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SAGA SNIPPETS 

Court Cases Update 

The court cases concerning  

expired licences have been set 

down for hearing on the 25th and 

26th April 2017, and all three  

applications will be heard at the 

same time. 

 

The main applicants are SA Hunt-

ers and Game Conservation Asso-

ciation (SAHGCA); with the South 

African Arms and Ammunition 

Dealers Association (SAAADA) 

and Fidelity applications now also 

being heard at the same time, by 

the same judges. 

 

SA Hunters filed its heads of argu-

ment on the 24th February 2017, 

while SAGA and the State filed its 

heads of argument on the 17th 

March 2017, and we are waiting 

on GFSA to file their heads of  

argument on the 31st March 2017. 

All the parties filed a joint practice 

note on the 22nd March 2017, set-

ting out the basic issues in dispute 

as well as other issues of a tech-

nical nature. 

 

SAGA’s main function as Amicus 

Curiae is to advise the court and 

assist the court in reaching a just 

and equitable decision. SAGA has 

focused its argument on Section 

33 of the Constitution read with 

the Promotion of Administrative 

Justice Act, and the way that SAPS 

should reasonably and fairly  

apply Section 24, read with  

Section 27 and 28. 

 

SAGA will continue to keep its 

members up to date concerning 

this very important issue. As court 

cases are always expensive, if any 

member wishes to donate funds to 

the legal war chest, such dona-

tions would always be welcome. 

Please contact the office for bank-

ing details. 

HuntEx : 27 April to 1 May 2017 

SAGA is proud to announce that 

we will once again be exhibiting 

at this year’s HuntEx. You will find 

us at stand  251 in Hall 2. 

 

Please pop by to renew your 

membership, get a friend to join, 

chat about firearm matters and 

take the opportunity to see and 

buy our insignia items. 

HuntEx is an international  

consumer exhibition catering for 

hunters, sportshooters, game farm 

owners and game breeders,  

people with personal and defen-

sive protection requirements,  

outdoorsmen, anglers, security 

and trade professionals. The expo 

offers a full immersion experience 

with demonstrations and informa-

tive talks by experts.  

Dates: 
Thursday 27 April 2017 -VIPs only 

Friday 28 April to Monday 1 May 

2017  

Venue: 
Gallagher Convention Centre 

19 Richards Drive, Midrand 

Times: 
Thursday - VIP Day: 10:00 - 17:00 

Friday: 09:00 - 16:00 

Saturday: 08:00 - 16:00 

Sunday: 09:00 - 16:00 

Monday: 09:00 - 15:00 

For more information on HuntEx 

please refer to: www.huntex.net/ 
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https://www.nraila.org/

articles/20170317/are-ear-plugs-

better-than-a-suppressor 

 

Friday, March 17, 2017  

 

On March 13, the gun control 

group, Americans for Responsible 

Solutions, posted a tweet claim-

ing:  “FACT:  Silencers do not pro-

tect your hearing.”  An infograph-

ic accompanied the tweet with the 

additional claim “You know what 

protects your ears better than a 

silencer? Ear plugs.”  

 

For an organization with 

“Responsible” in its name, ARS 

clearly has no concern over  

responsible reporting of “facts.”  

For starters, firearm suppressors 

without question protect the hear-

ing of shooters and hunters.  You 

don’t have to take our word for it; 

according to the Center for Dis-

ease Control (who isn’t known for 

being particularly friendly to fire-

arm owners) “The only potentially 

effective noise control method to 

reduce students’ or instructors’ 

noise exposure from gunfire is 

through the use of noise suppres-

sors that can be attached to the 

end of the gun barrel.”   

 

This conclusion from CDC is un-

surprising to anyone who has, 

unlike ARS, actually used a fire-

arm equipped with a suppressor.  

Firearm suppressors reduce the 

report of a firearm by about 20-35 

decibels, and, unlike other forms 

of hearing protection, are not sus-

ceptible to user error that sub-

stantially limits their effectiveness. 

 

Many people do not realize that 

ear plugs (and ear muffs) must be 

used correctly in order to achieve 

their stated Noise Reduction Rat-

ing (“NRR”).  ARS’s Twitter graph-

ic, which was meant to show the 

superiority of earplugs compared 

to suppressors, is a perfect illus-

tration of the improper way to use 

earplugs and the reason that many 

people still receive hearing dam-

age while using earplugs.   

