the information provided by ZPWMA (2016) – as we have in Table 2 
below – the Service instead examined implementation of only three outputs which the Service 
states “are most relevant to determining if the implementation of the strategy enhances the 
propagation or survival of the species, as required by the ESA for the issuance of import permits” 
(USFWS 2017, p. 10); these are Output 1 (lion populations, their habitats and wild prey effectively 
conserved and managed in collaboration with local stakeholders), Output 3 (human-lion related 
conflicts minimized and, where possible, eliminated), and Output 4 (the costs and benefits of long-
term lion management equitably distributed). However, even the Service’s analysis of these 
outputs is flawed.  

For each Output, the Service (USFWS 2017) copied and pasted information provided by ZPWMA 
(2016) about the output’s targets with no analysis. Furthermore, the Service failed to analyze 
whether or not the activities in plan to meet the targets had been undertaken or completed. Our 
analysis of Outputs 1, 3 and 4 (Table 2) indicate that these outputs have not been completed. 
Specifically, for Output 1, only one of the six targets have been completed (on captive breeding 
management), and only 12 of 28 activities have been completed (and six of these relate to captive 
lions). Yet, the Service finds that “ZPWMA is actively working toward meeting the target areas 
for this output” (USFWS 2017, p. 11). For Output 3, none of the six targets have been completed, 
and only 2 of 21 activities have been completed. Yet, the Service finds that “information submitted 
in the ZPWMA update suggests that they have met one target, and are in the process of 
implementing the remaining two” (USFWS 2017, p. 11). For Output 4, three of the four targets 
have not been completed and the remaining target has been partially completed, and only 3 of 18 
activities have been completed. Yet, the Service finds that “ZPWMA has made progress toward 
this output's targets” (USFWS 2017, p. 11). 
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In summary, the information provided by ZPWMA and adopted without independent analysis by 
the Service, clearly demonstrates a lack of progress toward meeting the stated targets and 
undertaking the stated activities in the plan. Without such evidence, principally this is a plan on 
paper only, and it is entirely arbitrary and capricious for the Service to have made a positive 
enhancement finding based on this information. 
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Table 2. Implementation status of the 2006 Conservation Strategy and Action Plan for the Lion (Panthera leo) in 

Zimbabwe. 

Outputs and Targets Information Provided in 

ZPWMA (2016) Regarding 

Target Completion 

Analysis of Progress on Completing Targets and Activities 

(underscored text) 
Targets (targets 
cannot be 
considered 
“completed” 
unless all activities 
are completed) 

Activities (activities cannot be 
considered “completed” unless they are 
thoroughly completed; partial completion 
is not considered to be completed) 

Output 1. Lion Management - Lion populations, their habitats and wild prey effectively conserved and managed in 

collaboration with local stakeholders 

Target 1.1 Establish a 
baseline survey and 
monitoring programme for 
identified lion populations 
and their range inside and 
outside the Parks & 
Wildlife Estate 

Baseline surveys have been 
completed for the Parks Estate 
using monitoring protocols for key 
variables (populations, habitats, 
prey). Selected surveys undertaken 
of areas outside National Parks in 
conservancies and some 
communal land and forest areas. 

Not completed. 1) Undertake baseline surveys, and 
where necessary, identify populations 
outside Parks & Wildlife Estate. Not 
completed (only partially completed). 
2) Design, develop and set up simple but 
robust monitoring protocols for key 
variables (populations, habitats, prey). 
No details provided to substantiate this 
has been concluded. 
3) Set up systems for carrying out 
collaborative surveys and monitoring 
across boundaries with shared lion 
populations (National Park, Safari Area, 
Forest Area, Communal Land, 
Large/Small Scale Commercial Farming 
and/or International). No information 
provided. 

Target 1.2 Maintain and 
strengthen capacity for lion 
conservation, management, 
monitoring and research 

Carnivore research programmes 
undertaken by NGOs (Mana, 
Matusadona, Gonarezhou, 
Zambezi and Hwange NPs, 

Not completed. 1) Undertake training needs assessment. 
No information provided. 
2) Identify and secure funding resources. 
No information provided. 
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Table 2. Implementation status of the 2006 Conservation Strategy and Action Plan for the Lion (Panthera leo) in 

Zimbabwe. 

Outputs and Targets Information Provided in 

ZPWMA (2016) Regarding 

Target Completion 

Analysis of Progress on Completing Targets and Activities 

(underscored text) 
Targets (targets 
cannot be 
considered 
“completed” 
unless all activities 
are completed) 

Activities (activities cannot be 
considered “completed” unless they are 
thoroughly completed; partial completion 
is not considered to be completed) 

within PWMA and amongst 
other key stakeholders 

Matetsi, Chirisa SA) and research 
institutions (Bubye and Save 
Conservancies) in various parts of 
the country. Personnel trained in 
data collection and capture, 
management, lion aging and 
analysis. 

3) Provide training and capacity 
strengthening within PWMA and 
amongst other key stakeholders e.g. 
RDCs. No information provided.  
4) Train personnel in data capture, 
management and analysis. No details 
provided to substantiate this has been 
concluded. 

Target 1.3 Identify and 
implement best 
management standards and 
practice for all trophy 
hunted lion populations, 
ensuring their viability and 
sustainable, equitable and 
adaptively managed trophy 
quotas 

Quota setting methodology 
reviewed and annual quotas and 
offtakes analysed considering 
population changes, trophy quality 
and levels of PAC over time. 
Trophy hunting database in place 
and in process of being refined to 
provide cost-effective system for 
collation, entry, analysis, reporting 
and feedback to key stakeholders 
in the wildlife industry (ZPWMA, 
RDCs, SOAZ, ZPHGA, 
conservation NGOs, Researchers 
etc.). System of fixed and optional 
quotas reviewed and age- based 

Not completed.  1) Implement Quota Setting 
Methodology rigorously and 
consistently across all hunting areas. No 
information provided to address 
rigorousness or consistency across all 
hunting areas. 
2) Review and analyse annual quotas 
and offtakes to ensure these are adaptive 
and responsive to population changes, 
trophy quality and levels of PAC over 
time. Insufficient details provided to 
substantiate this has been concluded..  
3) Allocate quotas at a scale reflective of 
lion ecological and biological 
functionality which invariably differs 
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Table 2. Implementation status of the 2006 Conservation Strategy and Action Plan for the Lion (Panthera leo) in 

Zimbabwe. 

Outputs and Targets Information Provided in 

ZPWMA (2016) Regarding 

Target Completion 

Analysis of Progress on Completing Targets and Activities 

(underscored text) 
Targets (targets 
cannot be 
considered 
“completed” 
unless all activities 
are completed) 

Activities (activities cannot be 
considered “completed” unless they are 
thoroughly completed; partial completion 
is not considered to be completed) 

criteria for male trophy animals in 
place and functioning. 

across different land unit sizes or land 
uses. No information provided. 
4) Refine and update the hunt return 
form [TR2] and the trophy hunting 
database and review annually thereafter. 
Annual review, and TR2 not addressed 
in information provided. 
5) Ensure centralised database and cost-
effective system for data collection from 
hunting areas and subsequent collation, 
entry, analysis, reporting and feedback 
to key stakeholders in the wildlife 
industry (PWMA, RDCs, SOAZ, 
conservation NGOs, Researchers etc). 
Apparently in progress. 
6) Replicate Matetsi Safari Area hunt 
data collection system in all Parks and 
non-Parks hunting areas and train 
PWMA, RDC and other relevant field 
staff to gather and collate hunting data 
as per the Matetsi system. No 
information provided. 
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Table 2. Implementation status of the 2006 Conservation Strategy and Action Plan for the Lion (Panthera leo) in 

Zimbabwe. 

Outputs and Targets Information Provided in 

ZPWMA (2016) Regarding 

Target Completion 

Analysis of Progress on Completing Targets and Activities 

(underscored text) 
Targets (targets 
cannot be 
considered 
“completed” 
unless all activities 
are completed) 

Activities (activities cannot be 
considered “completed” unless they are 
thoroughly completed; partial completion 
is not considered to be completed) 

7) Train PWMA, RDC and other 
relevant field staff in the Quota Setting 
Methodology. No information provided. 
8) Review system of fixed and optional 
quotas (and auctioned hunts) to improve 
incentives to hunt trophy male lion only, 
including quota-based 
incentives/disincentives. Reportedly 
completed. 
9) Review trophy fees to maximise 
benefit and generate additional revenue. 
No information provided. 
10) Review and put in place criteria for 
age-based identification of male trophy 
animals. Reportedly completed. 

Target 1.4 Develop and 
implement a national lion 
captive breeding 
management policy 

Policy in place. Reportedly 
completed; policy 
is available. 

1) Identify captive breeding enterprises 
and establish purpose 
2) Consult with stakeholders including 
breeders, ZNSPCA, IUCN Captive 
Breeding Specialist Group, and others 
e.g. Tikki Hywood Trust (THT) 
3) Establish destination and role of 
captive bred lions upon reaching maturity 
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Table 2. Implementation status of the 2006 Conservation Strategy and Action Plan for the Lion (Panthera leo) in 

Zimbabwe. 

Outputs and Targets Information Provided in 

ZPWMA (2016) Regarding 

Target Completion 

Analysis of Progress on Completing Targets and Activities 

(underscored text) 
Targets (targets 
cannot be 
considered 
“completed” 
unless all activities 
are completed) 

Activities (activities cannot be 
considered “completed” unless they are 
thoroughly completed; partial completion 
is not considered to be completed) 

4) Relate captive bred lions to existing 
captive breeding policies for crocodiles, 
ostriches and operations for other captive 
bred wild species, e.g. Lion & Cheetah 
Park, Chipangali 
5) Review existing policies and/or 
guidelines 
6) Appoint Working Group to develop 
captive lion breeding policy as 
appropriate or necessary e.g. WWF-
SARPO, NSPCA, THT, Captive 
Breeders, Wildlife Veterinary Unit. 

Target 1.5 Develop and 
implement co-management 
frameworks for wildlife 
management 

Collaborative national lion action 
plans to co-management lion 
populations in place for NW 
Matabeleland and SE Lowveld, 
including three conservancies 
(Bubye Valley, Save and 
Malilangwe). 

Not completed.  1) Develop a national lion action plan 
that articulates collaborative co-
management of lion populations amongst 
different land categories and users in the 
four major wildlife areas of the country: 
NW 
Matabeleland, Sebungwe Region, 
Zambezi Valley and SE Lowveld. 
Partially completed. 
2) Ensure adoption and implementation 
of co-managements plans by stakeholders 
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Table 2. Implementation status of the 2006 Conservation Strategy and Action Plan for the Lion (Panthera leo) in 

Zimbabwe. 

Outputs and Targets Information Provided in 

ZPWMA (2016) Regarding 

Target Completion 

Analysis of Progress on Completing Targets and Activities 

(underscored text) 
Targets (targets 
cannot be 
considered 
“completed” 
unless all activities 
are completed) 

Activities (activities cannot be 
considered “completed” unless they are 
thoroughly completed; partial completion 
is not considered to be completed) 

including conservancies. No information 
provided. 
3) Develop and implement participatory 
monitoring of implementation of plans. 
No information provided. 

Target 1.6 The geographic 
distribution range of the lion 
population expanded 

Conservancies and neighbouring 
communities are working together 
to maintain existing geographic 
distribution of lion populations. 
Zimbabwe proactive in the KAZA 
and GLTFCA programmes. 

Not completed. 
Information 
provided relates 
to maintaining 
existing 
geographic 
distribution, 
rather than 
expanding the 
distribution. 

1) Conservancies and neighbouring 
communities to work together and 
incorporate neighbouring communal 
lands into conservancies where possible. 
Reportedly completed, but lack of 
details makes it impossible to evaluate. 
2) TFCAs to develop programmes to 
increase jointly managed lion 
populations. No information provided 
on all programs. 

Output 2. Lion Research - Information for effective and adaptive lion conservation management generated 

Target 2.1 Initiate targeted 
research on lion ecology, 
management and mitigation 
of conflict 

Extensive research programmes 
focussing on lion ecology and 
biology undertaken in Hwange, 
Bubye, Save, Malilangwe, 
Matusadona, Chizarira and Chirisa. 
ZPWMA have cooperated with 
NGOs, such as Panthera, to 

Not completed. 
 

1) Identify gaps in knowledge of lion 
ecology and biology that require 
research. No information provided. 
2) Identify areas where collaborative 
(including cross boundary/border) 
research is required. No information 
provided. 
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Table 2. Implementation status of the 2006 Conservation Strategy and Action Plan for the Lion (Panthera leo) in 

Zimbabwe. 

Outputs and Targets Information Provided in 

ZPWMA (2016) Regarding 

Target Completion 

Analysis of Progress on Completing Targets and Activities 

(underscored text) 
Targets (targets 
cannot be 
considered 
“completed” 
unless all activities 
are completed) 

Activities (activities cannot be 
considered “completed” unless they are 
thoroughly completed; partial completion 
is not considered to be completed) 

develop cost-effective age 
determination methods for lions. 
Key threats to lion populations, 
with focus on human-lion conflict, 
snaring and poisoning, undertaken 
and continually monitored. 

3) Standardise methodology where 
collaborative research is required. No 
information provided. 
4) Develop cost-effective age 
determination methods for lions. 
Reportedly completed. 
5) Identify population ecology research 
questions in key lion populations. No 
information provided. 
6) Explore predator-prey relationships. 
No information provided. 
7) Identify socio-ecological research 
needs. No information provided. 
8) Assess the impact of key threats to 
lion populations in Zimbabwe at 
present, with particular focus on human-
lion conflict, snaring (both direct 
mortality of lions in snares and 
depletion of prey populations), and the 
sustainability of hunting quotas. 
Reportedly completed. 
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Table 2. Implementation status of the 2006 Conservation Strategy and Action Plan for the Lion (Panthera leo) in 

Zimbabwe. 

Outputs and Targets Information Provided in 

ZPWMA (2016) Regarding 

Target Completion 

Analysis of Progress on Completing Targets and Activities 

(underscored text) 
Targets (targets 
cannot be 
considered 
“completed” 
unless all activities 
are completed) 

Activities (activities cannot be 
considered “completed” unless they are 
thoroughly completed; partial completion 
is not considered to be completed) 

Output 3. Mitigation - Human-lion related conflicts minimized and, where possible, eliminated 
Target 3.1 Develop and 
establish databases on 
lion/human conflict 

Data on Problem Animal Control 
(PAC) reports on lion related 
problems collated. 

Not completed. 1) Collect PAC (Problem Animal 
Control) reports on lion related problems. 
Reportedly completed, although whether 
this is national or more limited in scope is 
not clear. 
2) Analyse reports & produce evaluation 
matrix. No information provided. 
3) Produce report with recommendations 
on appropriate PAC monitoring system, 
e.g. MOMS Oriented Monitoring 
Systems). No information provided. 
4) Undertake community training on 
MOMS. No information provided. 

Target 3.2 Identify and 
implement methods to 
reduce and mitigate 
livestock losses and lion 
attacks on humans 

Approaches to mitigate livestock 
losses and lion attacks on humans 
being tested and implemented in 
Hwange. Methods to mitigate lion 
attacks on livestock being 
implemented as appropriate at 
selected sites (e.g. Tsholotsho). 

Not completed. 
 
 

1) Undertake participatory planning on 
how to mitigate livestock losses and lion 
attacks on humans. No information 
provided. 
2) Undertake field work to identify 
weakness in livestock husbandry in 
relation to mitigation. No information 
provided. 
3) Review literature, capitalise on 
experiences and lessons learned 
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Table 2. Implementation status of the 2006 Conservation Strategy and Action Plan for the Lion (Panthera leo) in 

Zimbabwe. 

Outputs and Targets Information Provided in 

ZPWMA (2016) Regarding 

Target Completion 

Analysis of Progress on Completing Targets and Activities 

(underscored text) 
Targets (targets 
cannot be 
considered 
“completed” 
unless all activities 
are completed) 

Activities (activities cannot be 
considered “completed” unless they are 
thoroughly completed; partial completion 
is not considered to be completed) 

elsewhere, e.g. Namibia, and undertake 
community leadership exchange visits. 
No information provided. 
4) Examine and design appropriate 
farmer-based compensation schemes, 
e.g. HACSIS, Namibia. No information 
provided. 
5) Provide training on lion mitigation 
methods. Limited efforts underway in a 
few places, according to information 
provided. 
6) Implement mitigation methods as 
appropriate at selected sites. Reportedly 
completed. 

Target 3.3 Trained and 
properly staffed PAC Units 
established to conduct rapid 
response, restrained and 
precisely targeted problem 
animal control 

PAC Units at ZPWMA field station 
and/or RDC levels partially 
established. 

Not completed. 1) Undertake needs assessment and 
capacity for managing PAC Units at 
PWMA field station and/or RDC levels. 
No information provided. 
2) Define the role and responsibility of 
Units. No information provided. 
3) Train and equip Units. No information 
provided. 
4) Training and capacity building for 
PAC to be delegated to the responsible 
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Table 2. Implementation status of the 2006 Conservation Strategy and Action Plan for the Lion (Panthera leo) in 

Zimbabwe. 

Outputs and Targets Information Provided in 

ZPWMA (2016) Regarding 

Target Completion 

Analysis of Progress on Completing Targets and Activities 

(underscored text) 
Targets (targets 
cannot be 
considered 
“completed” 
unless all activities 
are completed) 

Activities (activities cannot be 
considered “completed” unless they are 
thoroughly completed; partial completion 
is not considered to be completed) 

appropriate authority (RDC) and sub-
district levels. No information provided. 
5) Collaborative and effective PAC 
techniques developed and implemented 
within 5 years. No information provided. 

Target 3.4 Incidents of 
human-lion conflict reduced 
by at least 30% in 5 years 
while also reducing 
retaliatory killing 

Specific awareness and education 
package on lion conservation and 
management developed and 
implemented in Matusadona, 
Hwange and Gonarezhou regions. 

Not completed. 
Answer does not 
address target 
percent reduction 
or timeline. 

1) Specific awareness and education 
package on lion conservation and 
management developed and implemented 
within 5 years. Partially implemented, 
according to information provided. 
2) Mechanisms developed with the 
livestock sector to reduce livestock 
predation by lions by at least 35% from 
the current level within 5 years. No 
information provided. 

Target 3.5 Number of lions 
killed through 
indiscriminate killings 
reduced by at least 30% in 5 
years after baseline 
established. 

 Not completed. 
Target missing 
from ZPWMA 
(2016). 

1) Country specific awareness and 
education package on lion conservation 
and management developed and 
implemented within 5 years. No 
information provided. 
2) Develop incentives for communities to 
use legal PAC in identified 3 hotspots 
within 5 years. No information provided. 
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Table 2. Implementation status of the 2006 Conservation Strategy and Action Plan for the Lion (Panthera leo) in 

Zimbabwe. 

Outputs and Targets Information Provided in 

ZPWMA (2016) Regarding 

Target Completion 

Analysis of Progress on Completing Targets and Activities 

(underscored text) 
Targets (targets 
cannot be 
considered 
“completed” 
unless all activities 
are completed) 

Activities (activities cannot be 
considered “completed” unless they are 
thoroughly completed; partial completion 
is not considered to be completed) 

Target 3.6 Incidences of 
lion attacks on humans 
reduced by at least 30% 
from the current levels in 5 
years 

 Not completed. 
Target missing 
from ZPWMA 
(2016). 
 
 

1) Develop and implement collaborative 
and effective PAC techniques. No 
information provided. 
2) Develop appropriate educational and 
awareness programmes to promote 
avoidance of potentially lethal encounters 
between humans and lions. No 
information provided. 

Output 4. Socio- Economic - The costs and benefits of long-term lion management equitably distributed 
Target 4.1 Complete an 
inventory of stakeholders 
directly affected by lion 
conservation 

Stakeholder groups (e.g. local 
communities, CAMPFIRE RDC 
representatives, commercial safari 
hunting operators (SOAZ, 
ZPHGA), tourism operators 
(ZATSO) identified. Financial 
impacts of lion conservation and 
extent and magnitude of socio-
economic impacts on each 
stakeholder group completed. 

Partially 
completed. 

1) Identify stakeholder groups (e.g. local 
communities, CAMPFIRE RDC 
representatives, commercial safari 
hunting operators (SOAZ, ZPH&GA), 
tourism operators ZATSO) at the 
appropriate scale. Reportedly 
completed. 
2) Identify the financial impacts of lion 
conservation on each stakeholder group. 
Reportedly completed. 
3) Determine extent and magnitude of 
socio-economic impacts on each 
stakeholder group. Reportedly 
completed. 
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Table 2. Implementation status of the 2006 Conservation Strategy and Action Plan for the Lion (Panthera leo) in 

Zimbabwe. 

Outputs and Targets Information Provided in 

ZPWMA (2016) Regarding 

Target Completion 

Analysis of Progress on Completing Targets and Activities 

(underscored text) 
Targets (targets 
cannot be 
considered 
“completed” 
unless all activities 
are completed) 

Activities (activities cannot be 
considered “completed” unless they are 
thoroughly completed; partial completion 
is not considered to be completed) 

4) Prioritise groups for intervention 
based on extent and magnitude of socio-
economic impacts. No information 
provided. 

Target 4.2 Deliver 
appropriate training and 
capacity building to 
prioritised stakeholders 

Representative stakeholder groups 
in some regions identified 
(Hwange, Matusadona, 
Gonarezhou). Limited training 
undertaken. Implement adaptive 
programme across four wildlife 
regions 

Not completed.  1. Identify representative stakeholders 
groups per wildlife region. Partially 
completed according to information 
provided. 
2. Identify training needs in consultation 
with identified stakeholders. No 
information provided. 
3. Develop training materials and 
implement training programmes. No 
information provided. 
4. Review effectiveness of training 
material and programme in consultation 
with identified stakeholders. No 
information provided. 
5. Implement adaptive programme 
across 4 wildlife regions. No 
information provided. 

Target 4.3 Agree and 
implement collaboratively 

In progress. Hwange NP 
Management Plan approved. 

Not completed. 1) Consult identified stakeholders. No 
information provided. 
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Table 2. Implementation status of the 2006 Conservation Strategy and Action Plan for the Lion (Panthera leo) in 

Zimbabwe. 

Outputs and Targets Information Provided in 

ZPWMA (2016) Regarding 

Target Completion 

Analysis of Progress on Completing Targets and Activities 

(underscored text) 
Targets (targets 
cannot be 
considered 
“completed” 
unless all activities 
are completed) 

Activities (activities cannot be 
considered “completed” unless they are 
thoroughly completed; partial completion 
is not considered to be completed) 

developed area-specific lion 
management plans with 
identified stakeholder 
groups in each wildlife 
region within 5 years 

2) Determine the scope and scale of the 
key activities of the management plan. 
No information provided, although 
reportedly a management plan for one 
area, Hwange NP, is approved. 
3) Identify and integrate 'best practices', 
making provisions for: 
• Ownership issues 
• Zoning for wildlife 
• Mutually binding agreement 
• Verifiable compliance 
• Suitable wildlife utilization plan (e.g. 
tourism, trophy hunting) 
• Income flows and cost distribution 
(including rainy-day funds to anticipate 
uncertainties in tourist revenues) 
• Appropriate husbandry techniques 
• Conflict-mitigation measures 
• Regulation of human immigration 
• Adequate wildlife and conflict 
monitoring 
• Annual environmental audits 
No information provided.  
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Table 2. Implementation status of the 2006 Conservation Strategy and Action Plan for the Lion (Panthera leo) in 

Zimbabwe. 

Outputs and Targets Information Provided in 

ZPWMA (2016) Regarding 

Target Completion 

Analysis of Progress on Completing Targets and Activities 

(underscored text) 
Targets (targets 
cannot be 
considered 
“completed” 
unless all activities 
are completed) 

Activities (activities cannot be 
considered “completed” unless they are 
thoroughly completed; partial completion 
is not considered to be completed) 

4) Implement management plan. No 
information provided. 
5) Review plan annually and amend 
where necessary. No information 
provided. 

Target 4.4 Implement 
transparent mechanisms to 
equitably distribute lion-
related/generated income to 
identified stakeholders 
(groups and/or 
communities) 

Scale of income generated from 
lion conservation reviewed and use 
of funds to encourage protection of 
lion populations reach local 
stakeholders undertaken (see 
CAMPFIRE generated revenues) 

Not completed.  1) Identify income generated from lion 
conservation (see CAMPFIRE generated 
revenues). No detailed information 
provided. 
2) Ensure that benefits of protecting lion 
populations reach local stakeholders. No 
information provided. Zimbabwe 
document does not provide enough 
details to evaluate if this activity 
occurred and its scope (national or 
local). 
3) Distribute generated income 
according to intensity of lion impact 
(Apply CAMPFIRE Producer 
Community/Ward principles). No 
information provided. 
4) Provide appropriate incentives, e.g. 
implementation of mitigation measures 
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Table 2. Implementation status of the 2006 Conservation Strategy and Action Plan for the Lion (Panthera leo) in 

Zimbabwe. 

Outputs and Targets Information Provided in 

ZPWMA (2016) Regarding 

Target Completion 

Analysis of Progress on Completing Targets and Activities 

(underscored text) 
Targets (targets 
cannot be 
considered 
“completed” 
unless all activities 
are completed) 

Activities (activities cannot be 
considered “completed” unless they are 
thoroughly completed; partial completion 
is not considered to be completed) 

and/or local re-location of people in 
high-conflict areas to low-conflict areas. 
No information provided. 
5) Provide appropriate incentives e.g. 
participatory land use planning, to 
discourage immigration into lion and 
other wildlife range. No information 
provided. 

Output 5. Regulations - Effective regulation of consumptive lion utilisation ensured 

Target 5.1 Implement 
approved policy and 
practice at national and 
local levels regarding 
problem animal control 
(PAC) of lions within 2 
years 

Current policy and practice 
regarding problem animal control 
of lion reviewed, at national and 
local levels. PAC offtakes 
reconciled with trophy hunting 
quota offtake to ensure that the 
overall offtake (i.e. total quota) is 
sustainable. 

Not completed. 
ZPWMA (2016) 
did not address 
timeline in target.  

1) Review, and revise where necessary, 
current policy and practice at national 
and local levels regarding problem 
animal control of lions (PAC). 
Reportedly completed. 
2) Identify key responsibilities of the 
Appropriate Authority (AA), i.e. the 
land occupier in respect of problem 
animal control of lions, given the 
vulnerable status of lions and recent 
changes in land tenure. No information 
provided. 
3) Incorporate PAC offtakes with trophy 
hunting quota offtake to ensure that the 
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Table 2. Implementation status of the 2006 Conservation Strategy and Action Plan for the Lion (Panthera leo) in 

Zimbabwe. 

Outputs and Targets Information Provided in 

ZPWMA (2016) Regarding 

Target Completion 

Analysis of Progress on Completing Targets and Activities 

(underscored text) 
Targets (targets 
cannot be 
considered 
“completed” 
unless all activities 
are completed) 

Activities (activities cannot be 
considered “completed” unless they are 
thoroughly completed; partial completion 
is not considered to be completed) 

overall offtake (i.e. total quota) is 
sustainable. Reportedly completed, but 
lack of details makes it impossible to 
analyze. 
4) Determine need for regulation of 
PAC, including the provision of 
incentives/disincentives. No information 
provided. 
5) Establish database for lion PAC (see 
Targets 1.5 & 3.1 above). Reportedly 
completed. 
6) Ensure PAC policy and practice 
conforms to the appropriate scale of lion 
ecological functionality, temporally and 
spatially, and that this is recognised as 
an AA responsibility with respect to 
hunting and PAC offtakes. No 
information provided. 

Output 6. Communication, Awareness and Information Dissemination 

Target 6.1 To carry out 
awareness programmes in 
50% of the districts in 

Awareness programmes initiated 
at a national level, with 
professional hunters, communities 
and NGO community. Awareness 

Not completed. 
ZPWMA (2016) 
did not address 
percentage and 

1) Identify target groups that need 
awareness. Reportedly completed. 
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Table 2. Implementation status of the 2006 Conservation Strategy and Action Plan for the Lion (Panthera leo) in 

Zimbabwe. 

Outputs and Targets Information Provided in 

ZPWMA (2016) Regarding 

Target Completion 

Analysis of Progress on Completing Targets and Activities 

(underscored text) 
Targets (targets 
cannot be 
considered 
“completed” 
unless all activities 
are completed) 

Activities (activities cannot be 
considered “completed” unless they are 
thoroughly completed; partial completion 
is not considered to be completed) 

Zimbabwe within the next 
three 3 years 

campaigns being carried out by the 
Extension and Interpretation Unit 
in all the regions. 

timelines in the 
target. 

2) Identify awareness needs for different 
target groups e.g. hunters, politicians, 
farmers. No information provided. 
3) Develop and package awareness 
materials for different target groups, e.g. 
multi-media tools, TV, internet, radio. 
No information provided. 
4) Implement awareness programmes. 
Information provided indicates that 
awareness programs have been 
‘initiated,’ but no information is 
provided on whether this reached 50% 
of districts in three years, as per the 
target. 
5) Create feedback mechanisms for 
target groups. No information provided. 
6) Provide extension, information and 
interpretative services to surrounding 
communities. Reportedly completed. 

Target 6.2 Create lion 
conservation and 
management information 
units within one year 

Databases established at some key 
research centres using dedicated 
external research programmes (e.g. 
WILDCRU). 

Not completed. 
ZPWMA (2016) 
did not address 
target of 

1) Facilitate flow of information from 
various sources. No information 
provided. 
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Table 2. Implementation status of the 2006 Conservation Strategy and Action Plan for the Lion (Panthera leo) in 

Zimbabwe. 

Outputs and Targets Information Provided in 

ZPWMA (2016) Regarding 

Target Completion 

Analysis of Progress on Completing Targets and Activities 

(underscored text) 
Targets (targets 
cannot be 
considered 
“completed” 
unless all activities 
are completed) 

Activities (activities cannot be 
considered “completed” unless they are 
thoroughly completed; partial completion 
is not considered to be completed) 

establishing lion 
conservation and 
management units 
in one year. 

2) Document and process information 
from various sources. No information 
provided. 
3) Create information database. 
Reportedly completed. 
4) Use Mushandike Natural Resources 
College as a training centre. No 
information provided. 
5) Define personnel needs and resource 
requirements. No information provided. 
6) Training, M&E, Research. No 
information provided. 

Output 7. Regional and Trans-Boundary Collaboration 

Target 7.1 Undertake an 
inventory of national 
strategies for lion 
management 

Done. Not completed. 
Reportedly 
“done”; however, 
no information is 
provided on 
activities for this 
target. 

1) Make a presentation at the AWCF 
Meeting in November 2006. Reportedly 
completed, but outcome not reported. 
2) Develop a budgeted proposal seeking 
funds to undertake the inventory. No 
information provided. 
3) Appoint 1/. a consultant or 2/. design 
questionnaire or 3/. use TFCA 
Conservation Committee or a 
combination of 2 & 3. No information 
provided. 
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Table 2. Implementation status of the 2006 Conservation Strategy and Action Plan for the Lion (Panthera leo) in 

Zimbabwe. 

Outputs and Targets Information Provided in 

ZPWMA (2016) Regarding 

Target Completion 

Analysis of Progress on Completing Targets and Activities 

(underscored text) 
Targets (targets 
cannot be 
considered 
“completed” 
unless all activities 
are completed) 

Activities (activities cannot be 
considered “completed” unless they are 
thoroughly completed; partial completion 
is not considered to be completed) 

Target 7.2 Encourage the 
development of national 
lion conservation strategies 
where these are missing &/ 
or incomplete 

National lion conservation 
strategies discussed at AWCF 
(meeting held under auspices of 
KAZA). 

Not completed. 
ZPWMA (2016) 
did not report on 
outcome of 
activities for this 
target. 

1) Seek consensus from the AWCF for 
the development & implementation of 
national lion conservation strategies. No 
information provided on outcome. 
2) Contact counterparts before the 
AWCF Meeting. No information 
provided. 
3) Present national lion strategies where 
applicable and/or available. No 
information provided on whether 
presentations were made. 
4) Obtain support from neighbouring 
countries for the development of national 
lion conservation strategies. No 
information provided. 
5) Persuade neighbours to develop 
national lion conservation strategies. No 
information provided. 

Target 7.3 Develop an 
integrated and harmonised 
lion management strategy 
for Transfrontier 
Conservation Areas 
(TFCAs) 

Lion conservation strategies for 
SADC discussed at AWCF meeting 
held under auspices of KAZA. 

Not completed. 
ZPWMA (2016) 
did not report on 
activities for this 
target. 

1) Within 2-3 years (medium term) 
develop the SADC strategy for lion 
conservation and management. No 
information provided; no information on 
outcome or whether time-frame in 
activity was met. 
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Table 2. Implementation status of the 2006 Conservation Strategy and Action Plan for the Lion (Panthera leo) in 

Zimbabwe. 

Outputs and Targets Information Provided in 

ZPWMA (2016) Regarding 

Target Completion 

Analysis of Progress on Completing Targets and Activities 

(underscored text) 
Targets (targets 
cannot be 
considered 
“completed” 
unless all activities 
are completed) 

Activities (activities cannot be 
considered “completed” unless they are 
thoroughly completed; partial completion 
is not considered to be completed) 

2) Develop appropriate framework: 
− Develop National strategies 
− Seek consensus through AWCF 
Incorporate into TFCA Treaties 
− Develop SADC strategy 
No information provided on outcome of 
discussions held at meetings. 

Target 7.4 Implement lion 
conservation strategy and 
management plan 

Strategy under review. Not completed. 
ZPWMA (2016) 
did not report on 
activities for this 
target. 

1) Incorporate strategy into TFCA 
Conservation Committee workplans [& 
other stakeholder workplans]. No 
information provided. 
2) Seek funding as required. No 
information provided. 
3) Carry out half-yearly compliance 
reviews. No information provided. 
4) Report back annually to all 
stakeholders especially those not 
involved in implementation. No 
information provided. 
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(4) ZPWMA lacks funding to enforce existing laws  

As noted by the Service, “only revenues generated through sport-hunting conducted on state and 
private lands are used to finance ZPWMA; to our knowledge, no other government funding is 
provided, and only limited outside funding from NGOs or other governments appears to be 
available” (USFWS 2015, p. 8). ZPWMA (2016) confirmed this remains the case, and stated that 
it is unable to generate adequate revenue to cover both the capital and operating requirements (p. 
26). In 2015, ZPWMA incurred a loss of US$5.4 million including depreciation (ZPWMA 2016, 
p. 26). The Service has expressed concerns about “the ability of ZPWMA to generate sufficient 
funds to support adequately their stated mission” and “if Zimbabwe has adequate resources to 
enforce existing laws and regulations” (USFWS 2015, p. 10-11). According to ZPWMA itself “no 
amount is budgeted for conservation in the national budget,”3 leading to inadequate enforcement 
and implementation of laws and regulatory mechanisms. Lack of government funding also leaves 
the ZPWMA to rely on trophy hunting, even when unsustainable, to pay its bills, creating an 
inherent conflict of interest for the wildlife management agency. Therefore, the Service’s concern 
– expressed in its 2015 finding concluding that Zimbabwe does not sustainably manage its elephant 
populations – that there is a lack of a national mechanism to sustain wildlife conservation efforts 
in Zimbabwe (USFWS 2015) remains valid. 
 
ZPWMA (2016) noted that enforcement efforts have been hampered by lack of funding:  

 “The current remuneration levels have remained low with the lowest paid worker receiving 
a gross salary of $375 per month. The last salary increase of 23% was in January, 2014. A 
comparison with other Parastatals within the same parent ministry, shows that the 
Authority has the lowest salary scales” (p. 20).  

 “Only 70% of the Authority’s vehicle fleet are in “sound condition” and, of three aircraft 
owned by the Authority, only one is in operation (p. 20).  

 At the end of 2015, there were only 67% of rangers in post (1,448 out of 2,146), and only 
1,004 of these were deployable for anti-poaching operations (p. 20). 

 “Commercial wildlife poaching involving both local and foreign nationals continues to 
plague Zimbabwe, especially with respect to elephant and rhino located in the Zambezi 
Valley, Sebungwe, North-West Matabeleland, South-East Lowveld” (p. 21) “Note that 21 
lions were killed illegal between 2013 – 2015, with 6 animals killed through snaring in the 
area adjacent to Hwange National Park in 2015.” (p. 21). 

In its October 2017 finding, the Service acknowledged the lower number of rangers in post, but 
ignored these other enforcement problems (USFWS 2017, p. 7). 

                                                           
3 http://zimparks.org/zimbabwe-parks-and-widlife-management-authority-zimparks-successfully-exports-
35-african-elephants-to-china/ (viewed 5 October 2017) 

http://zimparks.org/zimbabwe-parks-and-widlife-management-authority-zimparks-successfully-exports-35-african-elephants-to-china/
http://zimparks.org/zimbabwe-parks-and-widlife-management-authority-zimparks-successfully-exports-35-african-elephants-to-china/
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Lack of funding for ZPWMA has limited anti-poaching efforts and this has had negative effect on 
wildlife conservation. Mana Pools National Park and neighboring safari areas, which are located 
in the mid-Zambezi area, is one of the areas hardest hit by poaching. At a 2015 workshop held by 
ZPWMA to develop an anti-poaching strategy for the Park,4 the Area Manager for the Park, 
Marvellous Mbikiyana, was quoted in a workshop report as having stated, “While the ideal staffing 
level for rangers is 110 for the Park, 75 have been approved, and only 38 are on site. Of the 38 on 
site, only 13 are deployable at any one time, due to a number of other commitments, such as driving 
duties, serving in the front office, and so on.” The workshop report noted that the effectiveness of 
enforcement was negatively affected by low manpower. 
 
Furthermore, according to the 2016 report on the Elephant Trade Information System (ETIS) at 
CITES CoP17 Doc. 57.6 (Rev. 1),5 “Zimbabwe is the country that pulls the rule of law score down, 
indicating far greater governance challenges exist in that country” (p. 16). The World Justice 
Project (WJP) Rule of Law Index 2016 ranked Zimbabwe at 108 out of 113 countries and 
jurisdictions, meaning that Zimbabwe has the sixth worst rule of law.6 According to WJP, 
“Effective rule of law reduces corruption, combats poverty and disease, and protects people from 
injustices large and small. It is the foundation for communities of peace, opportunity, and equity—
underpinning development, accountable government, and respect for fundamental rights.”7 
 
Indeed, instead of effectively implementing and enforcing wildlife laws and regulations, ZPWMA 
personnel have been implicated in the illegal wildlife trade. In 2015, three ZPWMA staff members 
were arrested for involvement in the theft of ivory from a government stockpile held at Hwange 
National Park.8 The arrests came after a shipment of 62 tusks on its way to China was seized at the 
international airport in Harare. Serial numbers on the tusks were traced to the Hwange government 
stockpile. An alleged Chinese smuggler, who claimed he represented the Chinese government, had 
obtained export permit signed by the most senior of the three ZPWMA people arrested. All three 
were released from custody, the senior ZPWMA person after paying a $600 bail; none appeared 
in court again. Allegedly, the investigation was stopped after senior ZPWMA officials in Harare 
intervened in order to cover the involvement of other ZPWMA officials in the smuggling. The 
investigation seemed implicate senior parks and Ministry of Environment, Water and Climate 
officials. Allegedly, the ZPWMA trio had been exporting ivory from the stockpile since 2012. 

                                                           
4 http://www.zamsoc.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/MPNP-Anti-Poaching-Workshop-Summary-
Report-15-April-2015.pdf  
5 https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/17/WorkingDocs/E-CoP17-57-06-R1.pdf (viewed 5 October 
2017) 
6 https://worldjusticeproject.org/sites/default/files/documents/ROLIndex_2016_Zimbabwe_en.pdf 
(viewed 5 October 2017) 
7 https://worldjusticeproject.org/sites/default/files/documents/ROLIndex_2016_Zimbabwe_en.pdf 
(viewed 5 October 2017) 
8 https://oxpeckers.org/2016/04/how-to-steal-an-ivory-stockpile/ (viewed 5 October 2017) 

http://www.zamsoc.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/MPNP-Anti-Poaching-Workshop-Summary-Report-15-April-2015.pdf
http://www.zamsoc.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/MPNP-Anti-Poaching-Workshop-Summary-Report-15-April-2015.pdf
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/17/WorkingDocs/E-CoP17-57-06-R1.pdf
https://worldjusticeproject.org/sites/default/files/documents/ROLIndex_2016_Zimbabwe_en.pdf
https://worldjusticeproject.org/sites/default/files/documents/ROLIndex_2016_Zimbabwe_en.pdf
https://oxpeckers.org/2016/04/how-to-steal-an-ivory-stockpile/
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They had the assistance of ZPWMA security personnel and police units who guarded the trucks 
carrying the ivory over the 880 km from Hwange to the airport. 
 
Corrupt government officials allegedly have been involved in both poaching of elephants and 
illegal export of ivory tusks, and involvement in a transnational syndicate.9 Edson Chidziya, the 
former Director General, Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife Management Authority, and one-time 
regional representative for Africa on the Animals Committee of the Convention on International 
Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES),10 and who has supported Safari 
Club International’s lawsuit against the U.S. Department of the Interior regarding the prohibition 
of elephant trophies from Zimbabwe,11 was fired in May 2017 for his alleged involvement in the 
disappearance of rhino horns worth $3 million two years before.12  
 
Of further concern is that the ZPWMA operates without a board which, as noted by Mupfiga and 
Chirimumimba (2015), creates “a leadership vacuum and also legal constraints for the validation 
of policy decisions and approval or authorization of programmes” and it is “worrying for State 
entities to operate without boards for long periods because management are then left to operate 
without accountability, a situation which may compromise the efficiency and effectiveness of an 
entity due mainly to the absence of an effective oversight function” (p. 4). 
 
Politics and corruption also play roles in trophy hunting in Zimbabwe. A 2012 news article 
explained how officials from Zimbabwe’s ruling party since 1980 sought to cash in on trophy 
hunting by taking over hunting concessions.13 A 2015 news article quoted Mary-Jane Ncube of a 
Zimbabwe NGO that monitors corruption, Transparency in Zimbabwe, as stating “In the area of 
conservation, I think it [the government] has behaved like a predatory state, going after big 
investments, giving them to cronies, family, and really not having any concern for communities 
that are dependent on that land …”14 Furthermore, she was quoted as saying, “National Parks was 
the authority in charge of concessions and licensing, but because of the corruption … concessions 
and licenses are now given according to who you are and who you can pay the highest dollar to.” 
A June 2017 news article described how the Tsholotsho Rural District Council sold permits to a 
safari hunting company, Lodzi Hunters, to hunt 50 elephants in order to get money to fund the 
construction of a football stadium. This reportedly came about after Higher and Tertiary Education, 
Science and Technology Development Minister Professor Jonathan Moyo, who is the MP for the 

                                                           
9 http://globaljournalist.org/2017/02/zimbabwe-journalist-fights-charges-poaching-report/ (viewed 10 
August 2017) 
10 https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/com/ac/22/E22-05-01.pdf (viewed 5 October 2017) 
11 https://www.courtlistener.com/docket/4212662/safari-club-international-v-jewell/ (viewed 5 October 
2017) 
12 http://www.thezimbabwean.co/2017/05/zim-wildlife-boss-fired-3m-rhino-horn-goes-missing-report/ 
(viewed 5 October 2017) 
13 https://mg.co.za/article/2012-09-07-00-big-bucks-trigger-zimbabwe-scramble (viewed 5 October 2017) 
14 https://mg.co.za/article/2015-10-22-hunters-feed-corrupt-zim-officials (viewed 5 October 2017) 

http://globaljournalist.org/2017/02/zimbabwe-journalist-fights-charges-poaching-report/
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/com/ac/22/E22-05-01.pdf
https://www.courtlistener.com/docket/4212662/safari-club-international-v-jewell/
http://www.thezimbabwean.co/2017/05/zim-wildlife-boss-fired-3m-rhino-horn-goes-missing-report/
https://mg.co.za/article/2012-09-07-00-big-bucks-trigger-zimbabwe-scramble
https://mg.co.za/article/2015-10-22-hunters-feed-corrupt-zim-officials
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area, made a deal with then Minister of Water, Climate and Environment, Saviour Kasukuwere, 
who then issued the hunting quota of 50 to the Council. Of relevance, according to Transparency 
International, in 2016 Zimbabwe was the 22nd most corrupt country, ranking 154 of 176.15 
 
Thus, the Service’s concern – expressed in its negative enhancement finding for Zimbabwe 
elephants in 2015 – that Zimbabwe’s wildlife laws and regulatory mechanisms are inadequately 
implemented and enforced (USFWS 2015) remains valid. 
 

(5) There is no evidence that revenue from lion hunting enhances the survival of lions 
 
The Service states “Hunting, if properly conducted and well managed, can generate significant 
economic benefits that may contribute to the conservation of lions. In looking at whether we are 
able to authorize the import of a trophy under the issuance criteria of 50 CFR 17.32, we will 
examine if the trophy hunting provides financial assistance to the wildlife department to carry out 
elements of the management program and if there is a compensation scheme or other incentives to 
benefit local communities that may be impacted by lion predation” (USFWS 2017, p. 5). It is clear 
from this statement that no amount of economic benefit from hunting will offset the detrimental 
effect on lion populations of unsustainable, poorly managed trophy hunting. Thus, any economic 
benefit from hunting alone is not sufficient evidence that hunting is enhancing the survival of lions. 
 
As noted previously, Zimbabwe’s wild lion populations have declined since 2002 and fewer than 
300 truly wild (not fenced in) male lions remain; Zimbabwe’s lion hunting quotas are not science-
based and age restrictions are poorly implemented; Zimbabwe’s lion management plan has not 
been substantially implemented after eleven years; and the ZPWMA does not receive funding from 
the Zimbabwe government and consequently has insufficient funds to enforce existing laws. Given 
this situation, lion hunting in Zimbabwe clearly is not properly conducted or well managed and it 
is irrelevant that there is economic benefit from such unsustainable hunting.  
 
Yet, the Service ignores the poor management of lion trophy hunting in Zimbabwe and states, 
“While, over the years, ZPWMA has failed to generate adequate revenue for its operations, U.S. 
sport hunters play a large role in the hunting industry of Zimbabwe. The Service anticipates that 
by granting the importation of sport-hunted lion trophies, there would be an increase in funds 
provided to Zimbabwe’s conservation initiatives through this program by U.S. sport hunters” 
(USFWS 2017, p. 19). 

As noted above, the Service states that it will examine “if there is a compensation scheme or other 
incentives to benefit local communities that may be impacted by lion predation” (USFWS 2017, 
p. 5). The Service explains, “we recognize that in many parts of the world, wildlife exists outside 

                                                           
15  https://www.transparency.org/news/feature/corruption_perceptions_index_2016 (viewed 5 October 
2017) 

https://www.transparency.org/news/feature/corruption_perceptions_index_2016
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of protected areas and must share the same habitat and compete with humans living in these areas 
for space and resources” and “if communities that share these resources with wildlife do not 
perceive any benefits from the presence of wildlife, they may be less willing to tolerate the wildlife. 
However, under certain circumstances, trophy hunting can address this problem by making 
wildlife more valuable to the local communities anti encourage community support for managing 
and conserving the hunted species, as well as other species.” Further, “A component of a 
management plan from which trophy imports would meet the issuance criteria would be whether 
there are government incentives in place that encourage habitat protection by private landowners 
and communities and incentives to local communities to reduce the incursion of livestock into 
protected areas or to actively manage livestock to reduce conflicts with lions” (USFWS 2017, p. 
5). The Service states, “Co-existence of lions and people is promoted through giving value to lions, 
through tourism and hunting in CAMPFIRE areas” (USFWS 2017, p. 8). 

First, the evidence before the Service demonstrates that the government of Zimbabwe is not 
actively mitigating human-lion conflict. Although one of the Outputs of Zimbabwe’s lion 
management plan is “Mitigation - Human-lion related conflicts minimized and, where possible, 
eliminated,” and this includes the target of “Incidents of human-lion conflict reduced by at least 
30% in 5 years while also reducing retaliatory killing,” this output and target have not been met. 
In its analysis of this output and target, the Service copies and pastes information from ZPWMA’s 
(2016) that “approaches to mitigate livestock losses and lion attacks on humans are in the process 
of being tested and implemented in Hwange and methods to mitigate lion attacks on livestock are 
being implemented as appropriate at selected sites (e.g. Tsholotshe)” (USFWS 2017, p. 11; and 
ZPWMA 2016, p. 12). Further, the Service states, “Additionally, to mitigate human-lion conflict, 
the "Long Shields Guardian Programme" was initiated whereby communities are notified of 
movements of collared lions into their areas via cell phone, and then have the opportunity to take 
appropriate action, such as moving cattle. In 2013 alone, 1,850 warnings were passed to the "Long 
Shields”” (USFWS 2017, p. 12). 

However, as explained in ZPWMA (2016), human-lion conflict mitigation being conducted in the 
country is limited to an Oxford University WildCru Lion Research project in the Hwange area, 
which includes the aforementioned Long Shields Guardian Programme and efforts to improve 
livestock husbandry to avoid lion attacks; this is not a government program and it is not 
implemented in all lion areas in Zimbabwe. The program is limited to the Hwange area and is the 
only such program noted in ZPWMA (2016) despite their acknowledgement that “The main source 
of illegal killing of lions is a result of Human-Lion conflict” (ZPWMA 2016, p. 44). Indeed, as 
noted previously, the number of lions killed as a result of human-lion conflict exceeds the number 
killed by trophy hunters. ZPWMA states, “The exact number of lions killed in this way is difficult 
to assess, but may number over 50/year” (ZPWMA 2016, p. 44); this compares to 49 lions trophy 
hunted in 2015, and 33 in 2016 (ZPWMA 2016, p. 38). 
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It must also be noted that the government of Zimbabwe does not compensate farmers for livestock 
lost to lions. According to a May 2017 news article by Jeffrey Moyo,16 “Villagers in this Southern 
African nation say despite the threat the lions pose to their livestock, national parks and wildlife 
authorities here are doing nothing to help them, as stray lions roam freely, and it takes park officials 
too much time to round them up. “Our lives are in danger. We can’t kill the lions even if we see 
them attacking our livestock because the law doesn’t let us; if you do it they put you in jail,” said 
Ezra Ncube, 37, a local villager. “But if our cows are eaten by lions, no one goes to jail and nobody 
even bothers to compensate us, yet the lions stray from parks and some private safaris.” 

One human-lion conflict mitigation effort conducted by a foreign university research team is not 
evidence that the government of Zimbabwe is making a serious effort to address human-lion 
conflict.  

Second, there is no evidence that there is flow of money from American lion trophy hunting in 
CAMPFIRE areas. According to ZPWMA (2016), “The potential and real loss of habitat and the 
fragmentation of range and conflicts with people in the absence of effective incentive mechanisms 
to maintain such habitat is probably the second greatest threat to lions after retaliatory killings” 
and “integrating income from lions into rural economies, and demonstrating that lions contribute 
to the welfare and development of people is regarded as one strategy to mitigate against this” 
(ZPWMA 2016, p. 44). ZPWMA states that 2010-2015, eight lions were hunted on CAMPFIRE 
land per year on average, and this generated US$ 40,000 per year (ZPWMA 2016, p. 31). Although 
it is stated that American hunters contribute 51% of all revenue generated by hunting in 
CAMPFIRE areas (not lion hunting specifically) (ZPWMA 2016, p. 31), the Service admits 
“While hunting is allowed in CAMPFIRE areas, it is unclear if American sport hunters conduct 
lion hunts in these areas” (USFWS 2017, p. 14). Consequently, the Service cannot reasonably 
conclude that U.S. hunter revenue is contributing to lions or their habitat on CAMPFIRE land. 

Third, there is no evidence that financial flow from lion hunting in CAMPFIRE areas has increased 
people’s tolerance of lions and has resulted in enhancement of the survival of lions. ZPWMA 
asserts that “The involvement and empowerment of rural people in natural resource management 
through the CAMPFIRE programme that strives to provide economic and financial incentives 
through sustainable use, is one of the main driving forces behind changes in attitudes towards 
wildlife in communities where lion-livestock conflicts occur” (ZPWMA 2016, p. 44). The Service 
similarly claims, citing to ZPWMA, that “co-existence of lions and people is promoted through 
giving value to lions, through tourism and hunting in CAMPFIRE areas” (USFWS 2017, p. 8). 
The Service further claims that “the participation of communities in CAMPFIRE has heralded a 
reversal in wildlife declines on private land. When the benefits of CAMPFIRE were extended to 
RDCs, it further aided in the equitable distribution of benefits from trophy hunting to local 
communities, which incentivizes them to conserve the African lion” (USFWS 2017, p. 15).  

                                                           
16 http://aa.com.tr/en/africa/stray-zimbabwe-lions-pit-villagers-vs-conservationists/818598  
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Harrison et al. (2014) provided a recent analysis of the CAMPFIRE program. The theory behind 
CAMPFIRE is to empower community members at a village level to control wildlife and its 
revenue, and to thus create an economic incentive for communities to conserve wildlife. But, 
according to Harrison et al., this is not actually happening. According to Harrison et al., although 
CAMPFIRE had a reputation of success in its early days, over time this perception eroded and by 
the late 1990s it was criticized for lack of participation, lack of empowerment and lack of 
participation of local communities in management of natural resources. The main problem with 
the way that CAMPFIRE was designed is that it established the rural district council, which 
represents numerous local communities, as the ‘local’ body in charge of natural resource 
management, rather than the local communities themselves. Harrison et al. state, “Failure to 
provide benefits to the local communities and to successfully devolve management are just two of 
the many common criticisms” (p. 8). Among these criticisms is “insufficient action to tackling 
problems of elite-capture of resources and wildlife-based tourist revenues within RDCs” (p. 9).  
 
Harrison et al. (2014) studied the CAMPFIRE program in the Binga district, which is part of 
Sebungwe, and the Chiredzi district, which is part of Gonarhezou; as noted previously, the elephant 
populations of both Sebungwe and Gonarhezou have experienced dramatic elephant population 
declines in recent years. The authors found that CAMPFIRE failed as a governance system for 
community involvement and empowerment and that the “community-based” terminology is 
merely rhetoric. They warn that new “community-based” natural resource management projects 
need to “be aware of the disconnect between the local citizens (as their key stakeholders) and what 
the RDC may believe and be happy to approve” (p. 30). They conclude “The lack of understanding 
and attention paid to the sub-district governance system for natural resource management has 
meant that project implementation has negatively affected the system as a whole, including the 
people within it, as well as the project outcomes” (p. 31). They said, “CAMPFIRE has continued 
to try and operate in a system it increasingly did not understand and thus its structures did not map 
appropriately onto those operating at the sub-district level. As a partial result of this, the 
programme has largely collapsed in many parts of the country” … “including in the four case study 
villages. The benefits experienced by the communities involved over the projects’ lifespans have 
been negligible” (p. 32). 
 
Two news reports by Debra Patta looked at local perspectives in Zimbabwe on the claim that 
trophy hunting benefits local communities. One news report quoted Emmanual Fundira, who heads 
Safari Operators Association of Zimbabwe as saying that although part of the hunting fees paid by 
trophy hunters is supposed to go to conservation and community projects, in fact it rarely does.17 
In another article, Fundira stated, “If you talk to communities today and say ‘Campfire’ they don’t 

                                                           
17 http://www.cbsnews.com/news/zimbabwe-corruption-trophy-hunting-cecil-lion-conservation/ (viewed 
9 August 2017) 
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want to hear. They say Campfire is not benefitting them at all and that in itself is a disaster.”18 The 
article also quoted a CAMPFIRE rural district council CEO named Phindile Ncube as saying that 
his community earned $158,000 in a year for infrastructure and “feeding schemes.” However, the 
article quoted a villager named Edward Ngwenya who said he hadn’t received anything from the 
RDC. This was confirmed in another report which said that, while money from trophy hunting is 
promised to poor communities, they are only getting poorer.19 Another news article quoted a local 
chief, Victor Nekatambe, commenting on the fact that local rural district councils manage 
CAMFIRE and that communities do not receive funding: “They are getting nothing, absolutely 
nothing.”20 
 
Indeed, most wildlife poachers are from local communities that are receiving financial benefits 
from trophy hunting. Gandiwa et al. (2014) studied law enforcement in Gonarezhou NP by 
interviewing law enforcement staff from Feb-May 2011. They found “Nearly all respondents 
(95%; n = 40) reported that most poachers were residents of villages adjacent to GNP (≤ 20 km); 
whereas about 5 % (n = 2) reported that only the commercial poachers were those living far away 
from GNP (> 20 km)” (p. 122-123). The Service ignored these readily available sources of 
pertinent information in making its October 2017 enhancement finding. 

Therefore, it is erroneous for the Service to conclude that revenue generated through trophy 
hunting of lions actually provides an incentive to local communities to conserve lions. Simply, 
lion hunting revenue cannot be found to enhance the survival of lions when lion hunting is being 
poorly managed in Zimbabwe. 
 

Conclusion 

 
The Service’s enhancement finding for lions taken as hunting trophies in Zimbabwe during 2016, 
2017 and 2018 is the result of a lack of critical analysis of information contained in documents 
submitted to the Service by the government of Zimbabwe and others (and the Service failed to 
solicit comment from knowledgeable stakeholders, contrary to its assertion in the October 2017 
finding). The Service repeatedly cites to information contained in ZPWMA (2016) and du Preez 
et al. (2016), often copying and pasting the text from these documents in the finding, although the 
original documents lack evidence to support the claims made. As a result, the finding is the product 
of a lack of scientific rigor, in violation of the Endangered Species Act.   
 

                                                           
18 https://zimbabwe-today.com/corrupt-government-officials-and-cabals-profit-from-trophy-hunting-
riches-in-zimbabwe/ (viewed 9 August 2017) 
19 https://zimbabwe-today.com/corrupt-government-officials-and-cabals-profit-from-trophy-hunting-
riches-in-zimbabwe/ (viewed 9 August 2017) 
20 https://zimbabwe-today.com/corrupt-government-officials-and-cabals-profit-from-trophy-hunting-
riches-in-zimbabwe/ (viewed 9 August 2017) 

https://zimbabwe-today.com/corrupt-government-officials-and-cabals-profit-from-trophy-hunting-riches-in-zimbabwe/
https://zimbabwe-today.com/corrupt-government-officials-and-cabals-profit-from-trophy-hunting-riches-in-zimbabwe/
https://zimbabwe-today.com/corrupt-government-officials-and-cabals-profit-from-trophy-hunting-riches-in-zimbabwe/
https://zimbabwe-today.com/corrupt-government-officials-and-cabals-profit-from-trophy-hunting-riches-in-zimbabwe/
https://zimbabwe-today.com/corrupt-government-officials-and-cabals-profit-from-trophy-hunting-riches-in-zimbabwe/
https://zimbabwe-today.com/corrupt-government-officials-and-cabals-profit-from-trophy-hunting-riches-in-zimbabwe/
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Further, there are numerous, inexplicable internal inconsistencies in the Service’s finding. For 
example, the Service concludes that “Based on the information available to the Service, the funds 
generated by hunting trophies contribute to the ZPWMA's ability to manage the country's lion 
populations as well as the success of CAMPFIRE” (p. 16, emphasis added); but earlier in the 
finding, the Service states, “While hunting is allowed in CAMPFIRE areas, it is unclear if 
American sport hunters conduct lion hunts in these areas” (p. 14). Thus, the facts found by the 
agency do not match the conclusions drawn and the finding is therefore arbitrary and capricious. 
 
Numerous recent studies in the Service’s possession have demonstrated that Zimbabwe has poorly 
managed lion trophy hunting. For ecample, Groom et al. (2014) found that unsustainably high 
trophy hunting quotas in the concessions, mostly CAMPFIRE areas, around Gonarezhou in 2009-
2010 caused the population to collapse; and, similarly, Loveridge et al. (2016) provided 
quantitative evidence that uncontrolled trophy hunting of lions in areas around Hwange National 
Park in 2000-2012 was a cause of population decline. Thus, information provided to the Service 
from Zimbabwe must be subject to scrutiny and carefully examined for veracity, but the Service 
failed to do so in issuing its finding. 
 
An objective analysis of this information must lead to conclusions that:  

 Unfenced lion populations in Zimbabwe have declined over the past decade and today 
fewer than 300 truly wild adult male lions remain in the country. 

 Zimbabwe’s lion hunting quotas are not science-based, and age restrictions are poorly 
implemented and do not apply to all lion hunting areas in the country. 

 Zimbabwe’s 11-year-old lion management plan still has not been substantially 
implemented. 

 ZPWMA lacks funding to enforce existing laws. 
 There is no evidence that revenue from American lion hunting enhances the survival of 

lions. 
 
For these reasons, we strongly urge the Service to rescind its determination that the import of lions 
taken in Zimbabwe in 2016, 2017 and 2018 would meet the issuance criteria under 50 C.F.R. § 
17.32. Issuing any import permits for lion trophies from Zimbabwe pursuant to this finding would 
violate the Endangered Species Act and FWS regulations. This letter serves as formal opposition 
to any application for an import permit for a lion trophy from Zimbabwe and HSUS, HSI, and 
HSLF request that FWS provide ten days advance notification (via email, 
afrostic@humanesociety.org) prior to the issuance of any such permits. See 50 C.F.R. §§ 17.22(e), 
17.32.21 

                                                           
21 HSUS has previously called on FWS to publish notice in the Federal Register of threatened species permit 
applications, and we reassert that such action is essential to create transparency in FWS’ enhancement 
analysis for African lion activities, consistent with the intent of ESA Section 10. Similarly, it is arbitrary 
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Respectfully, 

     
Anna Frostic       Teresa M. Telecky, Ph.D. 
Managing Attorney, Wildlife Litigation   Director, Wildlife Department 
The Humane Society of the United States   Humane Society International 
 
 

  

Keisha Sedlacek 
Senior Regulatory Specialist, Federal Affairs 
Humane Society Legislative Fund 
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Wildlife and Hunting Heritage 
Conservation Council 

 
July 23, 2014 
 
The Honorable Sally Jewell      
Secretary of the Interior      
1849 C Street, NW       
Washington, DC 20240      
 
Mr. Daniel Ashe 
Director of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
1849 C Street NW 
Washington, D.C.  20240 
  
RE: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Suspension of Importation of Elephant Trophies 
from Zimbabwe and Tanzania 
 
 
Dear Secretary Jewell and Director Ashe: 
 
Based on the information received during the June 2014 meeting in Cody, Wyoming 
and the discussion that followed, the Wildlife and Hunting Heritage Conservation 
Council recommends that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service immediately end the 
2014 suspension of the importation of elephant trophies from Zimbabwe and 
Tanzania because: 
 

• The decision to suspend importation was made without prior notification 
to or consultation with the two affected countries or with the hunters that 
actively participate in the conservation of the elephants in Zimbabwe and 
Tanzania. 

 
• The suspension of importation is undermining existing anti-poaching 

strategies implemented by regulated professional hunting businesses, as 
well as community-based programs like CAMPFIRE that provide 
incentives to local communities to conserve elephants rather than remove 
them. 

 
• The reliance on ‘anecdotal data’ rather than sound science to motivate a 

decision of this magnitude flies against the principles of American 
wildlife management.  The USFWS press release from April 4, 2014 
stated, “…In Zimbabwe, available data, though limited, indicate a 
significant decline in the elephant population…”  Testifying before 
Congress later this spring, Zimbabwe’s wildlife authorities stated that 
their science indicates exactly the opposite – Zimbabwe’s elephant 
population is actually increasing. 
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Rather than penalizing American sportsmen and women while the USFWS collects and reviews data on 
elephants in Zimbabwe and Tanzania, the Wildlife and Hunting Heritage Conservation Council requests that the 
FWS immediately reverse its ban on the importation of sport hunted elephants from Zimbabwe and Tanzania at 
the earliest possible time. We appreciate your consideration of this recommendation and your support of the 
Council’s efforts on behalf of the hunting community.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
John Tomke, Chair 
Wildlife and Hunting Heritage Conservation Council 
 



Wildlife and Hunting Heritage 
Conservation Council 

 
 
July 19, 2012 
 
Dan Ashe, Director 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
1849 C Street, NW 
Washington, D.C.  20240 
 
Re: Wildlife Hunting Heritage Conservation Council Requests Modifications in 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services’ Approach to International Hunting Trophy 
Importation 
  
 
Dear Director Ashe: 
 
 As conservationists representing millions of hunters and anglers nationwide, 
including many who hunt internationally and seek to import and export their trophies 
into and out of the United States, the Wildlife and Hunting Heritage Conservation 
Council (Council) requests that you modify U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) 
practices regarding the importation and exportation of hunting trophies. For the past 
few years, the Service has adopted a very strict interpretation when dealing with the 
importation and exportation of trophies that suffer from some technical or procedural 
irregularity.  Service port personnel often seize such trophies rather than allow for 
other less drastic means of dealing with documentation or other technical problems.  
 

Hunters are one of if not the most valuable of the Service’s tools for 
encouraging international conservation, particularly in countries that lack the 
resources to manage their native wildlife. Instead of being recognized for their 
contributions to conservation successes, some hunters are being unfairly penalized 
for minor, and insignificant errors in their efforts to import their trophies. As a 
consequence, hunters who have participated in international hunts that enhance the 
propagation and/or survival of a wildlife species  and who have had no intention of 
violating U.S. or any other country’s laws have been deprived of their trophies, fined 
and subjected to other penalties. The Council recommends that the Service revise its 
approach to focus on wildlife species conservation. The Service should reserve 
seizure of trophies for those cases where there is clear intent to defraud one or more 
countries’ Management Authorities or evidence of a conservation detriment to the 
species in question.   
 
 Attached to this letter are the Council’s eight recommendations for methods 
by which the Service can modify its approach to hunting trophy importation. They 
include: proposed 1) amendments to CITES resolutions and/or decision documents; 
2) modifications to FWS manuals, policies, Directors’ Orders, guidance documents 
and/or practices; and 3) coordinating efforts with representative organizations of the 
international hunting community. 
 
 The Council recognizes that the Service may already be in the process of 
implementing some of these changes and we applaud these efforts. These initial steps 
are an excellent first move, but more is required to remedy the situation that currently 
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inhibits the U.S.’s ability to participate in and encourage sustainable use conservation world-wide.  
 

Thank you for requesting that the Council engage in this important topic and we thank Service staff who 
participated on the sub-committee that studied the CITES concerns.  The Service should adopt a consistent and 
formalized approach to hunting trophy importation, as outlined in the attached recommendations, in order to 
remedy the obstacles that are inhibiting U.S. contributions to international wildlife conservation. 
 
 We look forward to working with the Service on this important effort and in all efforts that support 
hunting as a means of sustainable use wildlife conservation both within the United States and world-wide.  
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
John Tomke, Chair 
Wildlife and Hunting Heritage Conservation Council 
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Wildlife and Hunting Heritage Conservation Council’s Recommendations to 

the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to Address Hunting Trophy Importation 

and Exportation Conflicts – July 19, 2012 

Over the last few years, the international hunting community has noted an 

increase in the number of trophies seized by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

(FWS) due to clerical, technical and/or procedural import and export 

documentation errors or insufficiencies.  These errors or insufficiencies cause the 

FWS to consider invalid the import and/or export permits associated with these 

trophies and to consider the importation of these trophies a violation of federal law.  

The Wildlife and Hunting Heritage Conservation Council (WHHCC), representing 

the hunting community generally, has developed several recommendations that 

would reduce trophy seizures based on clerical, technical and/or procedural CITES 

and ESA errors or insufficiencies without undermining the U.S.’s efforts to 

encourage and support foreign species conservation. Many of the seized trophies 

are listed on Appendix I or II of CITES and/or on the threatened or endangered 

lists of the U.S. Endangered Species Act (ESA).  Not only are those trophies of 

great personal and financial value to the hunter/importer who hunted the animal 

and seeks to import and preserve the trophy from that hunt, but the hunts resulting 

in these trophies have, in most cases, enhanced the propagation and survival of the 

species from which the animals were taken.  Seizure of these trophies not only has 

a profound personal and financial impact on the hunter/importer, but it also has a 

dampening impact on hunting programs that assist, finance and encourage foreign 

species conservation.   

The WHHCC recommends that the FWS place substantive conservation 

benefits over technical compliance.  Where a hunting and importation program has 

been determined to enhance the survival of a species, the FWS should not let mere 

clerical, technical and/or procedural errors and inconsistencies in documentation 

take a prominent role in the determination of whether a hunting trophy taken from 

one of these programs should be allowed into the United States.  The WHHCC’s 

recommendations are also intended to help the FWS –with its limited personnel 

and financial resources – to better focus its efforts on substantive conservation of 

foreign species.  

The WHHCC commends the FWS efforts to more openly communicate with 

the hunting community, to better educate the hunting community about importation 

and exportation requirements, and to provide viable alternatives to seizures in a 

number of circumstances.  The WHHCC strongly recommends the continuation of 

this enhanced communication and collaboration between the hunting community 

and the FWS.  In particular, the WHHCC applauds the FWS’s decision to 

designate CITES proposals regarding leopard trophy importation and a 
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retrospective permit process for certain Appendix I specimens, for consideration at 

CITES CoP16.  These proposals, if adopted by the CoP, should help greatly to 

alleviate problems being encountered by hunters in the importation of their 

trophies into the United States.   

In addition, the WHHCC makes the following specific recommendations to 

further facilitate the importation and exportation of hunting trophies as a 

component of the sustainable use conservation of foreign species: 

 

1) The FWS should move forward with its plan to propose to revise 

Resolution Conf. 10.14 (Rev. CoP 14), Quotas for leopard trophies and 

skins for personal use, and Resolution Conf. 12.3 (Rev. CoP 15), Permits 

and certificates, to make them consistent with respect to what 

quota/quantity information should be included on a leopard trophy tag 

and on the accompanying CITES permit.  The WHHCC fully supports 

this plan and questions only whether the FWS should consider expanding 

this proposal to include importation for other species with quota 

requirements.   
 

    Explanation:  At present, the language of Resolution Conf. 10.14 

(Rev. CoP 14) and Resolution Conf. 12.3 (Rev. Cop 15) leave unclear 

whether the export permit and tagging documentation is required to identify 

the quota of the year in which the trophy was taken or the quota of the year 

in which the trophy is being exported, or both.   Conf.14.7 Annex: 

Guidelines for management of nationally established export quotas 

recognizes that this could be a problem and specifically notes: 

 

“It is recognized that there are some cases in which it is 

likely that the export of specimens removed from the 

wild will occur after the year in which the removal took 

place, as happens with hunting trophies.” 

 

  The WHHCC agrees with the FWS’s plan to propose an amendment 

related to importation of leopard trophies that will clarify the requirements 

for exportation documentation.  The WHHCC suggests that the same type of 

amendment would be appropriate to deal with similar documentation 

problems regarding other species with quotas such as Nile Crocodile and 

African Elephant.  

 

2) The FWS should move forward with its plan to propose a retrospective 

permit process for certain Appendix I specimens with high conservation 
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value.  The WHHCC commends the Service for including this proposal, on 

the assumption that it is intended to apply to Appendix I hunting trophies.  

If that was not the FWS’s original intention, then the WHHCC 

recommends that the proposal be amended to apply to hunting trophies in 

addition to other specimens.   

 

Explanation:  This proposal demonstrates the FWS’s commitment to 

placing substantive conservation over procedural perfection in cases 

involving technical or paperwork errors that threaten to jeopardize 

importations that enhance the survival of Appendix I species.  The WHHCC 

commends the Service on its decision to initiate this change in CITES’s 

approach to retrospective procedural compliance. 

 

3) The FWS should support an amendment to CITES Conf. 9.9, if made by 

another party to CITES, that would make “seizure and confiscation of 

specimens exported or re-exported in violation of the Convention” 

“generally preferable” only in cases involving hunting trophies where 

there is evidence that the importer purposely intended to defraud the 

exporting or importing country’s management authority and/or where 

there is evidence that the importation would be detrimental to the survival 

of the species in the wild. 

 

   Explanation:  CITES’ “generally preferable” confiscation approach 

can prove a reasonable deterrent to those who seek to violate the system and 

whose importation purposes pose no benefit to the species being imported.  

It can also prevent illegally imported species from being recirculated in trade 

for repeat attempts at illegal importation.  These concerns are not at issue 

where 1) an individual’s taking and importation genuinely benefits the 

species’ conservation in the wild; 2) the CITES violation results from 

biologically harmless, inadvertent, rather than intentional conduct; and 3) the 

importation is of a personally hunted trophy that the importer seeks for his 

own personal use and enjoyment.   

 

As the FWS has already published the proposals it intends to make at 

CoP 16, it is unlikely that the FWS will be able to add a new proposal at this 

time.  For this reason, the WHHCC recommends that the FWS plan to 

support this type of proposal if and when it is offered at the CoP by another 

party. 
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4) The FWS should amend the FWS Manual, Law Enforcement, Wildlife 

Inspection Section 443 FWS 1, 1.17 A., or draft a FWS’s Director’s Order 

for internal FWS communication, with language that relieves FWS 

personnel from the obligation to consider seizure or abandonment before 

any other options in cases involving clerical, technical and/or procedural 

errors or insufficiencies in export or import permit documents for hunting 

trophies. For example, Section 443 FWS 1, 1.17 A of the FWS manual 

could be amended as follows [amended language appears in italics]:   

 

“Officers should consider seizure or abandonment before any 

other options in circumstances where there is evidence of intent to 

violate the importation and exportation requirements of the ESA 

and/or its regulations and/or evidence of a disregard of the ESA’s 

conservation purposes.”   

 

In addition, the remaining language of 1.17 could be amended as follows 

[amended language appears in italics]: 

 

“There are five options Service officers may choose for the 

refused shipment. The Service officer should select the option 

based on the commodity, the quantity, the violation history of the 

violator, the violations detected and the significance of the 

violation to the conservation of the species based on consultation 

with the CITES Management Authority of the exporting country. 

Service officers must ensure that the shipment does not violate 

any U.S. laws or regulations other than those enforced by the 

Service before considering options other than seizure.  Service 

officers should avoid taking action to seize or require abandonment 

of a hunting trophy for clerical, technical and /or procedural errors 

and omissions of government authorities, or disagreements between 

governments and/or where, after consultation with the exporting 

management authority it is determined that there is no dispute about 

the authenticity of the export documentation pertaining to that 

trophy.”  

     

Explanation:  The FWS considers invalid any import/export 

documentation that bears any clerical, technical or procedural error or 

insufficiency and therefore considers the associated importation to be a 

violation of the law.  Currently FWS internal guidance directs the Service to 

address such violations by considering seizure or abandonment as the 
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agency’s primary recourse.   The WHHCC’s recommendation does not seek 

to change this prioritization generally but seeks only to modify the 

prioritization of recourse in circumstances involving clerical, technical 

and/or procedural errors or omissions involving the importation of hunting 

trophies, where there is no indication of a larger, more substantive violation 

of law and in particular where there is evidence of a conservation and/or 

enhancement of survival benefit to the species being imported.  Generally, 

for species listed as “threatened” or “endangered,” the FWS has made a 

finding, independent of CITES requirements, that the importation of this 

trophy “enhances the propagation or survival of the species.”   In other 

words, the FWS has not simply determined that the pending importation is 

not detrimental to the species (pursuant to CITES resolutions).  Instead, the 

FWS has made the finding that the importation is beneficial to the species.  

Penalization via seizure and forfeiture of a trophy for a mere clerical 

technical or procedural based violation undermines the conservation benefits 

that accrue from the sustainable international hunting program from which 

the trophy was taken.  The WHHCC’s recommendation seeks to remove 

obstacles to the FWS’s efforts to encourage those international conservation 

efforts.  

   

5) The WHHCC supports and encourages expansion of the FWS’s current 

effort to offer non-binding pre-review of import documentation upon 

request from prospective importers.  The WHHCC recommends that the 

FWS formalize, publicize and make department-wide these services.  To 

do this, the FWS should develop and distribute internal agency guidance 

informing port personnel to agree to pre-review export documents when 

requested by hunter/importers.  While these pre-reviews do not guarantee 

that a shipment, once imported or consigned for export, would be legal 

and free of violations, this is a valuable service and should help to limit 

clerical and technical errors on documentation.   

Explanation:  The WHHCC commends the Service for already 

implementing the above-recommendation.  Representatives of WHCCC 

sporting organization members as well as other representatives of the 

hunting community are informing their members of the availability of this 

important tool.  The WHHCC seeks to have this strategy codified and 

applied consistently throughout the entire department.  This strategy could 

benefit from a communication from the Director that the pre-review, non-

binding process is a department-wide approach.  The WHHCC 

acknowledges that the recommended pre-review would not guarantee that a 
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shipment, once imported or consigned for export, would be legal and free of 

violations. 

 6) The FWS should develop and distribute internal agency guidance  that 

directs FWS Office of Law Enforcement port personnel, when confronted 

with a CITES violation based on a procedural or documentation error, to 

request that the U.S. CITES Management Authority contact the CITES 

Management Authority of the exporting country to determine whether the 

violation will undermine the enhancement of propagation or survival of 

the species and upon receiving a negative answer, to inform the 

hunter/importer of his options other than seizure or abandonment of his 

trophy. 

           

    Explanation:  This recommendation also codifies a strategy that the 

FWS is already implementing.   

 

   

7)  The WHHCC supports the FWS’s ongoing work with representative 

organizations of the international hunting community in a coordinated 

effort to develop multi-media portions of these organizations’ websites 

designed to educate the hunting community on the requirements for 

legally importing hunting trophies into the United States.   The WHHCC 

recommends that the FWS apply additional resources to this effort to 

increase its efficacy. 

 

Explanation:  This would expand upon communications that are 

already taking place between the FWS and those hunting organizations.  

These communications would result in a joint effort to develop more user-

friendly access to information about the importation and exportation process.  

The WHHCC acknowledges that the FWS already provides a great deal of 

information on this topic from its website.  Through the recommended 

enhanced effort, the FWS would provide additional documents, including 

completed import and export documentation as well as a tutorial to assist 

importers and their agents in understanding what type of information is 

expected on which forms required for importation of trophies into the U.S. 

 

8) The WHHCC recommends that the FWS, on an ongoing basis, should 

identify and utilize means of improving efforts to ensure that substantive 

conservation is not sacrificed for technical compliance. The FWS and the 

hunting community share the same goal -- to ensure healthy wildlife 
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populations. The FWS should prioritize its limited resources to encourage 

hunting and importation programs that conserve and/or enhance the 

propagation or survival of species in the wild. 
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November 24, 2017 

 

 

Mr. Joshua Winchell 

Council Designated Federal Officer 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

5275 Leesburg Pike 

Falls Church, VA 22041-3803 

joshua_winchell@fws.gov  

 

Mr. Timothy Van Norman 

Chief, Branch of Permits 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  

5275 Leesburg Pike 

Falls Church, VA 22041  

 

Re: Comments Opposing the Establishment of an International Wildlife 

Conservation Council (Docket No. FWS-HQ-R-2017-N118) 

 

Dear Mr. Winchell and Chief Van Norman, 

 

The Humane Society of the United States (“HSUS”), Humane Society International (“HSI”), 

Humane Society Legislative Fund (“HSLF”), and the twenty-two undersigned organizations 

strongly urge the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (“Service”) not to establish the 

euphemistically-named International Wildlife Conservation Council (“IWCC”), as 

establishing the IWCC as proposed would violate the Federal Advisory Committee Act 

(“FACA”, 5 U.S.C. App. 2) and would be arbitrary and capricious and not in accordance with 

law. See 82 Fed. Reg. 51,857 (Nov. 8, 2017).  

 

The Service Proposes to Create a Duplicative and Biased Advisory Council 

 

The Service is proposing to establish the IWCC for the purpose of “increasing public 

awareness domestically regarding the conservation, wildlife law enforcement, and 

economic benefits that result from U.S. citizens traveling to foreign nations to 

engage in hunting. Additionally, the Council shall advise the Secretary on the 

benefits international hunting has on foreign wildlife and habitat conservation, anti-

poaching and illegal wildlife trafficking programs, and other ways in which international 

hunting benefits human populations in these areas.” Id. (emphasis added). 
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The duties of the IWCC would include:  

 developing a plan for public engagement and education on the benefits of 

international hunting;  

 reviewing and making recommendations for changes, when needed, on all Federal 

programs, and/or regulations, to ensure support of hunting as: (a) An enhancement 

to foreign wildlife conservation and survival, and (b) an effective tool to combat 

illegal trafficking and poaching;  

 recommending strategies to benefit the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s permit office 

in receiving timely country data and information so as to remove barriers that 

impact consulting with range states;  

 recommending removal of barriers to the importation into the United States of 

legally hunted wildlife;  

 ongoing review of import suspension/bans and providing recommendations that seek 

to resume the legal trade of those items, where appropriate;  

 reviewing seizure and forfeiture actions/practices, and providing recommendations 

for regulations that will lead to a reduction of unwarranted actions;  

 reviewing the Endangered Species Act's foreign listed species and interaction with 

the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Flora and 

Fauna [sic], with the goal of eliminating regulatory duplications; and  

 recommending methods for streamlining/expediting the process of import permits. 

Id. 

 

As detailed herein, the IWCC is unnecessary, duplicative, not in the public interest, and 

designed to be inappropriately influenced by the trophy hunting industry in a manner that 

undermines the Service’s statutory duties under the Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. § 

1531 et seq.) and FACA. Therefore, the IWCC cannot lawfully be established.  

 

Requirements for Establishing a Federal Advisory Committee 

 

The FACA provides that “new advisory committees should be established only when they 

are determined to be essential and their number should be kept to the minimum 

necessary.” 5 U.S.C. App. 2 § 2(b)(2). Further, “[n]o advisory committee shall be established 

unless such establishment is determined…to be in the public interest in connection with 

the performance of duties imposed on that agency by law.” Id. § 9(a)(2). Advisory 

committees can only be used “solely for advisory functions” (id. § 9(b)) and must serve a 

“clearly defined purpose” (id. § 5(b)(1)). The membership of an advisory committee must “be 

fairly balanced in terms of the points of view represented and the functions to be performed 

by the advisory committee” (id. § 5(b)(2)), and must “not be inappropriately influenced by… 

any special interest” (id. § 5(b)(3)). Agency actions contrary to the requirements of FACA 

are subject to judicial review under the Administrative Procedure Act (APA). See, e.g., 

Fertilizer Institute v. U.S. E.P.A., 938 F.Supp. 52, 54-55 (D.D.C., 1996)); 5 U.S.C. § 702. See 

also Food Chem. News, Inc. v. Davis, 378 F. Supp. 1048, 1049 (D.D.C. 1974) (enjoining 

agency from convening advisory committee meetings unless conducted in full compliance 

with FACA). 
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Establishing the IWCC Would Violate FACA 

 

A. The IWCC Is Duplicative and Not Essential 

 

The purpose of FACA is “to enhance the public accountability of advisory committees 

established by the Executive Branch and to reduce wasteful expenditures” that result only 

in “worthless committee meetings and biased proposals.” Pub. Citizen v. U.S. Dep't of 

Justice, 491 U.S. 440, 453, 459 (1989). To this end, it is unlawful for FWS to establish an 

advisory committee that exceeds the minimum number of committees necessary or to 

establish a committee that is not needed to advance an agency’s statutory duties and 

regulatory agenda. See 5 U.S.C. App. 2 § 2(b)(2). The IWCC wholly fails to meet these 

standards – indeed, the IWCC raises the precise concerns that FACA was designed to guard 

against. 

 

Notably, there already exists an advisory council entitled the Wildlife and Hunting 

Heritage Conservation Council (“WHHCC”), which has the authority to address the matters 

included in the IWCC’s proposed purview. See 75 Fed. Reg. 6,056 (Feb. 5, 2010); 

https://www.fws.gov/whhcc/. Like the IWCC, the WHHCC’s mission explicitly includes 

providing “advice on wildlife and habitat conservation endeavors that (1) benefit 

recreational hunting; (2) benefit wildlife resources; and (3) encourage partnerships 

among the public, the sporting conservation community, wildlife conservation groups, the 

States, Native American Tribes, and the Federal government.” 75 Fed. Reg. 6,056 (Feb. 5, 

2010) (emphasis added). To achieve that goal of promoting recreational hunting, the 

WHHCC focuses in part on “Providing appropriate access to hunting and recreational 

shooting on Federal lands” and “Providing recommendations to improve implementation of 

Federal conservation programs that benefit wildlife, hunting and outdoor recreation on 

private lands.” Id. Consistent with these broad purposes, the WHHCC has multiple times 

discussed and formed recommendations on international trophy hunting issues.  

 

For example, in July 2012, the WHHCC sent a letter to the Service on behalf of “millions of 

hunters and anglers nationwide, including many who hunt internationally and seek to 

import and export their trophies into and out of the United States.” (Attached). That letter 

included criticism of the process the Service uses to interpret and apply restrictions on the 

import and seizure of hunting trophies, and provided eight particular recommendations 

relating to “1) amendments to CITES resolutions and/or decision documents; 2) 

modifications to FWS manuals, policies, Directors’ Orders, guidance documents and/or 

practices; and 3) coordinating efforts with representative organizations of the international 

hunting community.” Id. Similarly, in July 2014, the WHHCC sent another letter to the 

Service, this time urging the Service to reverse its decision to suspend the import of 

elephant hunting trophies from Tanzania and Zimbabwe, noting the WHHCC’s “efforts on 

behalf of the hunting community.” (Attached). That latter letter followed a June 2014 

meeting of the WHHCC where Safari Club International (“SCI”) presented “updates on 

African Lion and Elephant” trophy hunting.1 At its March 2016 meeting, WHHCC again 

discussed the topic of international trophy hunting, specifically focusing on African lion 

import issues and including a presentation from SCI.2 These are the precise tasks identified 

                                                           
1https://www.facadatabase.gov/committee/historymeeting.aspx?mid=123631&cid=2299&fy=2014. 
2https://www.facadatabase.gov/committee/historymeetingdocuments.aspx?flr=135324&cid=2299&fy=

2016. 

https://www.fws.gov/whhcc/
https://www.facadatabase.gov/committee/historymeeting.aspx?mid=123631&cid=2299&fy=2014
https://www.facadatabase.gov/committee/historymeetingdocuments.aspx?flr=135324&cid=2299&fy=2016
https://www.facadatabase.gov/committee/historymeetingdocuments.aspx?flr=135324&cid=2299&fy=2016
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in the IWCC notice, demonstrating that there already exists a forum for trophy hunters to 

attempt to influence FWS policy on these matters. 

 

Indeed, the WHCC currently includes members that represent international trophy 

hunting interests, such as the Congressional Sportsmen’s Foundation.3 The WHCC also 

currently includes representatives from the Boone & Crockett Club, Backcountry Hunters 

& Anglers, Ducks Unlimited de Mexico, and Urban American Outdoors, many of whose 

members trophy hunt in the U.S.—and likely abroad. Further, the IWCC seeks 

representation from “the firearms or ammunition manufacturing industry,” but a 

representative from the National Shooting Sports Foundation – a national trade association 

for the firearms industry – already serves as a member of the WHCC. The incredibly slight 

differences in the membership these councils maintain/are seeking, demonstrate the 

duplicative nature of the IWCC.  

 

Therefore, it would be wholly duplicative for the Service to establish the IWCC, whose 

proposed purpose and tasks are matters that can and are already being carried out by 

another advisory group.  

 

Similarly, the Service has failed to demonstrate that establishing the IWCC is essential. 

For example, in 2013 the Service established a Wildlife Trafficking Advisory Council to 

combat issues of illicit wildlife trade and to improve enforcement of wildlife trade laws. 78 

Fed. Reg. 45,555 (Jul. 29, 2013). That committee discussed issues of international trophy 

hunting as a type of wildlife trade.4 However, that advisory council was deemed inessential 

and discontinued pursuant to Executive Order No. 13811 (September 29, 2017).5 It is 

arbitrary and capricious for the Service to now establish the IWCC to take on activities that 

were previously covered by the Wildlife Trafficking Advisory Council, which was deemed 

unnecessary by this Administration. Further, the duplicative nature of the IWCC is further 

demonstrated by the fact that the IWCC would include a representative from the U.S. 

Department of State – the Presidential Task Force on Wildlife Trafficking established 

pursuant to Executive Order No. 13,648 (July 1, 2013) already provides a forum for the 

Service and the State Department to discuss issues of international wildlife trade, including 

trade in hunting trophies. 

 

Thus, there are already multiple fora for detailed discussion of the issues the IWCC is 

tasked with providing advice to the Service on, meaning that establishing the IWCC is not 

essential, as required by law. This is especially true given the broader statutory context, as 

discussed further below – the Endangered Species Act already provides the opportunity for 

the trophy hunting industry to submit applications for import permits that demonstrate the 

alleged benefit of trophy hunting and to submit comments on other permit applications and 

foreign species listing petitions. See 16 U.S.C. § 1539(c). Thus, there is no functional need 

                                                           
3 See, e.g., Congressional Sportsmen’s Foundation. Press Release. Aug. 7, 2013. Sportsmen’s 

Priorities Moving in Congress (supporting bill allowing import of polar bear trophies hunted in 

Canada), http://sportsmenslink.org/the-media-room/news/sportsmens-priorities-moving-in-congress.  
4 See https://www.fws.gov/International/advisory-council-wildlife-trafficking/pdf/acwt-meeting-

minutes-march-20.pdf. 
5 See https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2017/09/29/presidential-executive-order-

continuance-certain-federal-advisory. 

http://sportsmenslink.org/the-media-room/news/sportsmens-priorities-moving-in-congress
https://www.fws.gov/International/advisory-council-wildlife-trafficking/pdf/acwt-meeting-minutes-march-20.pdf
https://www.fws.gov/International/advisory-council-wildlife-trafficking/pdf/acwt-meeting-minutes-march-20.pdf
https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2017/09/29/presidential-executive-order-continuance-certain-federal-advisory
https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2017/09/29/presidential-executive-order-continuance-certain-federal-advisory
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for an advisory committee dedicated to promoting propaganda of the trophy hunting 

industry. 

 

Because the IWCC is per se inessential and duplicative, chartering the IWCC would violate 

FACA. 

  

B. The IWCC Is Not in the Public Interest 

 

Chartering the IWCC would further violate FACA because its purpose is inconsistent with 

the public interest and the “performance of duties imposed on [the Service] by law.” 5 

U.S.C. App. § 9(a)(2). 

 

The primary stated purpose of the IWCC is to promote trophy hunting of foreign species 

and to relax the legal restrictions for importing trophies of threatened and endangered 

species, accepting as incontrovertible fact the notion that trophy hunting promotes the 

conservation of wildlife species. However, this is a highly controversial and hotly debated 

topic, with ample scientific evidence to the contrary, and the notice of IWCC creation 

patently reveals the biased and unsupported positions that the council would advance. 

 

The FACA was specifically adopted to avoid such a circumstance. See, e.g., Moss v. C.A.B., 

430 F.2d 891, 893 (1970) (when the “subject matter of” a FACA council’s “involve[s] serious 

and much-debated…issues…[t]he Government's consideration of such sensitive issues must 

not be unduly weighted by input from the private commercial sector, lest the Government 

fall victim to the devastating harm of being regulated by those whom the Government is 

supposed to regulate in the public interest.”);  H.R. REP. 92-1017, 1972 U.S.C.C.A.N. 3491, 

3496 (“One of the great dangers in th[e] unregulated use of advisory committees is that 

special interest groups may use their membership on such bodies to promote their private 

concerns. Testimony received [on the passage of the FACA] pointed out the danger of 

allowing special interest groups to exercise undue influence upon the Government through 

the dominance of advisory committees which deal with matters in which they have vested 

interests.”). 

 

Thus, forming the IWCC as proposed would be unlawful. 

 

1. Trophy hunting undermines conservation efforts  

 

As detailed in numerous documents in the Service’s possession (e.g., petitions to list African 

lions, elephants, and leopards as endangered under the ESA; letters submitted with respect 

to the import of lions and elephants from Tanzania, Zimbabwe, Zambia, and South Africa, 

as well as the expert declarations in support thereof; and comments opposing the import of 

endangered bontebok, cape mountain zebra, and black rhinoceros trophies, attached), there 

is ample scientific evidence that trophy hunting of threatened and endangered species does 

not in fact enhance the survival of the species in the wild. With respect to three of the so-

called “Big Five” species targeted by trophy hunters, a summary of that evidence is as 

follows. 
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Trophy Hunting of African Lions 

 

With the world’s preeminent lion scientist as the lead author, Packer et al. (2009)6 and 

Packer et al. (2010)7 identify trophy hunting as the likely cause of multiple lion population 

declines in Africa.8 In addition to direct population reduction through lethal take, trophy 

hunting poses a threat to lions because it can weaken a population’s genetic constitution 

(e.g. Allendorf et al. 20089). Because hunters target the biggest and strongest males, trophy 

hunting removes these animals from the breeding pool and unnaturally selects for smaller 

or weaker animals (Allendorf and Hard, 200910). In this way, trophy hunting can decrease 

genetic variation, shift the population structure, and cause unnatural evolutionary impacts. 

This effect has already been documented in other species. For example, selective hunting 

likely increased the occurrence of mature female African elephants (Loxodonta africana) 

lacking tusks from 10% to 38% in parts of Zambia over 20 years (Jachmann et al. 199511), 

and recent studies of bighorn sheep suggest that horn size and body weight decreased over 

time as a result of trophy hunting (e.g. Coltman et al., 200312; Festa-Bianchet et al., 201313). 

Further, when trophy hunting is sanctioned, poaching activity increases, likely due to the 

perception that species authorized for hunting are of diminished value and the perception 

that legal killing increases the acceptability of poaching.14 Moreover, trophy hunting of 

lions has cascading lethal impacts on lion populations, as the social instability created by 

removing dominant males leads to infanticide of cubs sired by the male killed for a trophy 

(Packer et al. 2009). 

 

                                                           
6 Packer, C., Kosmala, M., Cooley, H.S., Brink, H., Pintea, L., Garshelis, D., Purchase, G., Strauss, 

M., Swanson, A., Balme, G., Hunter, L., and Nowell, K. (2009). Sport Hunting, Predator Control and 

Conservation of Large Carnivores. PLoS ONE, 4(6): e5941. DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0005941 
7 Packer, C., Brink, H., Kissui, B.M., Maliti, H., Kushnir, H., and Caro, T. (2010) Effects of 

trophy hunting on lion and leopard populations in Tanzania. Conservation Biology, 25, 142–153. 
8 See also Bauer H, Henschel P, Packer C, Sillero-Zubiri C, Chardonnet B, Sogbohossou EA, et al. 

(2017) Lion trophy hunting in West Africa: A response to Bouché et al. PLoS ONE12(3): e0173691. 

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0173691. 
9 Allendorf, F.W., England, P.R., Luikart, G., Ritchie, P.A., and Ryman, N. (2008). Genetic effects of 

harvest on wild animal populations. Trends in Ecology and Evolution, 23, 327-337. 

doi:10.1016/j.tree.2008.02.008 
10 Allendorf, F.W. and Hard, J.J. (2009). Human-induced evolution caused by unnatural selection 

through harvest of wild animals. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United 

States of America, 106, 9987-9994. See also Coltman, D. W., et al. (2003). Undesirable evolutionary 

consequences of trophy hunting. Nature 426(6967): 655-658.; Palazy, L., et al. (2012). Rarity, trophy 

hunting and ungulates. Animal Conservation 15(1): 4-11.; Darimont, C. T., et al. (2015). The unique 

ecology of human predators. Science 349(6250): 858-860. 
11 Jachmann, H., Berry, P.S.M., and Imae, H. (1995). Tusklessness in African Elephants: a future 

trend. African Journal of Ecology, 33, 230-235. DOI: 10.1111/j.1365-2028.1995.tb00800.x 
12 Coltman, D.W., O’Donoghue, P., Jorgenson, J.T., Hogg, J.T., Strobeck, C., and Festa-Bianchet, M. 

(2003). Undesirable evolutionary consequences of trophy hunting. Nature, 426, 655-658. 

doi:10.1038/nature02177 
13 Festa-Bianchet, M., Pelletier, F., Jorgenson, J.T., Feder, C., and Hubbs, A. (2013). Decrease in 

Horn Size and Increase in Age of Trophy Sheep in Alberta Over 37 Years. Journal of Wildlife 

Management, 78, 133-141. 
14 Chapron, G. and Treves, A., Blood does not buy goodwill: allowing culling increases poaching of a 

large carnivore, Proc. R. Soc. B 283 (2016), http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2015.2939. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2015.2939
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Lion scientists have produced a steady drumbeat of warnings that trophy hunting across 

African range states is unsustainable and is a threat to survival of the species: 

 

African Continent: 

 Rosenblatt (2014)15: “…overharvesting of lions has been well-documented 

throughout Africa”, recognize trophy hunting as one of the reasons for the decline of 

the lion throughout its range.   

 Hunter et al. (2014)16: “there is considerable scientific evidence of negative 

population impacts associated with poorly-managed trophy hunting of lions.” The 

authors state “there have been documented negative impact on lion populations 

resulting from trophy hunting” and call for lion trophy hunting reform. 

 Lindsey et al. (2013)17 stated that, regarding the recent decline of lion populations, 

“Most of the factors that contribute to this decline are now well understood, although 

evidence of the impacts of trophy hunting on lions has only emerged relatively 

recently.” The authors also state, “lion quotas remain higher than the 0.5/1,000 km2 

recommended by [Packer et al. (2011)] in all countries except Mozambique” and “in 

all countries where data are available, harvests appear too high in a proportion of 

hunting blocks.” 

Zambia: 

 Rosenblatt et al. (2014): found a declining lion population in South Luangwa 

National Park with low recruitment, low sub-adult and adult survivorship, depletion 

of adult males and an aging adult female population and attributed this to the 

“severe male depletion” caused by trophy hunting. 

 Lindsey et al. (2014)18: numerous problems identified with trophy hunting in Zambia 

including that the Zambia Wildlife Authority establishes trophy quotas arbitrarily 

and “quotas of lions have been particularly excessive”.  

 Lindsey et al. (2013): “Excessive offtake from trophy hunting also lowered 

population density of lions and altered sex-ratios of lions in Hwange National Park, 

Zimbabwe, South Luangwa, Kafue and Lower Zambezi national parks in Zambia, 

and the Bénoué Complex in Cameroon.” The authors also said that mean lion 

harvests are higher than Packer et al. (2011) 0.5/1,000 km2 threshold in Zambia. 

Tanzania: 

 Dolrenry et al. (2014)19: populations in Tanzania are declining in part due to 

“overexploitation due to poor management of trophy hunting”. 

                                                           
15 Rosenblatt, E., Becker, M. S., Creel, S., Droge, E., Mweetwa, T., Schuette, P. A., & Mwape, H. 

(2014). Detecting declines of apex carnivores and evaluating their causes: An example with Zambian 

lions. Biological Conservation, 180, 176-186. 
16 Hunter, L., Lindsey, P., Balme, G., Becker, M., Begg, C., Brink, H. …White, P., Whitman-Gelatt, 

K. (2014). Urgent and comprehensive reform of trophy hunting of lions is a better option than an 

endangered listing; a science-based consenus [sic]. Unpublished. 
17 Lindsey, P. A., Balme, G. A., Funston, P., Henschel, P., Hunter, L., Madzikanda, H., ... & 

Nyirenda, V. (2013). The trophy hunting of African lions: Scale, current management practices and 

factors undermining sustainability. PloS one, 8(9), e73808. 
18 Lindsey, P. A., Nyirenda, V. R., Barnes, J. I., Becker, M. S., McRobb, R., Tambling, C. J., ... & 

t’Sas-Rolfes, M. (2014). Underperformance of African Protected Area Networks and the Case for New 

Conservation Models: Insights from Zambia. PloS one, 9(5), e94109. 
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 Lindsey et al. (2013): “Trophy hunting has contributed to population declines outside 

(and inside some) protected areas in Tanzania, a country that holds between 30-50% 

of Africa’s lion.” 

Zimbabwe: 

 Groom et al. (2014)20: the low densities of lion populations in Gonarezhou National 

Park and trophy hunting concessions in Tuli are due to the collapse of these 

populations in the past due to “unsustainably high trophy hunting within Tuli and 

in the concessions around Gonarezhou ….” The authors concluded, “hunting has 

probably had a strong negative effect on lion abundance in both reserves.” 

 Lindsey et al. (2013): “Excessive offtake from trophy hunting also lowered 

population density of lions and altered sex-ratios of lions in Hwange National Park, 

Zimbabwe, South Luangwa, Kafue and Lower Zambezi national parks in Zambia, 

and the Bénoué Complex in Cameroon.” 

 Lindsey et al. (2013): mean lion harvests are higher than Packer et al. (2011) 

0.5/1,000 km2 threshold in Zimbabwe. 

Namibia: 

 Lindsey et al. (2013): mean lion harvests are higher than Packer et al. (2011) 

0.5/1,000 km2 threshold in Namibia. 

Cameroon: 

 Lindsey et al. (2013): “Excessive offtake from trophy hunting also lowered 

population density of lions and altered sex-ratios of lions in Hwange National Park, 

Zimbabwe, South Luangwa, Kafue and Lower Zambezi national parks in Zambia, 

and the Bénoué Complex in Cameroon.” 

Burkina Faso: 

 Lindsey et al. (2013): mean lion harvests are higher than Packer et al. (2011) 

0.5/1,000 km2 threshold in Burkina Faso. 

Benin: 

 Sogbohossou et al. (2014)21: the low lion density and small group size found in 

Pendjari  Biosphere Reserve in Benin is due to human disturbance and mortality 

through trophy hunting, the Pendjari lion hunting quota is three times higher than 

recommended by Packer et al. (2011), and the existing age limit for ‘old males’ is not 

enforced. 

Trophy Hunting of African Elephants 

 

Similarly, trophy hunting is documented to undermine the conservation of African 

elephants. As explained in a recent scientific study, range states from which the Service 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
19 S. Dolrenry, J. Stenglein, L. Hazzah, R.S. Lutz, and L. Frank (2014). A metapopulation approach 

to African lion (Panthera leo) conservation. Plos One 9 (2), e88081. 
20 R.J. Groom, P.J. Funston and R. Mandisodza (2014). Surveys of lions Panthera leo in protected 

areas in Zimbabwe yield disturbing results: what is driving the population collapse? Oryx 2014: 1-9. 
21 Sogbohossou, E. A., Bauer, H., Loveridge, A., Funston, P. J., De Snoo, G. R., Sinsin, B., & De 

Iongh, H. H. (2014). Social Structure of Lions (Panthera leo) Is Affected by Management in Pendjari 

Biosphere Reserve, Benin. PloS one, 9(1), e84674. 
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currently allows trophy imports (such as South Africa) may be setting unsustainably high 

hunting quotas: in the Greater Mapungubwe Transfrontier Conservation Area scientists 

found that, in contrast to current hunting allowances, “only a small number of bulls 

(<10/year) could be hunted sustainably. At current rates of hunting, under average 

ecological conditions, trophy bulls will disappear from the population in less than 10 

years.”22  

 

Researchers have found that the selective nature of trophy hunting causes changes in 

desirable phenotypic traits in harvested species. In particular, trophy sizes for wild 

herbivores experienced temporal decline in South Africa and Tanzania. “Declines in trophy 

size over time due to selective harvesting could be attributed to phenotypic plasticity that 

may result due to a decline in abundance of big tuskers and individuals with big horns or 

tusks as these are mostly selected by hunters.”23 Again, because hunters target the biggest 

and strongest male elephants, trophy hunting removes these animals from the breeding 

pool and unnaturally selects for smaller or weaker animals.24 In this way, trophy hunting 

can decrease genetic variation, shift the population structure, and cause unnatural 

evolutionary impacts. For example, selective hunting likely increased the occurrence of 

mature female African elephants (Loxodonta africana) lacking tusks from 10% to 38% in 

parts of Zambia over 20 years.25 Additionally, trophy hunting has been shown to disrupt 

family groups and social stability, negatively impacting elephant survival.26  

 

Another study reviewed the functioning of Zambia’s protected areas and game management 

areas (GMAs), where trophy hunting occurs.27 The authors found numerous problems that 

pertain to management of trophy hunting in GMAs including: uncontrolled human 

immigration and open access to wildlife; the Zambia Wildlife Authority (ZAWA) retains 

most of income derived from trophy hunting, little of this income goes to people living in 

GMAs with affluent community members benefiting most, and there are frequent financial 

                                                           
22 S. Selier et al. (2014), Sustainability of elephant hunting across international borders in southern 

Africa: A case study of the greater Mapungubwe Transfrontier Conservation Area. The Journal of 

Wildlife Management, 78: 122–132. 

http://www.researchgate.net/publication/259539652_Sustainability_of_elephant_hunting_across_inte

rnational_borders_in_southern_Africa_A_case_study_of_the_greater_Mapungubwe_Transfrontier_C

onservation_Area. 
23 Muposhi VK, Gandiwa E, Bartels P, Makuza SM, Madiri TH, Trophy Hunting and Sustainability: 

Temporal Dynamics in Trophy Quality and Harvesting Patterns of Wild Herbivores in a Tropical 

Semi-Arid Savanna Ecosystem, PLoS ONE 11(10) (2016), 

http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0164429.  
24 Allendorf, F.W. and Hard, J.J. (2009). Human-induced evolution caused by unnatural selection 

through harvest of wild animals. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United 

States of America, 106, 9987-9994. 
25 Jachmann, H., Berry, P.S.M., and Imae, H. (1995). Tusklessness in African Elephants: a future 

trend. African Journal of Ecology, 33, 230-235. DOI: 10.1111/j.1365-2028.1995.tb00800.x 
26 Milner J.M., Nielsen E.B., Andreassen HP, Demographic side effects of selective hunting in 

ungulates and carnivores, Conservation Biology Vol. 21:36-47 (2007), doi: 10.1111/j.1523-

1739.2006.00591.x (“Such selective harvesting can destabilize social structures and the dominance 

hierarchy and may cause loss of social knowledge, sexually selected infanticide, habitat changes 

among reproductive females, and changes in offspring sex ratio.”) 
27 Lindsey, P. A., Nyirenda, V. R., Barnes, J. I., Becker, M. S., McRobb, R., Tambling, C. J., ... & 

t’Sas-Rolfes, M. (2014). Underperformance of African Protected Area Networks and the Case for New 

Conservation Models: Insights from Zambia. PloS one, 9(5), e94109. 

http://www.researchgate.net/publication/259539652_Sustainability_of_elephant_hunting_across_international_borders_in_southern_Africa_A_case_study_of_the_greater_Mapungubwe_Transfrontier_Conservation_Area
http://www.researchgate.net/publication/259539652_Sustainability_of_elephant_hunting_across_international_borders_in_southern_Africa_A_case_study_of_the_greater_Mapungubwe_Transfrontier_Conservation_Area
http://www.researchgate.net/publication/259539652_Sustainability_of_elephant_hunting_across_international_borders_in_southern_Africa_A_case_study_of_the_greater_Mapungubwe_Transfrontier_Conservation_Area
http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0164429
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irregularities associated with the distribution of this income; scouts employed in anti-

poaching in GMAs are poorly and irregularly paid, insufficiently trained and equipped, and 

inadequate in number; ZAWA is poorly funded, has an inadequate number of staff to 

protect elephants against poaching, has increased hunting quotas to unsustainable levels in 

GMAs in order to raise money (the authors state that ZAWA ‘are sometimes forced to make 

decisions to achieve financial survival at the expense of the wildlife they are mandated to 

conserve’), establishes trophy quotas arbitrarily, and does not monitor wildlife populations 

or trophies; and hunting concession agreements are not effectively enforced and 

unscrupulous concession operators are not adequately punished.  The authors blame these 

many failures for the low numbers and diversity of wildlife, including elephants.  

 

Thus, it is not surprising that elephant densities are lower in trophy hunting areas 

compared to a national park where trophy hunting is not permitted.28 The Service itself 

acknowledged such impacts in 2014 when it suspended the issuance of elephant trophy 

imports from Tanzania and Zimbabwe.29 

 

The Service has previously rejected attempts to import trophies from Zambia due to similar 

concerns of mismanagement including inconsistencies in reported elephant population 

estimates, failure to comply with monitoring requirements, absence of government funding 

for elephant protection, and lack of effective anti-poaching measures.30 Further, the Service 

has not made enhancement findings for elephant trophy imports from either Mozambique 

or Cameroon even though elephant trophy hunting is allowed there.31 

 

Trophy Hunting of African Leopards 

 

Balme et al. (2010)32 demonstrated the impact of trophy hunting on infanticide in a 

population of leopards in South Africa; high trophy hunting offtake resulted in particularly 

high male leopard mortality and high levels of male turnover; females cannot successfully 

raise cubs because of immigration into the population of new males; the consequences were 

low cub survival rates, delayed age at first parturition, reduced conception rates, and low 

annual litter production; the combined impact of high mortality and low reproductive 

                                                           
28 Crosmary, W. G., S. D. Cote, and H. Fritz. (2015). Does trophy hunting matter to long-term 

population trends in African herbivores of different dietary guilds?. Animal Conservation, 18, 117-

130. 
29 See 80 Fed. Reg. 42524 (July 17, 2015); 79 Fed. Reg. 44459 (July 31, 2014) (“Without management 

plans with specific goals and actions that are measurable and reports on the progress of meeting 

these goals, the Service cannot determine if…Zimbabwe is implementing, on a national scale, 

appropriate management measures for its elephant populations.”). Note that the Service’s November 

2017 decision to reverse this suspension was put “on hold” by President Trump and Secretary Zinke 

on November 17, 2017. 
30 See Marcum v. Salazar, 810 F.Supp.2d 56, 63 (D.D.C. 2011); Marcum v. Salazar, 694 F.3d 123 

(D.C.Cir. 2012). Note that the Service’s November 2017 decision to allow elephant trophy imports 

from Zambia was put “on hold” by President Trump and Secretary Zinke on November 17, 2017. 
31 See https://www.fws.gov/international/permits/by-activity/sport-hunted-trophies-elephants.html.  
32 Balme, G.A., Hunter, L.T., Goodman, P., Ferguson, H., Craigie, J. and Slotow, R., 2010. An 

adaptive management approach to trophy hunting of leopards Panthera pardus: a case study from 

KwaZulu-Natal, South Africa. Biology and conservation of wild felids. Oxford University Press, 

Oxford, pp.341-352. See also Braczkowski, A. R., et al. (2015). Who Bites the Bullet First? The 

Susceptibility of Leopards Panthera pardus to Trophy Hunting. PLOS ONE 10(4). 

https://www.fws.gov/international/permits/by-activity/sport-hunted-trophies-elephants.html
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output led to a negative population growth rate. Further, the 2016 IUCN assessment for 

Panthera pardus specifically notes that “concern about unsustainable trophy hunting has 

lately increased” and cites studies concretely demonstrating that “trophy hunting was a key 

driver of Leopard population decline” (Stein et al. 2016).33 

 

Moreover, few of the potential benefits from hunting are consistently realized by local 

communities that live amongst lions, elephants, leopards, and other species targeted by 

trophy hunters. According to an IUCN analysis from 2009, big-game hunting only provided 

one job for every 10,000 inhabitants in the area studied,34 and many of these jobs were 

temporary seasonal positions like opening the trails at the start of the hunting season 

(IUCN 200935). Trophy hunting fails to create a significant number of permanent jobs (and 

those that it does create do not automatically benefit conservation), but ecotourism offers a 

possible solution. Consider the Okavango in Botswana where, as of 2009, a safari 

ecotourism tourism park provided 39 times the number of jobs than would big-game 

hunting on an area of equal size (IUCN 2009). Another example is the Luangwa National 

Park in Zambia, which produced twice the number of jobs provided by Benin and Burkina 

Faso’s trophy hunting sector combined in 2007 (IUCN 2009). 

 

The IUCN also found that Africa’s 11 main big-game hunting countries only contributed an 

average of 0.6% to the national GDP as of 2009 (IUCN 2009). Of this marginal profit, 

studies suggest that as little as 3-5% of trophy hunting revenues are actually shared with 

local communities (Economists at Large 201336; IUCN 2009; Sachedina 200837). Perhaps 

because of this, locals do not always view trophy hunting as the positive economic driver 

that hunting advocates portray it as. For example, villagers in Emboreet village in 

Tanzania characterized hunting as “destructive, exploitative, and disempowering,” and 

blame hunting for jeopardizing village revenues (Sachedina 2008). The same study presents 

an interview with the Village Executive Officer, who explained that villagers feel more 

closely partnered with photographic tour operators than with hunters because hunters “are 

finishing off the wildlife before we’ve had a chance to realize a profit from it,” and because 

villagers never see the 5% of revenue they are supposed to receive from trophy hunting 

(Sachedina 2008).  

 

A 2017 report from Economists at Large38 found that in Botswana (where trophy hunting is 

now prohibited since 2014), Ethiopia, Mozambique, Namibia, South Africa, Tanzania, 

                                                           
33 Stein, A.B., Athreya, V., Gerngross, P., Balme, G., Henschel, P., Karanth, U., Miquelle, D., Rostro, 

S., Kamler, J.F. and Laguardia, A. 2016. Panthera pardus. The IUCN Red List of Threatened 

Species 2016: e.T15954A50659089. Downloaded on 11 July 2016. 

http://www.iucnredlist.org/details/full/15954/0 
34 South Africa, Namibia, Tanzania, Botswana, Cameroon, Central African Republic, Burkina, and 

Benin. 
35 IUCN. (2009). Programme Afrique Centrale et Occidentale. Big Game Hunting in West Africa. 

What is its contribution to conservation? 
36 Economists at Large. (2013). The $200 million question: How much does trophy hunting really 

contribute to African communities? A report for the African Lion Coalition, prepared by Economists 

at Large, Melbourne, Australia. 
37 Sachedina, H.T. 2008. “Wildlife Is Our Oil: Conservation, Livelihoods and NGOs in the Tarangire 

Ecosystem, Tanzania.” University of Oxford. PhD. Thesis. 
38 Economists at Large. (2017). The Lion’s Share? On The Economic Benefits Of Trophy Hunting. A 

report for the Humane Society International, prepared by Economists at Large, Melbourne, 

http://www.iucnredlist.org/details/full/15954/0
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Zambia and Zimbabwe, trophy hunting brings in less than $132 million in tourism 

spending to the eight study countries out of $17 billion annual tourism spending, or just 

0.78 percent. And trophy hunting has only a marginal impact on employment in these eight 

countries, contributing only between 7,500-15,500 jobs or 0.76 percent or less of nearly 2.6 

million overall tourism jobs. 

 

On average, American trophy hunters import more than 126,000 trophies every year.39 

While not all of these species are protected under the U.S. Endangered Species Act, it is an 

unfounded and sweeping generalization to assert that trophy hunting always provides a 

biological or economic benefit to the conservation of the species, as asserted in the IWCC 

notice. Therefore, an advisory council designed solely to educate the public on the benefits of 

trophy hunting is not in the public interest, as those alleged benefits are not supported by 

the best available science. Nor is that conclusion supported by the American public – 

indeed, in the last week alone, over 435,121 members of the public have voiced their 

opposition to American trophy hunters killing African lions and elephants threatened with 

extinction, and nearly 2 million people worldwide have taken action in opposition to 

elephant trophy hunting in another call to action.40  

 

 

2. Using taxpayer dollars to promote the commercial interests of 

trophy hunting industry is not in the public interest 

 

The purpose of the FACA is “to eliminate useless advisory committees, strengthen 

independence of remaining advisory committees, and prevent advisory groups from 

becoming self-serving.” Consumers Union of U.S., Inc. v. Department of Health, Ed. and 

Welfare, 409 F.Supp. 473, affirmed 551 F.2d 466 (D.D.C.1976). Establishing the IWCC 

would require the Service to expend resources on convening and participating in the 

council, unnecessarily diverting resources from an already strapped agency. Indeed, the 

Fiscal Year 2018 budget proposes to decrease funds spent on foreign species protection by 

$1,000,000.41 To use precious agency resources to create a self-serving platform for trophy 

hunters to amplify their voice, especially while funds are already provided for other FACA 

advisory committees addressing these same topics, does not meet the FACA requirements 

for actions in the public interest. 

 

Therefore, the IWCC is not in the public interest and cannot be lawfully chartered. 

 

C. The IWCC Is Designed to Undermine the Implementation of the ESA and 

the Service’s Other Legal Obligations 

 

The IWCC represents an effort by a commercial industry to undermine the statutory duties 

of an agency, and as such the establishment of the IWCC would be patently ultra vires.  

                                                                                                                                                                                           
Australia.   
39 http://www.hsi.org/assets/pdfs/report_trophy_hunting_by_the.pdf; 

http://www.hsi.org/assets/pdfs/trophy-madness-report.pdf; 

http://www.ifaw.org/sites/default/files/IFAW_TrophyHuntingReport_UK_v2.pdf.  
40 https://www.thepetitionsite.com/takeaction/721/417/558/; 

https://secure.avaaz.org/campaign/fr/trump_vs_elephants/. 
41 https://www.fws.gov/budget/2018/FY2018-FWS-Greenbook.pdf 

https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1976103032&pubNum=0000345&originatingDoc=N6137FDB0B5BF11D8983DF34406B5929B&refType=RP&originationContext=notesOfDecisions&contextData=%28sc.Document%29&transitionType=NotesOfDecisionItem
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1976103032&pubNum=0000345&originatingDoc=N6137FDB0B5BF11D8983DF34406B5929B&refType=RP&originationContext=notesOfDecisions&contextData=%28sc.Document%29&transitionType=NotesOfDecisionItem
http://www.hsi.org/assets/pdfs/report_trophy_hunting_by_the.pdf
http://www.hsi.org/assets/pdfs/trophy-madness-report.pdf
http://www.ifaw.org/sites/default/files/IFAW_TrophyHuntingReport_UK_v2.pdf
https://www.thepetitionsite.com/takeaction/721/417/558/
https://secure.avaaz.org/campaign/fr/trump_vs_elephants/
https://www.fws.gov/budget/2018/FY2018-FWS-Greenbook.pdf


13 

 

 

As an initial matter (and to be discussed further in comments submitted on or before 

December 8, 2017), the proposed makeup of the IWCC is inherently biased – it would 

include up to eighteen members who represent “Wildlife and habitat 

conservation/management organizations; U.S. hunters actively engaged in international 

and/or domestic hunting conservation; The firearms or ammunition manufacturing 

industry; Archery and/or hunting sports industry; and Tourism, outfitter, and/or guide 

industries related to international hunting.” There is no suggestion that objective 

conservation biologists will be invited to have a roll on this committee that would make 

recommendations on the management of threatened and endangered species. Indeed, even 

the reference to participation by conservation and management organizations is so vague 

that it could even include biased groups like Safari Club International/Safari Club 

International Foundation or the National Rifle Association, groups that have filed lawsuits 

against the Service to assert the interests they now seek to address via the IWCC.  

 

The IWCC is inherently designed to allow the trophy hunting industry to have an amplified 

voice, with an air of formality, on the question of whether killing threatened and 

endangered species enhances the survival of the species as required under the Endangered 

Species Act. 16 U.S.C. § 1539(a)(1)(A); 50 C.F.R. § 17.40. Specifically, the IWCC would be 

charged with:  

 recommending removal of barriers to the importation into the United States of 

legally hunted wildlife;  

 ongoing review of import suspension/bans and providing recommendations that seek 

to resume the legal trade of those items, where appropriate;  

 reviewing seizure and forfeiture actions/practices, and providing recommendations 

for regulations that will lead to a reduction of unwarranted actions;  

 reviewing the Endangered Species Act's foreign listed species and interaction with 

the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Flora and 

Fauna [sic], with the goal of eliminating regulatory duplications; and  

 recommending methods for streamlining/expediting the process of import permits.” 

 

The ESA mandates that the Service itself make enhancement findings and determine 

whether listing a species is warranted, and these are not tasks that can be delegated to the 

regulated industry. 16 U.S.C. §§ 1533, 1539. Indeed, even without the creation of the IWCC 

the trophy hunting industry has had undue influence on such decisions of the Service, as 

evidenced by the fact that Safari Club International announced the recent decisions to 

allow elephant trophy imports from Zimbabwe and Zambia before such findings were even 

announced by the Service42 (and before such announcements were called into question by 

the President).43 

 

The IWCC would also apparently take on “recommending strategies to benefit the U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service's permit office in receiving timely country data and information so as 

to remove barriers that impact consulting with range states.” But it would be inappropriate 

                                                           
42  https://www.safariclub.org/detail/news/2017/11/14/u.s.-now-allows-elephants-from-zimbabwe-

zambia-to-be-imported?from=groupmessage&isappinstalled=0  
43 Statement of President Trump, Nov. 17, 2017 at 8:47 pm, 

https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/931685146415255552; Statement of President Trump, 

Nov. 19, 2017 at 6:57 pm, https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/932397369655808001. 

https://www.safariclub.org/detail/news/2017/11/14/u.s.-now-allows-elephants-from-zimbabwe-zambia-to-be-imported?from=groupmessage&isappinstalled=0
https://www.safariclub.org/detail/news/2017/11/14/u.s.-now-allows-elephants-from-zimbabwe-zambia-to-be-imported?from=groupmessage&isappinstalled=0
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/931685146415255552
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/932397369655808001
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for such bilateral governmental discussions to be mediated by a third party with a financial 

stake in affecting the outcome of those communications. It is clear that the trophy hunting 

industry is aiming to minimize the impact of the ESA (indeed, they are currently arguing 

both in federal court44 and before Congress that the ESA should add no more protections 

than what exists under CITES, even though that treaty explicitly calls for member 

countries to adopt national measures45). The IWCC would give the regulated industry a 

special seat at the table, to the disadvantage of conservation and animal protection groups 

seeking to prevent species extinction in furtherance of the statutory mandate of the ESA.  

 

With the establishment of the ESA, Congress created “a program for the conservation of 

such endangered species and threatened species” and mandated federal agencies to “utilize 

their authorities in furtherance of the purposes of” the ESA by committing “to conserve to 

the extent practicable the various species of fish or wildlife and plants facing extinction . . .” 

16 U.S.C. § 1531(a)(4), (b), (c)(1). The ESA defines the term “conserve” to mean “to use all 

methods and procedures which are necessary to bring any endangered species or 

threatened species to the point at which the measures provided pursuant to [the Act] are no 

longer necessary.” 16 U.S.C. § 1532(3). It is critical that any decisions to list species or allow 

imports of listed species are made based on the best available science, not pursuant to the 

commercial interests of the trophy hunting industry as envisioned by the IWCC. 

 

Likewise, the IWCC would be charged with reviewing ESA listed and CITES listed species. 

Again, the criteria for listing species (or delisting them as the case may be) in either arena 

are specifically inscribed. Under the ESA, species listings/delisting are reviewed using five 

factors and decisions are made “solely on the basis of the best scientific and commercial 

data,” 16 U.S.C. § 1533(b)(1)(A), and CITES uses the best information available and specific 

biological criteria and reliance upon the precautionary principle that the Parties to CITES 

act in “best interest of the conservation of the species.” Res. Conf. 9.24 (Rev'd CoP17). 

Consideration of species listing proposals is done through a public process and by the 

agency, a FACA committee is unnecessary and risks abdicating the Service’s 

responsibilities.  

 

Equally concerning, is the IWCC delineated duty to "review[] seizure and forfeiture actions/ 

practices." 82 Fed. Reg. at 51,858. Seizure and forfeiture actions are entirely within the 

Service’s prosecutorial discretion – an arena in which courts generally do not tread. See 

Heckler v. Chaney, 470 U.S. 821 (1985) (finding agencies have unreviewable prosecutorial 

discretion unless a statute or agency policy says otherwise). It is difficult to imagine how a 

FACA committee could “review” what a federal court may not. 

 

 

                                                           
44 SCI et al. v. Zinke, Case No. 1:14-cv-00670-RCL (D.D.C. 2017). 
45 This international law sets the floor, expressly providing that parties may adopt “stricter domestic 

measures” for species covered by CITES (as well as those that are not). CITES, Art. XIV, para. 1. See 

also FWS, Ensuring the Future of the Black Rhino (Nov. 25, 2014), at 

http://www.fws.gov/news/blog/index.cfm/2014/11/25/Ensuring-the-Future-of-the-Black-Rhino  

(acknowledging that the ESA enhancement standard is in addition to the CITES non-detriment 

standard and that trophy import permits should only be issued if the Service finds “that the [animal] 

is taken as part of a well-managed conservation program that contributes to the long-term survival 

of the species”). 

http://www.fws.gov/news/blog/index.cfm/2014/11/25/Ensuring-the-Future-of-the-Black-Rhino
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Therefore, the establishment of the IWCC is not in accordance with either the FACA or the 

ESA and must not be finalized. If the IWCC is finalized, HSUS, HSI, and one or more of the 

undersigned organizations will consider seeking legal review of this unlawful agency action. 

We will submit separate comments on the composition of the IWCC on or before December 

8, 2017. 

    

 

Sincerely, 

 

    
Anna Frostic      Teresa M. Telecky, Ph.D. 

Managing Attorney, Wildlife Litigation  Senior Director, Wildlife Department 

The Humane Society of the United States  Humane Society International 

 

 
Keisha Sedlacek 

Senior Regulatory Specialist, Federal Affairs 

Humane Society Legislative Fund 

 

 

On behalf of the following organizations: 

 

Animal Defenders International 

Animal Welfare Institute 

Animals Asia Foundation 

Annamiticus 

Big Cat Rescue 

Center for Biological Diversity 

Cetacean Society International 

EMS Foundation 

Environmental Investigation Agency 

Fondation Brigitte Bardot 

FOUR PAWS International 

Japan Tiger and Elephant Fund 

Lilongwe Wildlife Trust 

Natural Resources Defense Council 

One More Generation 

Pegasus Foundation 

Pettus Crowe Foundation 

Pro Wildlife 

Rainbow Eco-Farm and Training Center (South Africa) 

Shark Research Institute 

The Pan African Sanctuary Alliance 

World Animal Protection 

 



 
 
 

 

 
September 20, 2018 
 
Cade London, Policy Advisor 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
5275 Leesburg Pike 
Falls Church, VA 22041–3803 
iwcc@fws.gov   
 
Via email 
 
RE:  FWS–HQ–R–2018–N109; FXGO1664091HCC0–FF09D00000–189  
International Wildlife Conservation Council - Public Meeting September 26-27, 2018 
 
Mr. London: 
 
Animal Defenders International (ADI) offers the following in response to the above-referenced public 
meeting notice, in opposition to the described purpose and “duties” of the International Wildlife 
Conservation Council (IWCC) - to promote and enable international trophy hunting and trophy hunting 
imports into the US – and its reliance upon an unproven presumption of benefit. 
 
The Federal Advisory Committee Act, as amended (FACA),1 mandates that “new advisory committees 

should be established only when they are determined to be essential”;2 however, USFWS has failed to 
demonstrate that IWCC’s central purpose is, in fact, essential. Moreover, IWCC and USFWS have failed 
to produce credible, peer-reviewed, scientific evidentiary support for its pronouncement of trophy 
hunting as some “benefit” or “enhancement” to conservation. Rather, IWCC’s stated purpose and duties 
proceed upon a preconceived, unproven central premise, inherently embracing unverified bias, and 
thus failing in scientific analysis.  
 
Most Americans oppose IWCC’s promotional purpose that is international big game trophy hunting. A 
2015 Marist poll found 86% of Americans oppose big game hunting; 62% say it should be banned, 
including 34% of hunters.3 Actually, hunters are a small and decreasing percentage of the US 
population (~5%);4 by comparison, Americans increasingly participate in and spend their dollars on 
non-consumptive activities such as wildlife watching (~35% of the US population).5 The number of US 
hunters decreased 1.5 million in the decade between 1996-2006 and another 2 million between 2011-
2016.6 Meanwhile, the number of Americans participating in wildlife watching rose 21% since 2006.7 A 
USFWS survey found that the “biggest increases in participation involved wildlife watching … [which] 
surged 20 percent to 86 million participants. Money spent on these activities also rose sharply from $59.1 

billion to $75.9 billion.”8 Expenditures for wildlife watching increased 39% (with a 186% increase for 
special equipment purchases, such as ATVs, campers, and boats), while hunting related expenditures 
dropped 29% during that time (including a 62% decrease in hunting related land leases and 
ownership).9 Unfortunately, these figures are often conflated to attribute credit wholly or largely to 
hunting activities, while ignoring or undercutting the larger and increasing percentage and potential of 
non-consumptive activities.  
 

[A]pproximately 95% of federal, 88% of non-profit, and 94% of total 
funding for [US] wildlife conservation and management come from the non-
hunting public.10  
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ADI urges IWCC and USFWS to consider the particularly US contribution of trophy hunting upon wild 
populations. The US is the world’s largest trophy importer, bringing in almost 5,000 elephant trophies 
alone, since the year 2000.11 Crosta (2015) shed a bit of light on the potential impact of US 
policymaking to global wildlife negotiations, given its central role in trophy imports: 
 

The Chinese government’s real motivation for issuing the recent ban on the 
importation of hunting trophies is to force the US to make some tough 
decisions on how to address its own ivory policies. Zhou Fei, Head of 
TRAFFIC’s program in China, stated that “among all the promises made by 
the US and China, in terms of the prohibition of the importation of hunting 
trophies, China is creating pressure on the US to see equal action from the 
US prohibiting hunting trophy imports and the reason is simple: Chinese do 
not trophy hunt as many elephants as Americans in Africa.12 

 
Despite long alleged claims of its conservation benefit, big game hunting has utterly failed to protect 
species against the escalating threats to their survival. Mounting scientific evidence consistently points 
to the opposite effect;13 indeed, many species have suffered staggering decline over the last century. 
Trophy hunting seeks the largest and strongest, with far-reaching and lasting impact. Its ties to illicit 
trafficking and poaching are only now beginning to be understood, and its economic claims are 
exaggerated, rarely reaching local communities, unlike the emerging promise of substantial, ongoing 
local economic benefit through eco-tourism.  
 

Trophy-hunting-as-conservation arguments tend to be based on outdated 
theories largely based on an economic speculation that the practice will 
prevent human-animal conflict by providing financial value to an animal 
commonly thought of as a danger, problem or damage-causing without 
acknowledging the abundance, or lack thereof, of the species targeted.  
In the past trophy hunting has often been held up as the answer to sound 
conservation management practices and the only solution to saving a 
species but in reality trophy hunting is an activity that fuels corruption, it 
encourages the unfair redistribution of the wealth generated without 
adequate involvement of communities, causes the loss of healthy individuals 
that are still key for reproduction and social cohesion but, most 
importantly, it contributes to the decline of all five species analysed in this 
report. 14  

 
In its 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, the UN General Assembly underscored the import of 
sustainable tourism that protects wildlife, directing Member States to “take decisive steps at the 
national level to prevent, combat, and eradicate the illegal trade in wildlife, on both the supply 
and demand sides.”15 To that end, the US should not promote or enable the demand for trophy 
hunting, given its demonstrated ties to illicit trafficking. Lion bone trade, for example, is on the rise, as 
skeletons obtained via canned trophy hunting operations have stirred market demand, with related 
spikes in poaching of both captive and wild lion populations.16  
 

The poaching and illegal trade is driven by international criminal networks 
and cartels, which fuels corruption, undermines the rule of law and 
security, and, evidence suggests, provides funding to those associated with 
organised crime and terrorist activities.17 
 
 Elephants and other big game in Africa are blood currency for terrorist 
organizations, and they are being killed at an alarming rate. Stopping 
poaching isn’t just about saving the world’s most majestic animals for the 
future – it’s about our national security.18 
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Crosta (2015) identified disturbing ties between trophy hunting and illicit ivory trade, noting even 
“[l]egitimate businesses and business people participate in and facilitate the laundering of illicit 
ivory through the legal ivory market,” including trophy hunting:19  
 

What appears to be a large quantity of ivory from past and present trophy 
hunting specimens is in the hands of ivory traders even though all trophy 
hunting specimens are required to be kept for personal use; legally 
permitted trophy hunting in Africa is advertised by traffickers as a means to 
acquire ivory, rhino horn, and other wildlife items   
… 
Although completely illegal, rhino horn was present and available for sale 
in all the locations and at almost all the companies visited by EAL 
investigators; rhino horn (new or from old specimens) is relatively easy to 
smuggle into China due to its size and/or enters the market through trophy 
hunting20 

 
Lindsey, et al (2012) concluded that trophy hunting has limited benefit, and actually disincentivizes 
conservation: “returns from trophy hunting in most concessions are low, reducing available funds 
for anti-poaching, regardless of whether lions are hunted ... leases of hunting concessions are 
short, undermining incentives for operators to invest in protecting wildlife.”21  
 
Trophy hunters’ search for the largest and strongest reaches well beyond the individual animal taken, 
to its pride and the wider population. Numerous studies underscore the detrimental impact to 
population densities and demographics, with social disruptions that can effectively lead to increased 
human-wildlife and wildlife-wildlife conflict.22  
 

Dramatic consequences of social disruption have been documented in two 
protected areas in South Africa, where orphaned male elephants exhibited 
abnormal hyper-aggressive behaviour that resulted in the killing of 107 
rhinoceroses over a period of 10-years. Crucially, such traumatic events are 
also predicted to have more subtle effects on learning, in particular 
interfering with abilities to gauge appropriate responses to social and 
environmental stimuli.23 
 
The second major impact, namely a loss of opportunities for exposure to 
appropriate older role models, is likely to accompany any direct effects of 
social disruption on knowledge acquisition and decision-making. This is 
particularly relevant in long-lived and cognitively advanced species where 
older individuals play a key leadership role and co-ordinate decision-
making in the context of social and ecological threats. Where these 
experienced individuals are absent, younger group members may be 
presented with fewer opportunities to learn the most appropriate response 
in dangerous situations. In addition, any abnormal behavioural patterns 
that have arisen from socially disruptive events have the potential to be 
passed between the generations and may persist in the long term.24 
 
Long-lived species such as elephants, cetaceans and non-human primates 
naturally exist in complex societies where behaviour and fitness is strongly 
affected by social relationships and exposure to older individuals is likely to 
influence knowledge acquisition by younger group members. These critical 
facets of social living are often compromised in wild populations subjected 
to human disruption … Of particular concern, given the longevity of such 
species, is that the marked effects of these disruptions persist in the long-
term.25 
 
[W]orrying reduction in trophy tusk sizes in consecutive years between 
2005 and 2010. … a direct result of hunters targeting the mature bull 
elephants. It’s “akin to that famously described by John Whitfield in Nature 
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in 2003 with regards to big-horn sheep” … The taking out of the most 
impressive rams meant imminent harm to the species’ gene pool. The same 
has happened in Zambia with elephants. “There are very few large bulls 
left,” … research shows that younger male elephants can become aggressive 
when older bulls aren’t around … selective removal of a few large trophy or 
older males led to destabilization of social structures and loss of essential 
social knowledge. The consequences were infanticide, reproductive females 
using sub-optimal habitats and changes in offspring sex ratios (this is not 
just true of elephants, but rhinos, big carnivores, and many species of 
antelope). 26  

 
Lions have suffered precipitous declines and, in some cases, extirpation; their numbers are predicted to 
sink even further, as many now exist in small, isolated groups.27 Trophy hunting can and does 
negatively impact lion populations.28 In 2013, Economists at Large (EAL) described little debate 
remains, even among hunters, that “the long-term viability of wild lion populations will be enhanced if 

fewer lions are shot by trophy hunters.”29 In 2015, USFWS concluded: 
 

[I]n some areas of Africa improper management has resulted in reduced 
lion numbers due to excessive lion harvests from trophy hunting. 
Subsequently, some lion populations are negatively impacted by infanticide 
following pride takeovers by new males. 
… 
[T]he government retains a significant portion of revenue from wildlife; 
therefore, those that bear the costs of wildlife do not receive benefits 
… 
Although there are laws meant to protect wildlife, including lions and their 
prey species, the drastic and continuing decline of the species and its prey 
indicate these regulatory mechanisms are not adequate to ameliorate 
threats to P. l. leo.  
… 
One of the greater stressors on lions, excessive harvests of lions for trophies, 
can negatively impact the reproduction of a lion such that it causes local 
extirpations. Harvesting males that are too young causes male 
replacements, which results in increased infanticide rates, death of the 
surviving male coalition, and a 100 percent fatality rate for males that are 
prematurely forced to disperse. Furthermore, the population will be driven 
to extinction as female populations collapse as they eventually are unable 
to mate. The species is largely not able to rapidly recover from population 
declines. This is evidenced by long-term population trends that indicate an 
overall 43 percent decline in lions over 21 years and higher regional rates 
of decline in western and eastern Africa. 30  

 
The trophy market preference for larger, mature, male, often patriarchal, individuals compounds the 
impact, as natural social constructs such as pride succession and infanticide typically result in 
additional female and cub deaths by intervening males who then seek to establish new leadership.31  
 

[S]pecifically targets adult males, and each male replacement has profound 
effects on the reproduction of multiple females.32 

 
Packer, et al (2010) described trophy hunting as “the primary driver of a decline in lion abundance,” 
including those in Katavi National Park and Tarangire National Park and, by comparison, noted largely 
unchanged lion densities in two of three photo-tourism areas having minimal trophy hunting.33 Palazy 
(2011) declared lion trophy hunting is unsustainable: “trophy hunting constitutes a greater menace 
to threatened species than previously realized.”34 The balance of the evidence demonstrates that 
trophy hunting poses a real threat to lion survival.  
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Good protection within a protected area is not sufficient if there is 
unrelenting killing of lions outside it.35 
 

Captive lion breeding - which is prolific in response to the demand generated by international trophy 
hunters and now the lion bone trade - has no conservation purpose. We include with this submission a 
recent analysis by the South African Institute of International Affairs, which finds no conservation 
benefit to predator-breeding/ canned hunting facilities.36 
 

[C]aptive-origin lions have no role in species restoration. … approaches to 
reintroduction exemplified by the lion encounter industry do not address 
the reasons for the decline of lions in situ, nor do they represent a model 
that can be widely applied to restoration of threatened felids elsewhere.  
… 
In reality reintroducing large carnivores from captivity into the wild is 
profoundly limited by biological, technical, financial and sociological 
factors.  
… 
Captive-bred lions may lack important local adaptations and, in the case of 
hand-raised animals, are selected for their tolerance of close contact with 
humans rather than by any natural selective process. Additionally, 
introduction of novel pathogens by captive animals could be catastrophic to 
wild populations  
… 
We find little of conservation value that justifies the use of captive-origin 
lions for reintroduction.  
… 
even under the best possible circumstances, breeding lions in captivity does 
little to address the root causes of the species’ decline in the wild. Resources 
and attention would be more productively steered towards securing 
existing lion habitat and mitigating anthropogenic killing of lions and their 
prey.  
… 
Current proposals for reintroduction of captive lions contribute little to 
these issues and instead distract from meaningful efforts to conserve the 
lion in situ.37  

 
The South African Predators Association admits its members sell lion skeletons to feed the lion bone 
trade,38 which has demonstrated a marked uptick,39 fueled by a supply that legitimizes and thereby 
stimulates demand. A market preference for wild-sourced specimens - viewed as the better, rarer, 
more potent product (that’s also easier and cheaper to poach than to raise) – is likely to develop for 
lions, just as it has in tiger trade. Captive farming for sport hunting or other trade hasn’t worked to 
protect wild populations as promised for tigers in Asia or lions in Africa; limited legal trade in ivory 
proved tragic for elephants, and conservationists worldwide predict legal trade will be similarly 
disastrous for rhinos. A consensus is emerging, including among hunters, that canned hunting 
operations are not the answer for conservation.  
 
All but one species of rhino are listed as Appendix I. South African and Swaziland southern white rhino 
populations were downlisted to Appendix II, purportedly to allow for hunting trophy exports,40 though 
that purpose is detrimental to the species’ survival. Legal trade of farmed horn impacts wild 
populations, by providing cover for illegal operations and which, by its typically high costs, incentivizes 
illegal markets to draw from wild populations.  
 

Through their trophy hunting connections in South Africa, the associates of 
Beijing Mammoth Art are apparently able to import rhino horns using a 
new method. After the rhino has been killed the whole animal is preserved 
by a taxidermist as a trophy. The full body mount is then sent to China and 
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is imported legally as a hunting trophy. Once inside the country the real 
horn is removed and replaced with a fake one.41 

 
There is no direct causal link between trophy hunting and effective conservation.42 To the contrary, 
increasing data identifies overexploitation, including hunting, as the biggest threat to biodiversity.43 
 

[T]rophy hunting has not delivered the promised conservation successes to 
countries that continued to allow hunting after Kenya’s ban.44 
 
[I]ndiscriminate killing of wildlife including wholly protected, endangered, 
and rare species has negative implications for conservation.45  

 
At CITES’ Standing Committee 69, the Secretariat described continued organized criminal elements 
moving large quantities of ivory out of Africa, citing continued corruption among wildlife protection 
officials, including at points of entry and exit, as well as judicial failings, lackluster enforcement, and 
minimal penalties.46  
 

Since 2010, the United States federal government has documented 2,963 
violations related to the import of sport-hunted trophies … About 54 percent 
of the listed infractions concerned violations of the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA) but only 14 people had to serve time in jail and 546 violators had to 
pay criminal fines, ranging from US $25 to US $390,700. 47 

 
In November 2015, the Investigative Unit revealed concerns from wildlife 
advocates and a former top U.S. official over the US’s ability to vet trophy 
hunting programs abroad, before determining whether certain trophy 
shipments should be granted approval to enter the United States.  48 

 
Wildlife trafficking in the USA is a profitable crime, according to Assistant 
Attorney General John C. Cruden with the Justice Department’s Environment 
and Natural Resources Division. ‘Illicit transactions like this are fueling a 
global market and leading us closer to a day when rhinoceroses, elephants 
and countless other species are extinguished from the earth49   

 
[I]n 2014 the World Bank approved a US $46 million grant to Mozambique 
to bolster tourism and alleviate poverty. US $700,000 of that was directly 
earmarked to promote trophy hunting of elephants and lions. Under the 
Bank’s initiative, 80 hunting permits at US $11,000 each will soon be issued 
annually for elephants. But it has been structured that the bulk of the 
revenue from sales of the permits will go directly to the Mozambican 
government, which is notorious for corruption and embezzlement.50 

 
It goes without saying that importing trophies of endangered species 
should be banned ... The whole world should do it. 
Johnny Rodrigues, Zimbabwean Conservation Task Force51  
 
Zimbabwe has set a massive export quota of tusks as trophies, the biggest of 
the six countries – 1,000 annually, which has been in place since 2004. This 
means each year 500 elephants could be legally shot by trophy hunters and 
their tusks exported. The CITES trade database reveals that in the period 
2003-2013, a total of over 28 metric tons of tusks have been exported from 
Zimbabwe by trophy hunters alone.52 

 

CITES trade database showed in 2010 that China suddenly began importing 
trophy hunted ivory … In all the years prior there was zero elephant 
trophies imports into China. … this hints at a link between trophy hunted 
animals and the illegal ivory trade where China is the main recipient.53 
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[I]n October 2015, revenue for the communities from hunting was 
negligible with “very little off-take”. This may partially be because hunters 
and poachers have targeted big tuskers resulting in fewer mature bulls; 
and partially because the bulk of revenue goes to the professional hunter, 
hunting outfitter and a central government department where the permit is 
issued. … In his report the chairman suggested a switch from hunting to 
more profitable non-consumer based tourism for future revenue. 
Coincidentally, in countries where trophy hunting elephants is most 
popular and trophy hunted ivory exports and discrepancies the highest – 
Tanzania, Mozambique and Zimbabwe – it also happens to be where 
poaching is most rife, and where good governance is most absent. 54  

 

… a former co-owner of a large hunting outfitter there [Tanzania], told Scott 
that hunters often adopt illegal and unscrupulous practices and routinely 
killed more than the allowed quota. She believes that trophy hunters have 
illegally killed thousands of elephants over the years. 
… 
Hagerman says that many hunting outfitters allow clients to kill extra 
elephants because they can double, triple and sometimes quadruple their 
money depending on how many extra elephants are killed, even though they 
have violated the official government quota of permits. Bribing government 
officials in charge of permits with cash and prostitutes, says Hagerman, was 
a constant and easy exercise. At one time she handed over US $30,000 to an 
official to issue additional permits illegally.55  
 
[T]rophy hunting elephants in Tanzania not only isn’t sustainable, but is 
accelerating the demise.56 

 
In 2013, EAL reported “hunting companies contribute only 3% of their revenue to communities 
living in hunting areas.”57 In Tanzania for example, a mere 3.10% of income from trophy hunting was 
spent on community development.58 Corruption ratings for Tanzania remain high,59 and most of its 
lions live at risk in hunting areas.60 EAL concluded “in the context of national economies, the industry 
is tiny, contributing at best a fraction of a percent of GDP. Nature based tourism does play a 
significant role in national development, but trophy hunting is insignificant. Across the 
investigated countries, trophy hunting revenue was only 1.8% of tourism revenues.”61 Earlier in 
2008, another author made this point, noting that “probably closer to 3-5 percent of hunting 
revenues actually reached villages where hunting occurred.”62  
 
Additional analysis in 2017 criticized assumptions and methodologies relied upon by trophy hunting 
industry supported studies, including the failure to consider marginal economic benefit versus simply 
gross economic benefit, as well as “1) ignoring the opportunity cost of land and wildlife resources by 

assuming no ability to substitute land and wildlife resources towards other uses (such as non-consumptive 

tourism), 2) attributing all non-trophy hunting tourism expenditure by trophy hunters to hunting, and 3) 

using economic multipliers to determine total economic contribution.”63 The 2017 EAL analysis again 
found that claimed “[e]conomic benefits have been heavily overstated”:64 
 

▪ [T]he total economic contribution of trophy hunters is at most about 
0.03% of GDP 

▪ Foreign trophy hunters make up less than 0.1% of tourists on 
average65   

▪ Trophy hunting tourism employment is only 0.76% or less of average 
direct tourism employment in study countries 66 

▪ There are 1,000 tourists for every trophy hunter on average67 
▪ Overall, the share of tourist spending from trophy hunters is low, 

ranging from nearly 0% in Ethiopia, to a high of 10.5% in Namibia68 
▪ 132x as many people are employed in non-trophy hunting tourism 

than in the trophy hunting industry69 
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A 2016 US House report identified negative impacts of trophy hunting in sub-Saharan Africa, finding 
“many troubling examples of funds either being diverted from their purpose or not being 
dedicated to conservation in the first place,” “no merit to claims that hunting deters poaching,” 
and current permitting to be “arbitrary, confusing, and not based on sound science.”70 Shockingly, US 
taxpayers cover “92% of all permit fees,” “subsidizing” trophy hunting,71 despite the typical affluence of 
its participants.  
 

Trophy hunting is a very small part of the tourism industry in most 
countries. Overall trophy hunting accounts for less than 2% of tourism 
revenues. 72   
  

As a portion of any national economy, trophy hunting is completely 
insignificant, with revenue never accounting for more than 0.27% of GDP … 
Authors … who claim trophy hunting can account for several percent of GDP 
are misguided. 73   
  

[T]rophy hunting revenues fail to reach rural communities. Any suggestion 
that trophy hunting can play a significant role in economic development at 
a wider scale is completely implausible when the industry is considered in 
the context of national economic activity.74  

 
Sachedina (2008) found similarly disturbing results: 
 

[W]ildlife benefits are concentrated in the hands of the elite, and have 
limited livelihood or conservation impacts.  
… 
The tourist hunting industry in Tanzania is non-transparent and controlled 
by powerful cartels.  
… 
[E]xcluded local communities from the economic benefits from hunting  
… 
[F]ocus on revenue generation through trophy fees could indeed have 
contributed to wildlife declines 
… 
Tourism hunting contributed to declines of several antelope and predator 
species in Tanzania 
…   
Hunting seemed to be a cause of lion declines  
… 
Outfitters were aware of the declining viability of hunting. Yet, hunting 
quotas were not set scientifically.  
… 
Corruption is a day to day reality in Tanzania  
… 
Hunters themselves spoke openly of these bribes 
… 
While outfitters and the [wildlife division] focused on maximising profits, 
wildlife declined in areas under their management. In Simanjiro, poor 
relations between outfitters and villages, the lack of benefit sharing, 
maximising trophy off-take and little to no anti-poaching protection 
probably contributed to wildlife declines.  
… 
[A] professional hunter in Tanzania discussed the rampant corruption he 
had witnessed as well as the poaching and abuses that his colleagues in 
Tanzania regularly engage in to please clients 75 
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Sachedina (2008) challenged the notion that local communities prefer trophy hunting proceeds over 
other possible revenue sources, finding a demonstrated concern regarding potential lost future 
revenues:  
 

We’re more closely allied with the photographic operators than the hunters. 
They are finishing off the wildlife before we‘ve had a chance to realize a 
profit from it. Hunters don‘t recognize us; they only recognize the 
government ... 25 percent of hunting fees goes into the ‘hole’ at the district. 
We‘re supposed to get 5 percent: we don‘t even see that.76  
 
The potential role of ecotourism as a powerful tool for conservation and 
sustainable development is clearly articulated77 

 
By contrast, eco-tourism was found to generate substantial economic benefit in direct earnings – more 
than 15 times that for game farming and trophy hunting.78 Non-consumptive tourism is not only 
sustainable, providing local communities lasting economic benefit, it actually incentivizes wildlife 
conservation. 
 

Kenya, for example, banned almost all hunting in 1977 and has seen high 
growth in tourism industries, and a pushback by large eco-tourism 
operators against the reintroduction of hunting. In 2014, Botswana 
followed Kenya’s example. Trophy hunting may actually deter growth in 
other forms of tourism, and these costs may overwhelm any economic 
benefits (already recognized to be minor) of the trophy hunting industry.  79 

 
Most tourism in African lion range countries is non-consumptive nature 
tourism. Among holiday and leisure visitors, nature-based attractions are 
the dominant motivations for travelling to southern Africa. Aside from 
tourists who are visiting friends and relatives, tourism industries in lion 
range countries is almost entirely based on nature tourism80  

 
The growth of nature-based tourism is significant for both the protection of 
biodiversity and generating financial resources for local communities81  
 
[Nature-based tourism] is a large and a fast growing segment of the global 
tourism industry … This growth is significant in generating money for 
developmental purposes and biodiversity conservation in developing 
countries where a large portion of the world’s biodiversity is concentrated82 

 
USFWS acknowledged “local communities must benefit from or receive a percentage of funds generated 

from tourism such as wildlife viewing, photography or trophy hunting.”83 However, the evidence 
demonstrates that industry claims of financial benefit from trophy hunting to local communities are 
largely exaggerated, and bear little actual connection to successful in situ conservation.84  
 

Hunting contributions to GDP and States' national budgets are 
insignificant, especially when considering the size of the areas concerned. 
Economic returns per hectare, for the private sector and for governments 
are insufficient for proper management. Returns for local populations … are 
insignificant, and cannot prompt them to change their behaviour regarding 
poaching and agricultural encroachment. The number of salaried jobs 
generated (15 000 all over Africa) is low  
… 
To summarise, the hunting sector uses up a lot of space without generating 
corresponding socio-economic benefits.  
… 
Good governance is also absent from almost the entire big game hunting 
sector in many countries. Those who currently have control of the system 
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are not prepared to share that power and undertake adjustments that 
would mean relinquishing control. They attempt, thanks to a fairly opaque 
system, to keep a largely exhausted management system going. This 
position serves individual interests, but not those of conservation, 
governments or local communities.  
… 
the relatively poor results of the big game hunting sector and the clearly 
low potential in the other countries would seem to indicate that the future 
for conservation in West African countries does not lie in setting up big 
game hunting areas.85  

 
IWCC’s declared purpose does not meet the FACA mandate of essentiality; the notion that it’s essential 
to spend taxpayer dollars to promote and enable international trophy hunting is unwarranted and 
unsupported by the evidence. It does not reflect the will of most Americans and it does not account for 
the particularly US impact of trophy hunting upon wild populations. Trophy hunting has far-reaching 
effects; its ties to illicit trafficking and poaching are only now beginning to be understood, while its 
economic claims are unproven and exaggerated, rarely reaching local communities as claimed. A 2018 
study took issue with current North American wildlife management, finding “limited support for the 
assumption that wildlife management in North America is guided by science. Most management systems 

lacked indications of the basic elements of a scientific approach to management.” 86 We challenge IWCC 
and USFWS to demonstrate otherwise. 
 
We urge IWCC and USFWS to refocus their efforts to scientifically supported and sustainable 
conservation practices, to save wild species before it’s too late.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to weigh in on this important matter.  
 
 
 
Christina Scaringe, General Counsel 
Animal Defenders International 
www.ad-international.org  
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INTRODUCTION 

 

Founded in 1980, the Property and Environment Research Center (PERC) is a research institute 

dedicated to harnessing the power of markets and property rights to deliver solutions to 

conservation challenges. Headquartered in Bozeman, Montana, PERC draws on the experience, 

knowledge, and expertise of research fellows and senior research fellows spread across 19 

academic and other institutions on two continents. PERC also supports outside scholars via 

fellowship and colloquium programs encompassing research in a wide variety of disciplines, as 

well as a regular series of workshops that convene conservation practitioners, business leaders, 

and academics to have open and thoughtful discussions about pressing needs in the conservation 

of wildlife, land, and water. 

We respectfully submit this testimony for consideration by the International Wildlife 

Conservation Council (IWCC). 

I. REFORMS TO BOTSWANA’S WILDLIFE SECTOR DESERVE U.S. 

SUPPORT 

 

Summary 

Several policy reforms have been made, and are under consideration, to Botswana’s wildlife 

sector that will serve the conservation and regional security interests of both Botswana and the 

United States. These reforms, including the lifting of a ban on hunting, deserve the full support 

of the U.S. Department of Interior, its agencies, agencies of other departments, and Congress.  

These reforms are at risk of being undermined by a global popular outcry stemming from recent 

reports of mass elephant poaching in the Okavango River Delta.1 These reports, however, are 

now in dispute.2 What is not in dispute is that a half-decade of heavy-handed conservation 

policies in Botswana, including the 2014 ban on all hunting within the country, have created the 

kind of socioeconomic conditions where poachers are most likely to thrive, that poaching has 

increased under policies enacted under Botswana’s previous administration, and that policy 

reforms are warranted.  In summary 

● Poaching incidents in Botswana have increased in Botswana by 48% since the 

Department of Wildlife and National Parks was militarized and the hunting ban was put 

                                                           
1 Chiu, A. 2018. Nearly 90 Elephants Killed For Tusks Near Botswana Wildlife Sanctuary, Government Disputes 

Claim. The Washington Post. Washington, DC.  Accessed September 18, 2018 at 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/morning-mix/wp/2018/09/04/its-open-season-for-poachers-nearly-90-
elephants-killed-for-tusks-near-botswana-wildlife-sanctuary/?noredirect=on&utm_term=.c6165e55cc90 
2 2018. Botswanan Government Statement on EWB and the Elephant Death Controversy. Press Release.  Accessed 

September 18, 2018 at https://africasustainableconservation.com/2018/09/11/botswana-government-statement-
on-ewb-and-the-elephant-death-controversy/ 
 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/morning-mix/wp/2018/09/04/its-open-season-for-poachers-nearly-90-elephants-killed-for-tusks-near-botswana-wildlife-sanctuary/?noredirect=on&utm_term=.c6165e55cc90
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/morning-mix/wp/2018/09/04/its-open-season-for-poachers-nearly-90-elephants-killed-for-tusks-near-botswana-wildlife-sanctuary/?noredirect=on&utm_term=.c6165e55cc90
https://africasustainableconservation.com/2018/09/11/botswana-government-statement-on-ewb-and-the-elephant-death-controversy/
https://africasustainableconservation.com/2018/09/11/botswana-government-statement-on-ewb-and-the-elephant-death-controversy/


in place in 2014.3 

 

● The ban on hunting has reduced the economic value given to wildlife along with rural 

economic opportunity. 
 

● The militarization and increased aggressiveness of Botswana’s Department of Wildlife 

and National Parks has alienated the country’s rural residents from conservation 

programs in the country. 

 

● The United States has made significant financial and other investments in Botswana’s 

wildlife conservation programs and those investments are at risk if Botswana does not 

make reforms to its current policies. 

 

● Reports of a recent mass poaching incident in the Okavango River Delta, and its causes, 

contain details inconsistent with established facts and should not influence U.S. posture 

or policy towards Botswana. 

 

● The United States has at its disposal multiple strategic and regulatory tools to help 

Botswana restore the successful rights- and market-based conservation programs that the 

United States helped establish under previous administrations. 

 

Review and Substantiation 

Botswana 

Botswana is a landlocked nation in Southern Africa that shares borders with South Africa, 

Zimbabwe, Namibia, and Zambia (see Figure 1). Formerly the British Protectorate of 

Bechuanaland, the nation peacefully gained its independence in 1966.   

At the time of independence, Botswana was ranked as one of the poorest countries in the world 

but has steadily become an economic development success story.4 This is due in part to five 

decades of uninterrupted civilian leadership, within a multi-party, democratic system, a sparse 

population, and significant mineral wealth, especially diamonds. 

According to the World Bank, Botswana has averaged 5% of economic growth per annum over 

the past 10 years, exceeding the continental average.5 Botswana remains challenged, however, by 

its significant economic reliance on commodities that leaves the country vulnerable to 

international market fluctuations. Furthermore, while significant economic advances have been 
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made, 16% of the country still lives in poverty6 with the vast majority of this population residing 

in the country’s rural areas7 where poverty rates approach 24.4% according to the World Bank.8 

 

 

Figure. 1: Political Boundaries of Botswana 

U.S.–Botswana Relations 

Southern Africa is a strategically important region for the United States because of its ability to 

provide natural resources, its capacity for bilateral trade, and its proximity to world shipping 

lanes. For these and other reasons, the United States has been a significant partner in Botswana’s 

development and security since the country’s independence. This partnership has included deep 

involvement in the genesis and nurturing of Botswana’s conservation infrastructure. 

Since 1967, the U.S. Peace Corps has sent more than 1,800 volunteers to Botswana, some of who 

have been assigned work with Botswana’s Department of Wildlife and National Parks (DWNP).9 

Since 2001, more than $1 billion in U.S. foreign aid has flowed into Botswana. This includes 

$361,534 from the U.S. Department of Interior for initiatives such as: a 2007 study of elephant 
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7 World Bank Group.  Undated. Botswana Overview.  Accessed September 20, 2018 at 
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induced landscape Dynamics ($16,497); a 2003 study of the ecology, population structure, and 

movement of elephants in Northern Botswana ($89,944); and a series of research and review 

projects in 2002 under the African Elephant Conservation Fund ($255,093).10 The U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service (USFWS) was also a primary funder, along with the Government of Botswana, 

of Botswana’s 2003 National Policy and Strategy for the Conservation and Management of 

Elephants.11 

Cooperation between the United States and Botswana on wildlife conservation and law 

enforcement issues extends beyond funding reports and plans. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service maintains a wildlife law enforcement officer at the U.S. embassy in Gaborone. In 2016, 

the Director of Botswana’s DWNP traveled to the United States to attend the first International 

Conservation Chief’s Academy, sponsored by the USFWS Office of Law Enforcement.12 

The Department of State’s Bureau of International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs 

(INL) has also contributed to wildlife conservation in Botswana through the establishment of a 

law enforcement academy in Gaborone (ILEA) that provides Botswanan and other officials with 

training, technical assistance, institutional support, and enforcement capability development 

related to wildlife and other crimes. Botswanan law enforcement officers most recently 

participated in a Wildlife Trafficking Investigators Program the ILEA held this past June.13 

Through its $23 million Southern African Regional Environment Program (SAREP), the U.S. 

Agency for International Development (USAID) has worked in Botswana and neighboring 

nations to promote a transboundary approach to conserving biodiversity and ecosystems, while 

strengthening good governance and supporting rural livelihoods. This work has included funding 

programs intended to track the illicit wildlife trade and to better engage rural communities in 

wildlife conservation.14 

As discussed below, USAID also played a major role in establishing Botswana’s Community 

Based Natural Resource Management Program (CBNRM), in which a critical portion of the 

country’s wildlife conservation efforts are rooted. 
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Wildlife Conservation and Management in Botswana 

With just three people per square kilometer, Botswana has maintained significant opportunities 

to conserve wildlife, including 593 reported species of birds and 164 species of native mammals, 

including 22 species of antelope.15  

All wildlife in Botswana is owned by the central government which manages populations 

through the DWNP. The DWNP administers a national system of parks, game reserves, and 

wildlife management areas (WMAs) (see Figure 2). Approximately 39% of Botswana (227,000 

km²) is managed for wildlife conservation.16 

The DWNP is supported in counter-poaching activities by the Botswanan Defense Force (BDF.) 

The involvement of the military in counter-poaching activities has its origins in Africa’s “bush 

wars” of the 1980s and was spearheaded by the BDF’s then-Commander Major General Ian 

Khama sometime around 1987.17 The engagement of the BDF was not backed by any known 

statutory authority.18 (General Khama would eventually rise to become Botswana’s president and 

enact policies that set the stage for current events under discussion.) 

Wildlife in Botswana is governed under multiple laws including the Wildlife and National Parks 

Act that was passed in 1992 and reauthorized in 2008. This law provides a comprehensive 

framework for wildlife and national parks management and is the implementing statute for the 

Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES) and other multilateral 

agreements. 

The 1980s and 1990s saw significant reductions in Botswana’s wildlife populations, with 

researchers assessing that almost all species of were in a state of decline.19 Blue wildebeest and 

                                                           
15 2018. World Population Review. Botswana Country Profile.  Accessed September 18, 2018 at 

http://worldpopulationreview.com/countries/botswana-population/ 
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red hartebeest showed declines of up to 90%20 while in Northern Botswana Buffalo saw a 59% 

decline between 1987 and 1994, and zebra saw a nearly 25% decline during that same period.21 

Today, the situation has improved. According to the African Elephant Specialist Group of the 

International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN), Botswana is home to the largest 

elephant population in Africa, with an estimated 207,545 individuals and an annual growth rate 

of 5%22. The country’s system of conservation areas also supports 133,249 gemsbok, 114,900 

impala, 99,077 zebra, 62,569 hartebeest, 61,105 buffalo, 53,159 wildbeest, as well as many other 

species of game.23 

 

Figure 2 Land Use Zones In Botswana24 

                                                           
20 Crowe D. 1995. Present Status of Wildlife. In The Present Status of Wildlife and Its Future in Botswana. Proc. of A 

Symposium /Workshop. Kalahari Conservation Society/Chobe Wildlife Trust. 11-28. 
21 Crowe D. 1995. Present Status of Wildlife. In The Present Status of Wildlife and Its Future in Botswana. Proc. of A 

Symposium /Workshop. Kalahari Conservation Society/Chobe Wildlife Trust. 11-28. 
22 International Union for Conservation of Nature.  Undated. Status of Elephants in Botswana.  Accessed 

September 20, 2018 at https://cmsdata.iucn.org/downloads/session_2___taolo.pdf 
23 Statistics Botswana. 2015. Botswana Environment Statistics Wildlife Digest 2014. Statistics Botswana, 

Environment Statistics Unit.  Gaborone, Botswana.  Access September 18, 2018 at 
http://www.statsbots.org.bw/sites/default/files/publications/Environment%20Statistics%20Wildlife%20Digest%20
2014.pdf 
24 Winterbach, Hanlie & Winterbach, Christiaan & Somers, Michael. (2014). Landscape Suitability in Botswana for 

the Conservation of Its Six Large African Carnivores. PloS one. 9. e100202. 10.1371/journal.pone.0100202. 
 

https://cmsdata.iucn.org/downloads/session_2___taolo.pdf
http://www.statsbots.org.bw/sites/default/files/publications/Environment%20Statistics%20Wildlife%20Digest%202014.pdf
http://www.statsbots.org.bw/sites/default/files/publications/Environment%20Statistics%20Wildlife%20Digest%202014.pdf


 

Wildlife and Community Based Natural Resource Management 

Botswana’s success in wildlife conservation is not an accident, but rather it is the intended 

outcome of more than two decades of implementing a Community Based Natural Resource 

Management Program (CBNRM) that was developed with the active support of the United 

States. This program invested Botswana’s rural communities in delivering healthy wildlife 

populations by applying rights- and market-based approaches to conservation. 

Most of the land in Botswana is still considered “communal,” with the use of resources 

traditionally governed by a local chief or their deputy. The 20th century, however, saw the 

decreased influence of chieftains in land management and an increase in individuals seeking to 

maximize their use of resources—the classic tragedy of the commons. It was in this environment 

that wildlife losses and other environmental degradations began to emerge. To reverse these 

trends and avert a landscape-level tragedy, the Government of Botswana initiated a major 

planning exercise that sought to restore formal management programs for natural resources. In 

doing so, it recognized that because some resources, such as elephants, can negatively impact the 

lives of communities and individuals, programs must be in place that provide economic 

incentives for people to coexist with wildlife. This was the starting point for Botswana’s 

CBNRM program. 

Implementation of the program fell to a joint team with members drawn from Botswana’s 

DWNP and USAID.25  

The goals of the program, as defined by USAID, were to:26  

● Increase rural economic activity through natural resource management 
● Improve attitudes on the part of the communities towards wildlife through associating 

conservation with increased incomes and thereby improve both the status of wildlife and 

conservation 
To achieve these goals, the Botswana/U.S. team divided Botswana’s system of WMA’s into 163 

Controlled Hunting Areas (CHA). Rural communities living within or adjacent to the CHAs 

were then incorporated into trusts, or Community Based Organizations (CBO). CBOs are 

required to complete and register a constitution with the central government and establish a 

management group elected by the community.27 
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Once validated, CBOs were then awarded 15-year leases by DWNP that gave the CBOs use 

rights to resources within the CHAs, including allowing wildlife to be hunted under quotas that 

would be established by the DWNP. The leases also allowed the CBOs to enter into joint 

ventures (JV) with third parties, such as hunting outfitters, by executing sub-leases for all or part 

of the area’s wildlife under quota in exchange for a fee paid to the CBO. CBOs also had the 

option of using all of part of the hunting quota for themselves and/or subleasing rights to photo-

tourism operators.28 

As of 2016, 147 CBOs, representing 500,000 people, making up 61% of Botswana’s rural 

population, had been established (Figure 3).29 

 

 
Figure 3. CBNRM in Botswana30 
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Wildlife Policy Under the Khama Administration 

Retired General and former Commander of the BDF Ian Khama who had engaged his troops in 

counter-poaching operations beginning in the 1980s, ascended to Botswana’s Presidency in 2008 

after serving 10 years as the country’s vice president.  

That same year, Africa witnessed significant growth in the poaching of elephants and rhinos.31  

This growth was driven by rising demand from Asia that coincided with increased prosperity in 

China and the rise of its middle class. 

The growth in poaching incidents, however, largely escaped Botswana. According to the IUCN, 

between 2006 and 2012, Botswana recorded only two incidents of rhino poaching, claiming 

approximately 1% of the country’s total rhino population.32  Similarly, according to the CITES 

Monitoring Illegal Killing of Elephants program (MIKE), only 85 elephants were poached in 

Botswana in the period between 2007 and 201233. 

The first notable policy change was the institution of a shoot-to-kill policy for suspected 

poachers, a move that recast Botswana’s rural people as the enemies of wildlife instead of its 

primary conservators and amounted, in the eyes of many, to official sanction of extrajudicial 

executions.   

President Khama’s brother, Tshekedi, who had been given the reins of Botswana’s Ministry of 

the Environment, Tourism, and Natural Resources, made further efforts to militarize the DWNP. 

Pilots from the BDF were recruited to fly departmental aircraft. Military personnel were 

shortlisted for hiring by the DWNP.34 Minister Khama established a new intelligence 

organization, known as Tourism Intelligence Security, under his control—something that would 

normally be undertaken by an Act of Parliament. Former BDF Deputy Commander Major 

General Otistswe Tiroyamodimo was given leadership of the DWNP, and the job of Chief 

Wildlife Officer, a position traditionally held by a conservation professional, was given to 

Timothy Blackbeard, who had also served as an officer in the BDF. The Department additionally 

began to stockpile unspecified “weapons of war,” an action some claim violated Botswanan 
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law.35 What these weapons were remains unspecified by the government, but photos of DWNP 

staff show them armed with Kalashnikov style rifles (Figure 4). 

Minister Khama defended the moves as necessary to reduce DWNPs reliance on the BDF in 

conducting counter-poaching operations. The impact, however, was the near-transformation of 

the DWNP from a conservation agency into a domestic security force. The newly aggressive 

posture of the agency, combined with support from the BDF, resulted in allegations of human 

rights abuses including beatings36 and the extrajudicial killings of foreign nationals suspected of 

poaching.37 

 

 
Figure 4 

Botswana DWNP Staff 

Research published this year indicates that in the time since the militarization of DWNP began 

there has been a growing disconnect between Botswana’s rural residents and the country’s 

conservation efforts.38 Community leaders in the Okavango Delta feel that DWNP neither cares 

about their opinion or for their well-being. One of the researchers’ conclusions is that this state 

of affairs increases the likelihood that people will resist, or even sabotage, conservation efforts. 

It is worth noting that the militarization of DWNP was also a source of concern within 

Botswana’s national security establishment, revealing a lack of alignment within the government 

on poaching and illicit wildlife trafficking, issues that intersect conservation and security 
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interests. These concerns included that members of the country’s special forces were being 

poached by the DWNP39 and that Minister Khama was effectively establishing a private army.40 

Concerns were also voiced by Botswana’s Directorate of Intelligence and Security about the 

DWNP’s stockpile of military weapons.41 

Concerns of Botswana’s rural residents grew in 2014 when the Khama administration announced 

it was closing the country to trophy hunting by foreigners and banning subsistence hunting by 

the country’s rural people in the communal areas. The policy shift represented the effective 

gutting of the country’s CBNRM program, developed in partnership with the United States, that 

relied on the leasing of wildlife use rights to rural communities.  

The policy shift was justified by the government with a survey conducted by the organization 

Elephants Without Borders.42 This survey claimed significant declines in Botswana’s wildlife but 

assigned most of the cause to habitat loss and degradation as well as drought. Its 

recommendations did not call for a ban on hunting. 

Prior to implementing the ban, the government held a series of stakeholder meetings where the 

Elephants Without Borders survey was criticized by academics for what they saw as 

methodological flaws and for being a snapshot as opposed to reporting and analysis of the long-

term population trends or time series data on wildlife populations that would ideally inform 

conservation policy.43   

This criticism, however, went unheeded by the Khama administration, which moved forward 

with a nationwide ban on trophy and subsistence hunting in Botswana’s communal areas.  The 

exact reason behind their doing so remains unclear. 

Ultimately, the five-plus years of such regressive conservation policies and programs in 

Botswana has provided a case study on why the rights- and market-based approaches to 

conservation—originally embraced by Botswana and the United States via the CBNRM 

program—are preferable to heavy-handed, command-and-control policies. 
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Research published in 2017 showed the hunting ban destroyed at least 200 jobs and stripped out 

more than $600,000 in revenue in the rural CBOs that had relied on hunting revenue. The same 

research found that revenues had decreased by 47% in the Kapano Mokoro CBO in the 

Okavango Delta. These amounts are significant in a country where the World Bank considers 

half of the population to be either “poor” or “vulnerable.” 

The most potent sign of failure, however, is that Botswana’s aggressive anti-poaching posture 

and its complete outlawing of hunting did not put a dent in poaching levels. Indeed, the 

government’s own data shows a 48% increase in poaching incidents and 127% increase in ivory 

trafficking incidents in recent years.44 

A Movement for Policy Reform 

With the failures of a militarized, preservationist approach to wildlife conservation now 

apparent, Botswana is ripe for reform of its wildlife programs and policies. The retirement of 

President Ian Khama from the public sector in April 2018 and the swearing in of Mokgweetsi 

Masisi to Botswana’s presidency have created the political space necessary for movement toward 

such reforms. If properly implemented and maintained, such reforms could restore the rights- 

and market-based conservation programs Botswana implemented with the help of the United 

States that had successfully secured the country’s wildlife populations while supporting the 

county’s people. 

Reforms already undertaken are substantial. In May, President Masisi began the demilitarization 

of the DWNP, ordering that the agency surrender its stockpile of “weapons of war.”45 That same 

month he also revoked the standing shoot-to-kill policy for suspected poachers46. 

Botswana’s president has also followed the lead of the country’s Parliament in exploring re-

opening the country to hunting.  In June the legislative body approved a resolution calling on the 

Masisi to explore lifting the country’s hunting ban.47  The Masisi Administration is now holding 

a month long series of public hearings on the proposal.48 

In the midst of this reform movement, this month Elephants Without Borders released a new 

survey that attracted worldwide attention with its claim that there had been a mass poaching 
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incident in the Okavango Delta, killing nearly 90 elephants.49  In press reports, the group notably 

blamed the incident on the demilitarization of the DWNP.50 The government in Gaborone was 

quick to point out, however, that the area where the alleged mass poaching took place was under 

control of the well-armed BDF.51 The government further disputed that the mass poaching 

incident happened at all, stating in a press release that 53 of the elephant carcasses reported by 

EWB had already been reported earlier in the year and that contemporaneous investigation 

determined they had not been poached but had died of natural causes or in retaliatory killings 

stemming from human-wildlife conflicts.52 The cause of death of the remaining animals is 

currently under investigation by the DWNP.53 

Suggested U.S. Action 

To achieve bilateral conservation and security goals, the IWCC should encourage the U.S. 

Department of Interior to send a strong signal to the Government of Botswana that it supports its 

movement toward reform of the country’s wildlife sector and stands ready to help it achieve its 

goals. This signal can be delivered via the following means: 

Update the U.S. National Strategy For Combating Wildlife Trafficking 

The current iteration of the U.S. National Strategy to Combat Wildlife Trafficking takes a 

pejorative view of hunting. Under a section titled “Using Administrative Tools to Quickly 

Address the Poaching Crisis” the strategy identifies limiting the importation of elephant hunting 

trophies as necessary to achieve its goals.54 The Department should advocate that this language 

be removed without delay, as it creates perceptions of hunting as an obstacle to detering 

poaching and illicit wildlife trafficking and sets the stage for actions that do not serve the 

objectives of the strategy. 
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In its place, the Department should advocate that the strategy contain identification and 

discussion of the critical role Africa’s hunting operators play in providing economic incentives 

for conservation and for creating the socio-economic conditions necessary to deter involvement 

in poaching and illicit wildlife trafficking, as per the recent report from U.N. Environment and 

others mentioned above, and the past experience of African nations like Botswana. 

Lift the De-Facto Moratorium on Elephant Trophy Imports  

The announcement that the USFWS was lifting its moratorium on the importation of elephant 

and other trophies from Zimbabwe and Zambia was a step in the right direction for efforts to 

both conserve wildlife and deter illicit wildlife trafficking.55 This moratorium had severe and 

counter-productive consequences in the nations impacted, leading to the kind of alienation from 

conservation efforts and increases in poaching like those witnessed in Botswana.56  Recent 

reports, however, suggest that political pressure may have stalled the USFWS from following 

through on its announced policy change.57 

The policy change should be implemented immediately. Doing so would help not only to ensure 

that the negative impacts of the moratorium can begin to recede, but will send a signal of 

renewed stability in the U.S. trophy hunting market to Botswana’s CBOs and any of their 

potential partners in Africa’s hunting industry, should the country’s hunting ban be lifted. 

Pursue Endangered Species Act Improvements 

While CITES allows parties the ability to enact stronger trade measures at their discretion, this 

discretion is broad and need not even be exercised. The aforementioned experience with the U.S. 

moratorium on the importation of elephant trophies from Zimbabwe under the Endangered 

Species Act (ESA) illustrates how the exercise of agency discretion in importation permitting 

could have negative consequences for wildlife conservation. 

To remedy this, the department should pursue improvements to the ESA that streamline the 

permitting process for trophy imports. One option to consider is that when a trophy is exported 

under a country’s CITES quota, USFWS permits should be given to the importer on a “shall 

issue” basis, unless compelling evidence is presented showing that the trophy was acquired in 

violation of the laws of the range nation. Doing so would send a signal of stability in the U.S. 

trophy hunting market to Botswana’s CBOs and any of their potential partners in Africa’s 

hunting industry, should the country’s hunting ban be lifted. 
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Cease U.S. Support for, and Engagement in, Events Centered on the Destruction of Ivory 

and Rhino Horn 

The Department should end the practice of its agencies supporting and engaging in events 

centered on the destruction of ivory and rhino horn and it should encourage other Departments 

and their agencies to do the same. All materials supportive of this practice should be removed 

from the websites of the Department and its agencies. 

The burning and crushing of stockpiles of ivory and rhino horn has been a common practice in 

recent years and was used by the USFWS and others to create the public perception that these 

commodities are worthless and that the U.S. position on illicit wildlife trafficking was strong.58 

(It is notable that Botswana under President Khama did not destroy its ivory stockpile.)59 The 

likely impact of this practice, though, is to increase scarcity of the commodity, thereby driving 

up its value and creating incentives to poach wild elephants and rhinos to feed market demand.60 

Effectively conserving elephants and rhinos in emerging markets like Botswana requires 

maximizing their economic value across their life cycle and ensuring that value is distributed in a 

manner that serves recognized conservation and other goals. U.S. disengagement from the 

practice of destroying ivory and rhino horn would send the signal that our government 

understands this and is open to supporting Botswana and other countries in pursuing market-

based conservation programs. 

The U.S. Task Force on Wildlife Trafficking Should Embrace Markets and Rights-Based 

Approaches 

As per the National Strategy for Combating Wildlife Trafficking, and as recently re-stated by US 

Ambassador to Botswana Earl R. Miller,61 the current U.S. approach to deterring poaching in 

Africa is based on three primary objectives: strengthening enforcement, reducing demand, and 

expanding international cooperation. Like USAID has noted, however, “law enforcement alone 

will not sufficiently or effectively address wildlife crime. Enforcement actions must be coupled 

carefully with actions that incentivize positive relationships with wildlife resources. Activities 

must shift the responsibility and benefits from wildlife to local communities to ensure active 

stewardship. Local communities are widely perceived as the first line of defense against wildlife 

crime. More strategic approaches are necessary to ensure that such community interventions are 
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indeed shifting the balance to motivate positive behaviors and resulting in decreased wildlife 

crime.”62 

Department representatives on the U.S. Task Force on Wildlife Trafficking should actively 

encourage the task force to recognize and implement policies and programs that proactively 

engage bodies like Botswana’s CBOs in efforts to deter illicit wildlife trafficking by promoting 

markets and rights-based approaches. This includes engaging Botswana’s hunting sector, should 

the nation’s government decide to allow it to be rebuilt. 

The Department should also encourage the task force to actively seek to create widespread 

understanding of the role of community engagement, markets and rights-based approaches to 

conservation in deterring IWT. One way to achieve this is for the Department to work with DOS-

INL and the Department of Justice to integrate these concepts into the wildlife crime curriculum 

at the ILEA in Gaborone. 

U.S. Representatives Should Engage the World on the Value of Markets and Rights-

Based Approaches to Conservation and the Deterrence of Illicit Wildlife Trafficking 

Departmental representatives attending events like the upcoming Illegal Wildlife Trade 

Conference, to be held in London in October, should give priority to highlighting the value of 

rights and market-based conservation approaches to creating the kind of community engagement 

and socioeconomic environment in which illicit wildlife trafficking can be most effectively 

deterred.63 Doing so will not only stand by past U.S. engagements, such as the development of 

Botswana’s CBNRM program, but also U.S.-funded research, like that produced by USAID. It 

will also send a strong message to the international community that Botswana’s reform efforts 

are on the right path and should be embraced. 

Thank you. 
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o Bill Brewster, Chair 

o Greg Sheehan, Principal Deputy Director, U.S. Fish & 

Wildlife Service 
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8:30-9:15 a.m. U.S. Ports of Entry: Balancing Border Security & Customer 

Service  
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Fish and Wildlife Service 

 

9:15-10:15 a.m.  Counter-Poaching: What Does Not Work and What Might  

o Dr. Thomas Snitch, Bowling Green State University 
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10:30-11:45 a.m.  Perspectives from Range Countries 

o Peter Chipman, Owner, Kwalata Safaris, Zambia 
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Zone – Democratic Republic of Congo 

o John Lukas, Conservation Manager, Jacksonville Zoo 
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Sheep Foundation 
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3:15-3:45 p.m.  Public Comment 
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Okapi Conservation Project  
Epulu, Dem Rep of the Congo

Conservation in a Crisis Zone



Conservation in a Crisis Zone - DRC
• Lack of security prohibits tourism and trophy hunting to   

to support conservation
• Harbors significant levels of biodiversity, endemism and 

threatened and endangered species - needs protection
• Rampant habitat loss and degradation, wildlife poaching 

and illegal mining –needs to be controlled
• Lack of national staff capacity to manage and secure 

protected areas
• Extreme poverty and lack of economic incentives impede 

conservation efforts
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Okapi Conservation and Education Center in Epulu





https://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwjS75qR-bjUAhXD0iYKHTdrDakQjRwIBw&url=https://amystarling.wordpress.com/&psig=AFQjCNEMxM3XyYNwzJNIN88JUarUItp6uQ&ust=1497378820262238


1987 – Okapi Conservation Project is Initiated

1992 - Okapi Wildlife Reserve Created

1996 - UNESCO World Heritage Site Status
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Mbuti Pygmies







Institute in the Congo for the Conservation of Nature – ICCN

Protecting the Wildlife and Natural Resources of the OWR







OCP Support for ICCN Rangers





ICCN Rangers in 2017:

- Carried out 468 patrols

- Covered 15,130 km on foot

- Dismantled 3,168 snares

- Arrested 145 poachers

- Destroyed 50 poaching camps

- Evacuated 930 miners

- Observed 19 okapi in the wild
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June 24th 2012 Attack by Maimai Militia 



Most Facilities Have Been Rebuilt Since the

June 2012 Attack by the Maimai Militia
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Patrol Post



Rehabilitated Tourist Facilities





Unpredictable Breaches in Security
o Attack at the Bapela Gold Mine July ‘17

o Attack on OCP Truck near Beni Feb ‘18



Wildlife conservation is ultimately about people and needs to 
address long term solutions to education, health, poverty and 
sustainable living. practices.
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Okapi Listed on Red List as “Endangered” 2013





Celebrated on October 18th Each Year     





Wildlife Conservation – Field Based Solutions
• Political reality dictates what can be done to conserve 

wildlife and protect habitat. Need to improve range state 
governments transparency on all levels.

• NGO’s do the conservation work on the ground – need 
support – USFWS valuable partner, fills a critical role.

• Need to identify pressures on habitat and wildlife – apply 
community based solutions.

• Support educational institutions to build capacity of 
nationals to scientifically manage their own wildlife and 
protected areas. 

• Funding for wildlife conservation needs to fund protection 
first and then develop revenue generation strategies i.e. 
tourism, trophy hunting, incentives for communities.



Okapi Conservation Project

Epulu – DR Congo

www.okapiconservation.org





Counter-Poaching
What Does Not Work and What Might

Dr. Thomas Snitch  
Bowling Green State University

June 19, 2018





Change the Semantics

•

•

•

•

•

•

We need to think about what we SHOULD call this  

activity.

Anti- means opposed to and we all are against  

poaching.

But anti-poaching is too passive.  

We need to change the semantics.

Counter - means to be "acting in an opposite  

direction" or to encounter.

Let's agree to call it what it is - a proactive counter-

poaching effort.



A Physics and Economics Problem

• Need to cover immense amounts of territory 24/7.

• Numerous moving targets - animals.

• Multiple adversaries - poachers, syndicates, hungry  

people - compounded by endemic corruption.

• Limited resources to respond - Rangers - quickly.

• A space vs. time issue with optimal resource  

allocation challenges.



What Does NOT Work

•

•

•

•

•

•

Throwing money at the problem - $23 million for  

Krueger PLUS millions from European lotteries.

Untrained and Poorly equipped volunteers.  

Western technology that "worked" in Afghanistan.

High tech that is hard to operate, difficult to maintain

Uncoordinated data collections - PAWS, SMART,  

MIKE-PIKE, Semetech LoRA.

Ignoring locals and failing to engage communities.



Problems with High Tech

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Cameras, sensors, UAVs, balloons, networks and  

good communication systems are $$$$.

No funds for daily maintenance.  

What doesn't break will be stolen.  

Lack of power and connectivity.

Dust, heat, humidity, monsoonal rains.  

Untrained, ill-equipped, underpaid operators.

Lack of vehicles, slow response time, lack of fuel.



What Works

•

•

•

•

•

• Trained Rangers - Black Mambas RSA  

Simple tech -Garmin Trackers - Nsefu Zambia  

Rigorous data collection with limited inputs.

Solid but simple analytics - push pins on sat  

imagery = Good graphics.

Targeted patrol areas for likely encounters based on  

data - Sabie Mozambique.

Real and serious judicial response.

• KNOW WHERE ANIMALS LIKELY TO BE.



Simple Tech

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

• Radio repeaters.  

Motorbikes.

Geotag every snare discovered.

Solar powered cameras that blink and move.  

Signs in local dialect - 24/7 video surveillance.  

Dragging roads with logs, carpets.

Snappy uniforms and berets for Rangers.  

Breathalyzers.



Success at Nsefu Zambia

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

• Total engagement with tourist lodges, hunting  

concessions, parks and community.

Daily fee collected from lodges for community.  

Regular discussions with ALLstakeholders.

New school and sewing center provides education  

and jobs.

Hunting concessions steer clear of tourism areas.

Rangers have appropriate technology with simple  

Garmins, better radios, motorbikes and boat.

90 arrests, 57 prison sentences, 30 rifles seized.  

Locals know - keeping animals alive means $$$.



Reduce Animal Human Conflict

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

• Elephants raiding gardens in Zambia.  

Installed 900+ beehives.

Added solar panels to hives - trickle charge.  

Benefits --

1000 kgs honey to sell.  

Better crop pollination.

Charge phones in village to save walking  

No elephants in garden.

Employment for bee men.

Lights for children to study in the evening.



Success in Mozambique

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

• No rhino poachings in 18 months.  

Professional trained Rangers.  

Tracker dogs.

Helicopter for ranger/dog drop in hot zone.  

Data driven deployment strategy.

Mapping daily animal locations on sat imagery.  

Animal movement patterns.

Psy ops - cameras, signs, radio traffic.  

Community paid tip lines.



Success at Olifants West

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

• Black Mambas - all female professional Rangers  

with incredible e'spirit de corps.

Women never believed they would have a job.  

Months of training.

Classy uniforms.  

Daily walking patrols.

Visible presence and deterrent.  

Collected hundreds of snares.

Engagement with village women and youth.  

Encourage young girls to conservation.



Summary - Resilience

Bouncing Back after Being Stretched

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

• Multi-faceted approach with many constituencies.  

Appropriate technology for trained Rangers.  

Science based data analytic solutions.

Rapid response capability.

Community involvement with incentives  

Hunting concessions as true partners.

In it for the long run.

Strengthen judicial process and identify corruption.



Suggestions - Tell a Good Story

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

• Google "Africa" and "Good hunting story".

Transparency - where do hunting fees really end  

up? Visible proof. How much to whom for what ?

Demand government accountability. Documented.  

Perspective - numbers actually hunted vs poached.  

One offs - meat for villages. Local job impacts.

Darting for scientific research.

Trade offs - concessions or cattle farms ?

Need to tell a serious, compelling and true story.

If hunting stops today, what are the costs and  

benefits to Africa and local communities ?



Thank you for the privilege of your time and  

consideration

tomsnitch@gmail.com 

301 693 1475

mailto:tomsnitch@gmail.com




















U.S. Ports of Entry: 
Balancing Border Security and 

Customer Service

Luis Santiago
Special Agent in Charge 

Southeast Region 



USFWS Wildlife Inspectors: 
Part of the front line securing U.S. borders



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Mission

Working with others 
to conserve, protect 
and enhance fish, 
wildlife, and plants 
and their habitats for 
the continuing 
benefit of the 
American people.



History of Wildlife Inspection Program

• Wildlife Inspection Program created over 40 years ago

• Wildlife Inspectors facilitate the movement of legal 
wildlife shipments, while ensuring compliance with U.S. 
laws and international wildlife treaties

• Provide a deterrent against the smuggling of wildlife

• Work closely with all government and non-government 
organizations involved in international trade issues



Wildlife Inspectors
• 116 Wildlife Inspectors

• 7 K-9 teams

• 15 Supervisory 
Wildlife Inspectors

• 4 Senior Wildlife Inspectors



Wildlife Detector Dog
Program

• West, Midwest, Midsouth, Southwest, Southeast

• Work where the inspectors work, days, nights, and 
weekends

• 12-weeks specialized wildlife scent training, 
certified annually





Wildlife Inspection Offices



Wildlife Inspector Duties

• Physical inspections of shipments
• Evidence handling
• Wildlife identification
• Assist in investigations
• Testify in court
• Document inspections 
• Outreach & training
• Customer service
• Live animal care
• Collect import/export fees



Ocean Cargo

Border Crossing

Air Cargo

International
Passenger

International 
Mail

Where do Wildlife Inspectors Work?



Passenger Baggage
• Tourist and personal items

• Small commercial shipments

• Scientific specimens

• Live wildlife

• Food



Air Cargo Inspections

• Live and perishable 
wildlife

• Hunting Trophies
• Handicrafts
• Garments, footwear and 

other apparel items



Ocean Cargo Inspections

• Large quantities of both 
perishable and non-
perishable commodities.

• Fashion Accessories
• Garments and footwear
• Handicrafts
• Antiques
• Frozen Meat
• Frozen Frog Legs
• Unfinished Furs and Skins



Land Border
Inspections

• Passenger vehicles, 
commercial trucks, 
railroads and 
pedestrians all use 
border crossings.



Mail Facility

• Personal and tourist 
items

• Scientific specimens
• Small commercial 

shipments 
• Often contains live 

wildlife
• Most difficult shipping 

method to control



Technology and Wildlife Detection



Wildlife Identification



Wildlife Identification



Customer Service

• Explain import procedures to 
inexperienced importers prior to 
import of first shipment

• Offering preliminary review of 
permits prior to import

• Contacting foreign governments for 
permit verification and issuance of 
replacement permits

• Correct simple errors on paperwork
• Working nights and weekends
• Outreach



Wildlife Inspectors

• Work with brokers, trade 
associations, international 
travelers, and hunters concerning 
import/export rules and 
regulations

• Conduct training for Customs 
and Border Protection Inspectors



Protecting Our Borders

• Work with CDC/CBP/Zoos to 
stop invasive species and the 
introduction of exotic wildlife 
disease in the U.S.

• Train CBP/military 
police/Tribal police to find 
illegal wildlife 

• Break up international 
smuggling rings

• Protecting U.S. native 
plants and wildlife from 
being smuggled



Thank You!



Questions?



International Wildlife Conservation Council 
Draft Meeting Minutes 

June 19, 2018 
 
 
The International Wildlife Conservation Council (Council) convened for a 
meeting at 8am June 19 at the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Southeast Regional 
Headquarters, Atlanta, Georgia. In accordance with the provisions of Public Law 
92-463, the meeting was open to the public throughout the meeting’s duration. 
 
Council members present: Paul Babaz, Bill Brewster (chair), Steven Chancellor, 
Jenifer Chatfield DVM Dipl. ACZM (vice chair), Jeff Crane, Peter Horn, Chris 
Hudson, John Jackson, Terry Maple, Keith Mark, Olivia Opre, Erica Rhoad, 
Denise Welker. Ex officio representation included: Greg Sheehan (USFWS); and 
Rowena Watson (Department of State).  
 
Designated Federal Officer (alternate) for Council: 
Doug Hobbs, USFWS 
  
Attendees: Eric Alvarez, Clay Brewer, Peter Chipman, John Lukas, Mike Oetker, 
Kurt Powers, Emelio Rangel, Luis Santiago, Anna Seidman, Dr. Thomas Snitch 
 
Meeting was called to order by Council Chair Bill Brewster at 8am. 
  
Presentations: 

• Introduction: Welcome and introductory remarks were provided by council 
chair Brewster.  

• Remarks: USFWS Principal Deputy Director Greg Sheehan provided 
updates on USFWS International Affairs staffing changes since the council 
previous meeting; a short briefing on the International Affairs program 
organizational structure, and the strategic planning efforts underway with the 
program.  

• Remarks: USFWS Southeast Region Deputy Director Mike Oetker 
welcomed the council to Atlanta and his office. Oetker provided comments 
on the geographic and issue range the southeast office handles, including the 
major workload of the USFWS wildlife inspection program. 

• Presentation: Luis Santiago (USFWS Special Agent in Charge, Southeast 
Region) provided an in-depth briefing on the history of the USFWS wildlife 
inspection program, brining particular attention to describing the activities 



USFWS wildlife inspection officers at various ports of entry (including 
Atlanta International Airport) to combat illegal wildlife trade. 

• Presentation: Dr. Thomas Snitch (Bowling Green State University) 
discussed counter-poaching efforts currently underway in Africa with 
specific emphasis on the limits of technology, and highlighting how local 
culture and environmental conditions must be factored in when selecting 
counter-poaching tools and programs.  

• Presentation: Peter Chipman (Kwalata Safaris) discussed the economic and 
conservation benefits of legal hunting in Africa, stating that more than 70% 
of the revenue earned from international hunting in Zambia is used for 
conservation. He stated that without these benefits, wildlife in most areas 
would be exterminated. He provided specific examples of human 
communities and wildlife populations that have mutually benefited from 
carefully managed hunting programs. Lastly, he argued against market 
closures for certain hunted animal species as it could lead to accelerating 
their total extermination. 

• Presentation: John Lukas (Director, Okapi Conservation Project) discussed 
wildlife conservation in a conflict zone (Democratic Republic of the Congo). 
His key points included: funding for wildlife conservation needs to fund 
protection first and then develop revenue generation strategies i.e. tourism, 
trophy hunting, incentives for communities; political reality dictates what 
can be done to conserve wildlife and protect habitat; need to improve range 
state governments transparency on all levels; NGO’s do the conservation 
work on the ground – need support – USFWS valuable partner, fills a critical 
role; need to identify pressures on habitat and wildlife – apply community 
based solutions; support educational institutions to build capacity of 
nationals to scientifically manage their own wildlife and protected areas. 

• Presentation: Clay Brewer (Conservation Director, Wild Sheep Foundation) 
& Emelio Rangel (Board of Directors, Wildlife Sheep Foundation) discussed 
the wildlife conservation in Mexico and how sustainable hunting is a very 
important tool in wildlife management in Mexico. Their comments also 
included: funding generated from the hunting program goes back into (La 
Palmosa) wildlife restoration and management programs; investments in 
money and manpower for more than 20 years to bring Desert Bighorns and 
other wildlife back to the mountains of Coahuila, Mexico.   

  
Public Comment 

• Anna Seidman (Safari Club International): Ms. Seidman provided verbal 
comment to the council:  recommending the council establish a CITES 
taskforce to focus on what decisions will be made that will affect hunters 



and hunting in the US and international hunting; suggesting the council also 
look at eliminating regulatory inconsistencies between CITES and US 
regulations; and recommending the council consider relevant papers and 
documentation from the IUCN and CITES conferences, either by inviting 
the authors of key papers to address the council or simply make those 
documents part of the discussion. 

• Barbara Crown: Crown requested that the council help people understand 
that successful conservation isn't about saving a few individual animals or 
saving a small group of animals but about making an impact on an 
ecosystem. She stressed that people expand their understanding about what 
conservation is so that everyone can work together and not “non-hunters 
versus hunters”. Crown concluded by saying that if people fail to work 
together, sustainable funding for conservation will also fail. 

  
Council Discussion, Actions, Recommendations 

• The council added the chair (Bill Brewster) and vice-chair (Jenifer Brewster) 
as ad-hoc members to all IWCC subcommittees established during the 
March meeting. The council also decided to create a new Communications 
Committee, chaired by Olivia Opre, with Keith Mark serving as the vice-
chair. Other members include Paul Babaz, Erica Rhoad, and Cameron 
Hanes. 

• The council invited all the presenters to engage in a conversation and Q&A 
session about the wide range of challenges facing international wildlife 
conservation and how a well-regulated sport hunting program can be more 
effective in overcoming those challenges. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting adjourned at 5pm on June 19. 
 



Public comment submitted for June 19, 2018 meeting of the International Wildlife 
Conservation Council 
 
From: jean public <jeanpublic1@gmail.com> 
To: <doug.hobbs@fws.gov>,  
Mon, 4 Jun 2018 15:22:48 -0400 
 
Subject: Re: these fws meetings are all about how much wildlife they can kill for money - and theyre into 
killing all animals fo rmoney - motley crue of human beings with no compassion in their enmtire beings 
public comment on federal register 
 
i am wriiting to object to your objectives a through h as listed above. i amnot sure if i can attend this 
meeting of hunting assassinators of wildlife. i find such people to truly be sickos and psychos who need to 
kill to have 
a joyous life. they seem to think it is still l860 and we can go around kililng gods' creatures when since the 
magna carta of king john all people have rights to the lives of those creatures,  not just them because 
they are rich 
and can afford airplane rides, with much pollution caused by them. that pollution from those airline trips to 
go international to kill will cause climate change that will kill us all, people and animals. for that reason 
alone, 
we shoudl not be allowing this kind of psycho behavior anymore. i truly find people who need to kill 
animals pure sickos who seem to have no purpose in life beside killing and i dont believe the rest of us in 
the majority 
shoudl allow this anymore. it is truly a thing of the past when the world was a far differnet place. we live in 
a time of no plenitude anymore and that include animals life, which has been diminished by about 60% 
from 
what it was ten years ago. we need to stop the human sickos decimating the wonder of life on this planet. 
they are destroyers, pure destroyers, this comment is for the public record on this matteer. please receipt 
that you have received this comment on these fools and wastrels of this world trying to keep on acting as 
if this is still l860. jean publiee jean public1@gmail.com 
 

mailto:jeanpublic1@gmail.com
mailto:doug.hobbs@fws.gov
mailto:public1@gmail.com
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International Wildlife Conservation Council 
March 16, 2018 - Meeting Agenda 

South Penthouse, Main Interior Building 
1849 C St. NW, Washington, D.C. 

 
  
10:15-10:30am: Opening Remarks (USFWS) 
10:30-11am: Member Introductions (IWCC) 
11am-12pm: USFWS International Affairs Program Briefing (USFWS) 
12-1pm: Lunch 
1-2pm: U.S. Task Force on Wildlife Trafficking Briefing (USFWS) 
2-2:30pm: Public Comment (6 requests for comment received)  
2:30-3:30pm: Discussion (IWCC) 
3:30pm: Adjourn 



Our Mission

“Work with others to conserve, protect, and enhance 
fish, wildlife, plants, and their habitats for the continuing 

benefit of the American people”



Why do we care 
about international 

conservation?



Iconic species capture the hearts, imagination, and adventurous spirit of 
Americans of every generation. 

• Of U.S. citizens traveling abroad in 
2015, 31.5 percent visited a 
national park or monument.

• International hunters (74% from 
the U.S.) contributed more than 
$325 million to East/Southern 
African country economies 
annually.

Since 2011, Americans have 
purchased more than 38 million 

tiger stamps to support 
international conservation efforts. 



Wildlife and ecosystems support billions of people and drive the world’s 
economy through:

• Hunting

• Nature-based tourism

• Wild-sourced food 

• Pest control

• Seed dispersal

• Medicines 

To name just a few!



Photo: Natural Resource Conservation Network

The U.S. is one of the world’s largest importers and exporters of wildlife and 
wildlife products. Through implementation of the Convention on International 
Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES), we ensure 
sustainable use of native and non-native CITES-listed species and combat wildlife 
trafficking in collaboration with State agencies.

Our participation in CITES facilitates trade between the U.S. and 
182 member countries and the European Union.



FWS International Conservation Efforts

• International conservation across the agency
– Office of Law Enforcement (enforcement, inspection, 

capacity building)
– International Affairs (financial assistance, permits, 

policy)
– Migratory Birds (hunting, financial assistance)
– Ecological Services (Endangered Species Act and 

foreign species listing/delisting)
– Fisheries and Aquatic Conservation (invasive species)
– Regional programs (Canada/Mexico cooperation)



International Wildlife Conservation 
Strategy Development

• Goal: Develop an enduring vision that defines the 
Service’s niche in international conservation; 
strengthens cooperation with partners and 
stakeholders; and leverages additional support for 
international wildlife conservation priorities. 

• Objectives:
– Articulate the ways in which the Service currently 

engages in international conservation
– Document our legal mandates
– Engage external stakeholders and provide 

opportunities for feedback



International Wildlife Conservation 
Strategy Development

• Process and timeline: 
– Define project goals and objectives, solidify project 

team, and develop plan for stakeholder engagement 
(January-March 2018)

– Gather data from stakeholders (April-July 2018)
– Analyze data (ongoing)
– Develop strategies and a vision for the Service’s role 

in international wildlife conservation (July-
September 2018)

– Present the vision to stakeholders (September-
October 2018)



Fish and Wildlife 
Service Office of Law 

Enforcement



Office of Law
Enforcement

 Inspection Program

 Investigations

National Fish and Wildlife Forensics Lab

 Law Enforcement Attachés



Wildlife Inspectors

• 123 Wildlife  
Inspectors

• 7 K9 teams
• 14 Supervisory  

Wildlife Inspectors
• 5 Senior Wildlife  

Inspectors



Wildlife Inspectors

• Wildlife Inspectors at U.S. 37  
ports of entry:

• - work closely with Customs  & 
Border Protection

• - have border search authority
• - enforce FWS regulations  and 

international treaties
• - search for smuggled  

wildlife



Special Agents

• Plain Clothes
• Criminal Investigators
• Arrest Authority
• Overt and Covert  

Investigations
• Utilize broad array of  

investigative
techniques



International Investigations



National Fish & Wildlife  
Forensic Laboratory

 The only forensic lab in the  world dedicated 
to crimes against  wildlife.

 Chemistry Unit
• i.e. poisonings, pesticides, trace evidence

 Criminalistics Unit
• i.e. latent prints, ballistics,

 Genetics Unit
• i.e. DNA; identification of species,  

populations, individuals, parentage
 Morphology Unit

• i.e. species ID based on physical  
characteristics

 Pathology Unit
• i.e. cause of death determination



Role of the USFWS  
Special Agent Attachés

 Support regional capacity building

 Leverage USG assets for use in CWT  efforts

 Coordinate transnational investigations 
and  information sharing

 Support host government’s and regional CWT  
investigations with a nexus to the U.S.



International Affairs 
Program:

Financial Assistance



Financial Assistance 
Programs

1. Species

2. Regional

3. Emerging Priority Threats



African Elephant Conservation Act (1988) 
Priority Activities:
 Protection of at-risk elephant 

populations
 Anti-poaching operations:

Improved detection, interdiction, 
and prosecution of wildlife crime

$2.39M

$500K

$201K

USFWS-MSCF USAID-AFR USPS-Stamp

9 Countries

13 Projects
Avg: $237K 

FY17 Funding:
$3.09M; $7.59M Leveraged



Rhino and Tiger Conservation Act (1994)
Priority Activities:
 Protection of at-risk populations
 Anti-poaching operations: 

Improved detection, interdiction, 
and prosecution of wildlife crime

$3.4M
$690K

$157K

$498K

USFWS-MSCF USAID-CWT

USPS-Stamp State INL

14 Countries

59 Projects
Avg: $82K 

FY17 Funding:
$4.8M;  $11.1M Leveraged



Asian Elephant Conservation Act (1997)
Priority Activities:
 Perpetuate healthy populations of 

wild Asian elephants and conserve 
their habitats

 Enhance protection of at-risk 
populations and their habitats

 Mitigate human-elephant conflict

$1.46M

$260K
$109K

FY17 Funding:
$1.84M; $2.74M Leveraged

USFWS-MSCF USAID-CWT USPS-Stamp

34 Projects
9 Countries
Avg: $54K 



Great Ape Conservation Act (2000)
Priority Activities:
 Sustain viable populations in the wild
 Prevent habitat loss from forest 

fragmentation and degradation
 Reducing trade in, and consumer 

demand for, illegally harvested apes

$1.97M

$469K

$356K
$200K

FY17 Funding
$3.0M; $2.9M Leveraged

USFWS-MSCF USAID-AFR
USFWS-RM USAID-CWT

39 Projects
16 Countries
Avg: $76.7K 



Marine Turtle Conservation Act (2004)
Priority Activities:
 Developing local and institutional 

capacity for sea turtle conservation
 Supporting the creation of National 

Conservation Action Plans
 Reducing bycatch with communities

$1.43M

$300K

$153K

$50K

$68K

$200K

FY17 Funding:
$2.2M; $3.0M Leveraged

USFWS-MSCF USAID-AFR USPS-Stamp
USFWS-RM NOAA USAID-CWT

53 Projects
33 Countries
Avg: $41.5K 



Types of IA Financial 
Assistance Programs

1. Species

2. Regional

3. Emerging Priority Threats



Through our regional programs, we work with governments, agencies, and other 
partners to conserve wildlife and high value landscapes that provide economic, 
geopolitical, and other benefits to the American people.



Central Africa / CARPE
Priority Activities:

Securing Congo Basin wildlife by:
 professionalizing park guards 
 improving law enforcement 

effectiveness
 site-based conservation activities

$15.1M

USAID-AFR

6 Countries

22 Projects
Avg: $622K 

FY17 Funding:
$15.1M; $13.7M Leveraged



Western Hemisphere
Priority Activities:
 Species and habitat management
 Wildlife law enforcement
 Institutional strengthening
 Public private partnerships

$1.7M

USFWS-RM

9 Countries

26 Projects
Avg: $68K 

FY17 Funding:
$1.7M; $1.8M Leveraged



Types of IA Financial 
Assistance Programs

1. Species

2. Regional

3. Emerging Priority Threats



Combating Wildlife Trafficking

$1.5M

$2.2M

$1.1M

$4.8M: $1.9 Leveraged

USFWS-RM USAID-CWT USAID/INL IAA

38 Projects
35 Countries
Avg: $127K 

Priority Activities:
 Address trafficking threat in priority species
 Support CITES and build CITES capacity
 Implement the Eliminate, Neutralize, Disrupt 

(END) Wildlife Trafficking Act

FY17 Funding:
$4.8M; $1.9M Leveraged



The End



U.S. Efforts to Combat 
Wildlife Trafficking

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In the earlier presentation, you heard a lot about what the Service is doing to combat wildlife trafficking at home and abroad, particularly through law enforcement and financial assistance.  In this presentation, we will put that effort in the context of the larger U.S. government effort to stop poaching and illegal trade in wildlife and wildlife products.  The image depicts some of the items seized during Operation Crash, which was described to you this morning.Photo: USFWS



What is the Problem?

© Lowveld Rhino Trust

• Dramatic increases in the scope and scale of 
poaching to supply illegal trade;

• Landscape-scale losses of wildlife populations, 
both iconic and little known;

• Wildlife trafficking undermines security, weakens 
institutions and exacerbates official corruption;

• More than 1,000 rangers have died in the past 
decade;

• Responses were insufficient.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Over the past several years, we have seen a dramatic increase in the scope and scale of poaching to supply illegal trade.  Though elephants and rhinos have received most of the attention and been most well documented, we have seen landscape-scale losses of wildlife populations across the world.  This includes pangolins, parrots, turtles and tortoises, coral reef species, and many others.  Wildlife trafficking is not only a threat to wildlife.  It undermines security, weakens government institutions and contributes to corruption.  It poses a threat to rangers who devote their lives to protecting wildlife and wild places.  As wildlife trafficking became more organized and sophisticated, it was clear that the government response was grossly insufficient.



Wildlife trafficking is taking a devastating toll on some of the world’s most 
treasured species. 

1,028 rhinos 
poached in South 

Africa in 2017

More than 30,000 
elephants poached 

every year

Presenter
Presentation Notes
RhinosA decade ago, South Africa, which has more than 80% of Africa’s rhinos, was losing about twenty rhinos a year to poaching. By 2014, the number of poached rhinos per year had skyrocketed to 1,215. Although we’ve since seen slight decreases in poaching numbers, we’ve just concluded the fifth consecutive year of more than 1,000 rhinos poached for their horns. As the black market price for rhino horn in Vietnam has escalated, so too has the violence of rhino poaching.  Organized, systematic poaching of rhinos by gangs equipped with satellite phones, uniforms, GPS coordinates, night vision, sophisticated weapons, and sometimes even assisted by helicopters and using veterinary drugs. The cost of securing rhinos is very high.  It requires: rhino monitors on foot; well-armed, well-equipped law enforcement officers; competent vets to dart and medicate rhinos injured by poachers or to dart and move rhinos away from the threat of poaching; and eyes in the sky – aerial surveillance and tracking equipment.  And most importantly, it continues to cost the lives of those rangers who have committed their lives to protecting rhinos on the ground.ElephantsSome countries have lost 90% of their elephant population in the past decade.More than 100,000 elephants were killed in a recent three year period.In a five-year period, Tanzania lost 60,000 elephants (60% of its population) to poaching.In 2011, 38.8 tons of ivory were seized worldwide (equaling the tusks from more than 4,000 dead elephants). The rate of ivory seizures globally is largely unchanged since that time.Photo: Left: Black rhinos, Mkhuze Game Reserve, South Africa, Karl Stromayer/USFWSRight: Poached elephant, USFWS



It’s also impacting many lesser-known species that are important food sources for 
local communities, support healthy ecosystems, and supply clean air and water. 

More than 1 million 
pangolins have been 

poached in the last decade

African grey parrots 
are poached to supply 

the pet trade

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Wildlife trafficking is not just a threat to elephants and rhinos. Pangolins are thought to be among the most trafficked mammals in the world, threatened by unsustainable and illegal international and domestic trade of their scales and meat.  Seizures of pangolin scales and meat often are measured in tons as shipments make their way from pangolin range states in Africa and Southeast Asia to consumer markets in China.African grey parrots continue to enter illegal trade to supply the demand for pets, despite being listed in CITES Appendix I and prohibited from international trade.And the list goes on and on.  Turtles and tortoises.  Seahorses.  Corals.  Sea turtles. Asian songbirds. Thousands of species across the globe are threatened by poaching to supply the illegal trade in wildlife and wildlife products.Photos:Left: Pangolin at Madikwe Game Reserv, SouthAfrica, David Brossard Creative CommonsRight: African grey parrots, Dirck Byler



Internationally, wildlife trafficking has emerged as a crisis that imperils both 
conservation and global security. It can destabilize local communities and 
national governments by exacerbating corruption and poor governance and 
reducing ecotourism revenue, a major source of income for many nations.

A ranger is killed in the line of duty, on average, every three days.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In recent years, wildlife trafficking has become more and more sophisticated and organized. It has emerged as a crisis that not only imperils wildlife, but also people.It can destabilize local communities and national governments by exacerbating corruption and poor governance and reducing revenue, including from ecotourism, which many nations and communities depend on, but also from mineral extraction – which impacts U.S. companies in the region.The human tragedy is immense. Around the world, one ranger is killed in the line of duty every three days. (Source: Thin Green Line) In eastern Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC), the situation is particularly dire. In Virunga National Park, which is Africa’s oldest national park and home to the critically endangered mountain gorilla, more than 160 rangers have lost their lives in the line of duty over the past two decades. (The picture on this slide shows a funeral procession for one of Virunga’s fallen rangers.)Amazingly, despite the dangers and risks, park rangers continue to put their lives on the line on a daily basis to protect wildlife and habitats.Photo: Funeral procession for fallen Virunga ranger. Credit: Virunga National Park



Here in the U.S., wildlife trafficking can undercut legal trade and reduce 
populations of domestic species that are in demand around the globe. American 
ginseng, bobcat, alligators, and paddlefish are the foundation of significant 
economies that Americans depend on. 

Declared values of U.S. exports of skins, 2013-2015:

American alligator: $355.9 million

Bobcat: $29.8 million

River otter: $4.4 million

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Legal trade in these and other species is the foundation of significant economies that Americans depend on. Whether it’s trade in crocodilians for leathers; timber for instruments and furniture; birds, turtles, and snakes for pets; corals for jewelry; sturgeons for caviar… and the list goes on… these multimillion dollar economies are undercut and impacted by illegal trade.(Click for Table.) To give you an idea of numeric value, this table shows the declared values of U.S. exports of skins of American alligators, bobcats, and river otters from 2013-2015  - more than $390 million in total.Photos:Ginseng digger -  Credit: Eric BurkhardtAmerican bobcat – Credit: From the Flickr stream of Matt Knoth, Creative Commons licenseAlligator Farm – Credit: Thomas Leuteritz/USFWS



Executive Order:
Wildlife Trafficking

• Executive Order announced July 1, 2013
• Established a Presidential Task Force
• Co-chaired by Departments of Interior, State and 

Justice
• Called for the Task Force to develop a National 

Strategy for Combating Wildlife Trafficking

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In 2013, the President signed an Executive Order announcing the establishment of a Presidential Task Force chaired by the Departments of Interior, State and Justice.  The Task Force includes 17 government departments and agencies across the enforcement, assistance and policy sectors.  The Executive Order called for the development of a National Strategy for Combating Wildlife Trafficking.



National Strategy for Combating 
Wildlife Trafficking

• National Strategy for Combating Wildlife Trafficking signed on 
February 11, 2014

• Lays out a whole-of-government approach across 17 federal 
departments and agencies

• Focuses on three areas of intervention:
• Strengthening enforcement

and prosecution
• Reducing demand for illegally 

traded wildlife
• Expanding international 

cooperation and commitment

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In February 2014, the President signed the National Strategy for Combating Wildlife Trafficking, which laid out a whole-of-government approach to combat wildlife trafficking.  The three pillars of the national strategy are strengthening enforcement and prosecution; reducing demand for illegally traded wildlife; and expanding international cooperation and commitment.To meet these strategic goals, the Task Force committed to expanding  United States Government leadership guided by thefollowing principles:• Marshal Federal Resources for Combating Wildlife Trafficking.• Use Resources Strategically.• Improve the Quality of Available Information.• Consider All Links of the Illegal Trade Chain.• Strengthen Relationships and Partnerships. 



Implementation Plan

• Implementation Plan launched on February 11, 2015
• Outlines specific commitments delivering on each of 

the 24 objectives in the National Strategy
• Progress measures
• Lead and participating agencies identified

Presenter
Presentation Notes
To activate the national strategy, the Task Force developed an implementation plan that was launched in February 2015.  The implementation plan lays out specific commitments delivering on each of the 24 objectives of the National Strategy, provides progress measures and identifies lead and participating agencies.  The Fish and Wildlife Service is the only agency that is a lead or participating agency for all 24 objectives, but every participating department and agency plays a critical role in delivering on the national strategy and implementation plan. This is particularly true for the co-chairs, and the unofficial fourth member, the U.S. Agency for International Development.The Department of State and USAID lead much of the whole-of-government effort under the pillar focused on international cooperation and commitment.  The Department of Justice plays a leadership role for much of the strengthening enforcement pillar.  The pillar focused on reducing demand for illegally traded wildlife is largely split between the Fish and Wildlife Service, which leads domestic demand reduction efforts, and the Department of State, which leads much of the international demand reduction effort.But the key to the substantial strides that the U.S. Government has made to combat wildlife trafficking over the past few years is that it is truly “Whole of Government.” Since 2014, Task Force efforts and activities have been coordinated across the U.S. government and at all levels. The principal-level Task Force provides policy guidance and direction. At the working level, the lead agencies have weekly calls, monthly working group meetings on finance and programs, and quarterly meetings with all Task Force agencies. These meetings ensure strategic and effective use of U.S. resources, eliminating redundancies, and identifying key gaps, while allowing us to share lessons learned and develop new lines of concerted effort. Improved intelligence has identified new areas of work. Coordination among U.S. agencies in the field has also greatly expanded. Twelve U.S. embassies and USAID missions, representing work on combating wildlife trafficking in more than 20 countries, have established wildlife trafficking working groups with resident agencies involved in conservation, law enforcement, security, defense, and economic development. These processes are augmented by meetings with individual non-governmental and private sector partners, as well as recurring meetings with our international partners at the bilateral and multilateral level.



Annual Progress
• Annual Progress 

Assessments and Fact 
Sheets have documented 
major actions to date.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
2015 and 2016 progress assessments have identified major actions taken to date to implement the national strategy.In 2017, we reported to Congress via a Strategic Review as called for in the END Wildlife Trafficking Act.



President Trump’s Executive Order 

• In February 2017, President Trump signed 
the Executive Order on Enforcing Federal 
Law with Respect to Transnational Criminal 
Organizations and Preventing International 
Trafficking, identifying wildlife trafficking as 
a focal area.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
President Trump has prioritized combating wildlife trafficking, including through President Trump’s Executive Order on Enforcing Federal Law with Respect to Transnational Criminal Organizations and Preventing International Trafficking, which specifically identifies wildlife trafficking as a focal area.



END Wildlife Trafficking Act
• Bipartisan Eliminate, Neutralize, and Disrupt (END) Wildlife 

Trafficking Act signed into law in October 2016

• Endorses and enshrines the Presidential Task Force on Wildlife 
Trafficking and its National Strategy and Implementation Plan

• Makes wildlife trafficking a liable offense for money laundering 
prosecution

• Requires an annual report that identifies “focus countries” 
determined to be a major source, transit point, or consumer of 
wildlife trafficking products and makes a special designation for 
“countries of concern”

• Requires USG to prepare and implement strategic plans for 
combating wildlife trafficking for these countries

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The bipartisan END Wildlife Trafficking Act was signed into law in October 2016.  The law enshrines the Task Force on Wildlife Trafficking and the National Strategy for Combating Wildlife Trafficking.  It makes wildlife trafficking a liable offense for money laundering prosecutions.  It requires an annual report that identifies “focus countries” determined to be a major source, transit point, or consumer of wildlife trafficking products and makes a special designation for “countries of concern”, where governments may be complicit in wildlife trafficking.  In November 2017, 26 focus countries and three countries of concern were identified.  The Service worked closely with the Department of State, Department of Justice and USAID to develop criteria and analyze data that led to the identification of these countries.Initial assessments of each of these countries have been completed, and we are working with our interagency colleagues to develop strategic plans to address wildlife trafficking in each country.(Focus Countries: Bangladesh, Brazil, Burma, Cambodia, Cameroon, China, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Gabon, India, Indonesia, Kenya, Laos, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mexico, Mozambique, Nigeria, Philippines, Republic of the Congo, South Africa, Tanzania, Thailand, Togo, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, and Vietnam. Countries of Concern: Madagascar, Democratic Republic of the Congo, and Laos.)



Wildlife Trafficking Task Force
Some major actions taken under the National Strategy 
include:

• A near total ban on elephant ivory trade; 

• A comparable Chinese ivory trade ban;

• Domestic and international demand reduction 
campaigns;

• Law Enforcement, prosecution and judicial training 
and capacity building;

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The Task Force's work to combat wildlife trafficking is making a difference on the ground, at home and worldwide. Since 2014, the U.S. government has dedicated more than $250 million to combat wildlife trafficking globally. This funding has been directed at the local, bilateral, regional, and multilateral levels. Just some of the actions taken under the National Strategy include a series of administrative actions to impose a near total ban on ivory trade; a similar action by China to match the U.S. effort; domestic and international demand reduction campaigns; and extensive international capacity-building programs,training more than 3,000 people in more than 40 countries in 2016, to improve our international law enforcement partners' ability to fight wildlife crime.



Wildlife Trafficking Task Force
Some major actions taken under the National Strategy 
include:

• Stationing wildlife law enforcement attachés;

• Conducting long-term, covert investigations to 
address organized criminal enterprises;

• ARREST;

• Developing new technologies and partnerships.

Presenter
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We have stationed seven wildlife law enforcement attaches in key countries around the world and conducted highly successful and publicized long-term covert investigations to address organized criminal enterprises.In its final year, USAID’s ARREST Program, Asia's Regional Response to Endangered Species Trafficking, supported 94 law enforcement actions and included seizures that resulted in the arrest of at least 182 suspected wildlife criminals and seized $3.7 million in contraband, including 23,270 live animals, 3,761 carcasses, and 7,565 kg of wildlife products. Over five years, the ARREST program trained 2,300 officers from 14 countries across Asia and contributed to more than 1,300 arrests and at least $150 million in criminal assets seized.We developed partnerships with other governments, industries and organizations to amplify our efforts to protect wildlife and the habitat on which they depend, to increase patrolling effectiveness, to interdict illegally traded wildlife, to go after wildlife trafficking kingpins, and to educate consumers and change the consumptive behavior that is the lifeblood of poachers and wildlife traffickers.  We expanded sniffer dog programs, introduced new technologies to detect and identify illegal wildlife, and to reach and recruit allies in the global fight to combat wildlife trafficking.This is just a snapshot of the myriad efforts undertaken and ongoing to combat wildlife trafficking across the trade chain.  I would encourage you to review the National Strategy, Implementation Plan, Annual Reports and END Wildlife Trafficking Act to see all that we are doing to move the needle on this critical conservation issue.



Conclusions and Next Steps

• A whole-of-government approach bringing all relevant 
tools to bear.

• Addressing all parts of the trade chain.

• Implementing the END Wildlife Trafficking Act.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We need to continue to commit to a whole-of-government approach to bring all the relevant tools to bear and to match our effort to the increasing sophistication of the world’s wildlife traffickers.  We need to address all parts of the trade chain, protecting habitat, stopping poachers, arresting middlemen and the kingpins they supply, and changing behavior in consumer countries.  We need to create incentives for local people who live with and can benefit from the wildlife around them.And we need to fully implement the END Wildlife Trafficking Act, which is a mechanism for identifying the current hotspots and bringing resources to bear to address wildlife trafficking where it matters most.We look forward to hearing your thoughts on how we can continue this momentum and continue to strengthen U.S. efforts to combat wildlife trafficking at home and abroad.



 
 International Wildlife Conservation Council 

Meeting Minutes 
March 16, 2018 

 
 NOTE: Draft/unedited transcription of the meeting recording, presentations, written public 
comment, and other meeting materials can be found on the IWCC’s Federal Advisory 
Committee Database Page, at: 
https://www.facadatabase.gov/committee/meetingdocuments.aspx?flr=155489&cid=2636 
 
The  International Wildlife Conservation Council (Council) convened for a meeting at 
10:15am March 16 at the Main Interior Building in Washington, D.C. In accordance with the 
provisions of Public Law 92-463, the meeting was open to the public throughout the meeting’s 
duration. 
 
Council members present: Paul Babaz, Bill Brewster, Ivan Carter, Steven Chancellor, Jenifer 
Chatfield DVM Dipl. ACZM, Cameron Hanes, Peter Horn, Chris Hudson, Mike Ingram, John 
Jackson, Gary Kania, Terry Maple, Keith Mark, Olivia Opre, Erica Rhoad, Denise Welker. Ex 
officio representation included, Greg Sheehan (USFWS), and Rowena Watson (Department of 
State).  
 
Designated Federal Officer (DFO) for Council: 
Joshua Winchell, USFWS 
  
Attendees:.  
Jani Actman, Teki Akuetteh, Eric Alvarez, Michael Biesecker, Daphne Carlson Bremer, Emily 
Cochrane, Michael Doyle, Kate Dylewsky, Stephanie Ebbs, Anna Frostic, Sara Ganim, Joe 
Goergen, Edward Grace, Miranda Green, Noah Greenwald, Deb Hahn, Mark Hofberg, Craig 
Hoover, David Hubbard, Lisa Jones, Masha Kalinina, Bill Kitchen, Julie Kluck, Deb Kornblut, 
Stephanie Kurose, Peter LaFontaine, Sarah Lessard, Rachel Mathews, Stephanie Mencimer, 
Marshall Myers, Emma Nelson, Katarzyna Nowak, Steve Olson, Richard Parsons, Jennifer 
Place, Keisha Sedlacek, Anna Seidman, Alejandra Seminaro, Gavin Shire, Carter Stratton, 
Frank Vitello, Heidi Vogt, Greg Wallace 
 
Meeting was called to order by FWS Principal Deputy Director Greg Sheehan at 10:15am. 
  
Presentations: 

● Introduction: Welcome and introductory remarks were provided from U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service Principal Deputy Director Greg Sheehan. Sheehan outlined the day’s 
agenda, a description of the IWCC’s role and responsibilities, introduced USFWS staff at 
the meeting, and asked each IWCC member to introduce themselves.  

● Presentation: USFWS International Wildlife Conservation Program (Craig Hoover, 
USFWS). Hoover provided slide presentation on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s 
International Wildlife Conservation Program. Hoover outlined the FWS authorities and 
resources that help to conserve international wildlife, including Convention on 
International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES). David 
Hubbard (USFWS) provided background on the role of the FWS Office of Law 

 
1 



 
 International Wildlife Conservation Council 

Meeting Minutes 
March 16, 2018 

Enforcement in international wildlife conservation. Hoover and Hubbard responded to 
clarifying questions from Council members including: grant program funding for 
international conservation, and revenue generated from international trophy hunting 
programs. 

● Presentation: Combating Wildlife Trafficking (Hoover and Hubbard). Hoover provided a 
slide presentation on the threat wildlife tracking has on conservation of domestic and 
international species. critical conservation issue with a focus on the END Wildlife 
Trafficking Act implementation.  

  
Public Comment 

● Masha Kalinina (Humane Society International) - Offered comments on behalf of 
Humane Society International, Humane Society of the United States, and the Humane 
Society Legislative Fund (written comment providing more detail and context for her oral 
comments were also submitted for the meeting). Kalinina called into question the need 
for the IWCC, the qualifications of its membership, and highlighted the need for 
additional funding for the USFWS International Affairs conservation programs. 

● Bill Kitchen - Offered comments opposing trophy hunting and questioning whether the 
activity supports wildlife conservation. 

● Peter LaFontaine (International Fund for Animal Welfare) - Offered comments on behalf 
of International Fund for Animal Welfare, Animal Welfare Institute, Born Free USA, and 
Defenders of Wildlife (written comment providing more detail and context for his oral 
comments were also submitted for the meeting). LaFontaine urged the council to push 
for prioritization of funding for the nation’s international conservation and anti-wildlife 
trafficking programs. LaFontaine also called into question the need for the IWCC and the 
qualifications of its membership. 

● Anna Seidman (Safari Club International) - Offered comments on behalf of Safari Club 
International. Seidman highlighted the importance of hearing and learning from 
range-states and the local/impacted communities regarding their needs/desires for 
wildlife conservation and sustainable use management. Seidman suggested that the 
council should reach out to individuals from these (African) communities and hear 
directly from them to better inform their discussion. 

  
 
 Council Discussion and Actions 
After public comment, the council discussed election of chairs and establishment of committees: 

● Election of Chairs: Bill Brewster and Jenifer Chatfield were nominated and approved 
unanimously to serve as Chair and Vice-Chair, respectively, for the Council. 

● Establishment of Committees: The Council established three committees, selected 
chairs and members for each: 

○ Policy - Chair, Chris Hudson; Members - Paul Babaz, Bill Brewster, Jennifer 
Chatfield, John Jackson, Gary Kania, Keith Mark, Erica Rhoad 
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○ Conservation - Chair, Denise Welker; Members - Paul Babaz, Ivan Carter, 
Steven Chancellor, Jenifer Chatfield, Peter Horn, Chris Hudson, Mike Ingram, 
John Jackson, Terry Maple, Olivia Opre 

○ Enforcement/Trafficking- Supporting Communities - Chair, Ivan Carter; Members 
- Bill Brewster, Steven Chancellor, Cameron Hanes, Peter Horn, Mike Ingram, 
Terry Maple, Keith Mark, Olivia Opre, Erica Rhoad, Denise Welker 

● Timing and Structure for Next Meeting: The council discussed the possibility of 
scheduling its next meeting summer 2018, with a focus on hearing perspectives from 
Africa (range-states). Chair Brewster requested members provide their schedules and 
suggestions for possible speakers. 

 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting adjourned at 3:30pm on March 16. 
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November 24, 2017 

 

Via Federal eRulemaking Portal Docket ID No. FWS-HQ-R-2017-N118 

Joshua Winchell 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

National Wildlife Refuge System 

5275 Leesburg Pike 

Falls Church, VA 22041–3803 

 

--via email: joshua_winchell@fws.gov 

 

Re: Comments on the notice of Department of the Interior “International Wildlife 

Conservation Council Establishment”, Docket No. FWS-HQ-R-2017-N118; Federal 

Register Vol. 82, No. 215, 51857 (November 8, 2017) 

 

Dear Mr. Winchell, 

 

We write on behalf of the millions of members and supporters of the African Wildlife Foundation 

(AWF), Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS), World Wildlife Fund (WWF), and the International 

Rhino Foundation (IRF), in response to the notice of Department of the Interior, “International 

Wildlife Conservation Council Establishment”, as published as a Notice in the Federal Register, 

Vol. 82, No. 215, on November 3, 2017. In that Notice, the public was invited to submit 

comments on the establishment of the International Wildlife Conservation Council (IWCC). The 

undersigned organizations therefore submit the following comments.  

 

The organizations responding to this notice were honored to have had four senior staff as 

members of the Advisory Council on Wildlife Trafficking, which is now no longer active but 

provides useful lessons learned on the way forward. We believe that the newly proposed 

Council would be most effective if its members represent a broad, diverse perspective on 

wildlife conservation, along with gender and cultural diversity.  

 

Our organizations note that the mission of the proposed IWCC, as stated in the Federal 

Register, is overly narrow, with a disproportionately heavy bias in support of international trophy 

hunting programs. We recognize that there are hunting programs in a limited number of 

countries that are science-based, well-managed, and provide sustainable benefits for both 

wildlife populations and local communities. However, many countries face multiple challenges in 

this regard and wildlife hunting policies are not yet at that level. Further, any recommendations 

with regard to trophy hunting must not exacerbate the ongoing international poaching and 

wildlife trafficking crisis. 

                                                        

mailto:joshua_winchell@fws.gov


 

 

We strongly suggest that any such Council look more broadly at a wide range of conservation 

management strategies, and evaluate how the U.S. Government can work to enhance wildlife 

conservation across the globe, particularly of threatened and endangered species, without 

necessarily focusing on a single management strategy such as trophy hunting.  

 

Our group is concerned that the mandate of the proposed Council, as stated in the Federal 

Register, appears to pre-determine the outcome of discussions and public input. We are 

particularly concerned that the proposed mandate appears to pre-ordain that regulatory or 

legislative changes are needed, that regulatory duplications exist, or that the listing of foreign 

species on the Endangered Species Act should change. We believe that any such Council must 

be open and transparent, and open to public and expert input, without prejudice to the final 

outcome of deliberations.  

 

Collectively, we believe that a Council focused on the conservation of wildlife must: 

1) Be broadened to discuss the full range of opportunities for the U.S. Government to 

benefit wildlife conservation abroad and not limit its mission to hunting; 

2) Be more global in nature and include a broader geography than those countries with 

trophy hunting programs, and include a wide range of countries with different 

approaches to wildlife management, in Africa, Asia, Latin America, the Caribbean, and in 

both terrestrial and marine environments;  

3) Address multiple threats to wildlife conservation and potential solutions, including: 

poaching and wildlife trafficking (in line with President Trump’s Executive Order on 

Enforcing Federal Law with Respect to Transnational Criminal Organizations and 

Preventing International Trafficking), protected area establishment and management; 

human/wildlife conflict; habitat loss and degradation; and disease transmission; 

4) Consider both consumptive and non-consumptive uses of wildlife, and how the U.S. 

Government and citizens can engage; 

5) Be comprised of at least 50% of its members representing international conservation 

organizations with field programs in multiple countries; 

6) Exclude stakeholders with a direct commercial interest in loosening regulations around 

hunting and the importation of hunting trophies; and 

7) Exclude any representation of the firearms and ammunition manufacturing industry, as 

this is not a constituency that is directly involved in conservation.  

 

Thank you very much for your consideration. If the above changes are made, our respective 

groups would consider submitting appropriate candidates for the IWCC.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Susan Lieberman, Ph.D.    Ginette Hemley 

Vice President, International Policy   Senior Vice President, Wildlife Conservation 

Wildlife Conservation Society    World Wildlife Fund 

 

Jeff Chrisfield       Susie Ellis, PhD,    

Chief Operating Officer    Executive Director 

African Wildlife Foundation    International Rhino Foundation 
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