 

The NRR for hearing protectors is 

based on laboratory testing, but 

the National Institute for Occupa-

tional Safety and Health has found 

that these ratings are likely unre-

alistic for real world use.  To ac-

count for this difference, NIOSH 

has developed a “derating” for-

mula.  “NIOSH recommends de-

rating the NRR by a multiplicative 

factor of 75% for earmuffs, 50% 

for slow-recovery foam earplugs 

and custom earplugs, and 30% for 

all other earplugs. This variable 

derating scheme considers the 

real world performance of most 

different types of hearing protec-

tor.” 

 

While foam earplugs with an NRR 

of 32 might seem to perform simi-

larly to a suppressor, using the 

NIOSH formula gives earplugs a 

real world expected NRR of only 

16, which makes them unsuitable 

for use alone with all but the quiet-

est unsuppressed firearms.   

 

Misinformation on suppressors 

seems to be running rampant at 

ARS.  The same day that ARS post-

ed the inaccurate tweets, their 

senior policy advisor, David 

Chapman, was quoted as saying 

“Anyone who has worked in law 

enforcement for as long as I have 

will tell you that silencers were 

not designed to protect hearing, 

they were designed to make it 

difficult for people to identify the 

sound of gunfire and locate active 

shooters.” 

 

Unfortunately for Mr. Chapman, 

Hiram Percy Maxim, the designer 

of the firearm suppressor, made 

his design intent perfectly clear.  

Maxim wrote “The Maxim Silencer 

was developed to meet my per-

sonal desire to enjoy target prac-

tice without creating a disturb-

ance . . . I have always loved to 

shoot, but I never thoroughly en-

joyed it when I knew that the noise 

was annoying other people. It 

occurred to me one day that there 

was no need for the noise. Why 

not do away with it and shoot qui-

etly?” 

 

This quote from Maxim also points 

out one of the biggest benefits of 

suppressors over other hearing 

protectors; they reduce sound at 

the source instead of relying on 

every person within earshot using 

earplugs or muffs.  As Maxim 

pointed out, in addition to acting 

as hearing protection, suppres-

sors reduce noise pollution gener-

ally and make shooting a more 

neighborly endeavor.   

 

To answer the question posed in 

the title, no, earplugs are not bet-

ter than a suppressor.  While they 

may appear to offer similar 

amounts of noise reduction, sup-

pressors aren’t susceptible to im-

perfect application like other 

hearing protectors.  Suppressors 

also reduce sound at the source, 

allow hunters and shooters to be 

safer by maintaining their situa-

tional awareness, and reduce per-

ceived recoil and muzzle blast. 

SAGA SNIPPETS 

Watch this space ...for more interesting firearm snippets 
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https://www.nraila.org/

articles/20170324/more-firearms-

more-firearms-owners-fewer-fatal-

accidents 

 

 

Friday, March 24, 2017 

 

The National Safety Council  

released the 2017 edition of its 

annual Injury Facts report this 

week, and it contains welcome 

news about firearm safety.  

 

The number of fatal firearms  

accidents dropped to the lowest 

point ever (since 1903, when the 

data was first tracked).  There 

were 489 total fatal firearm acci-

dents nationwide – a 17%  

decrease from 2014. As a percent 

of the total number of fatal acci-

dents, firearms accident rank very 

low: just 0.3% of all fatal accidents 

involved a firearm.  

 

Comparing the odds between the 

types of fatal accidents can help 

put these numbers into context, 

and the National Safety Council 

puts fatal injury data in this format 

to make comparisons easier. The 

odds of a fatal firearms accident 

are 1 in 6,905.  

million NICS checks were con-

ducted in 2015. Background 

checks don’t have a one-to-one 

correlation with firearms purchas-

es, so we don’t know for sure how 

many more guns were bought in 

2015 than previous years…. but 

we do know that the number of 

American gun owners was on the 

rise.  

 

PEW Research Center reported a 

five-point increase in the percent-

age of American households with 

a firearm between mid-2015 and 

mid-2016. Fox News reported on a 

host of other surveys with similar 

findings.  

 

So, in 2015 we had more back-

ground checks conducted AND 

more Americans exercising their 

Second Amendment rights AND a 

record low number of fatal fire-

arms accidents. The safety efforts 

of the NRA, our partners and allies 

supporting the Second Amend-

ment, and, most of all, responsi-

ble, law-abiding American fire-

arm owners made the record-

setting safety of 2015 possible. 

You are more likely to be killed 

by: 

 

Poisoning (1 in 96) 

A motor vehicle crash (1 in 114) 

A fall (1 in 127) 

Drowning (1 in 1,188) 

A bicycle crash (1 in 4,486) 

 

What makes the record low num-

ber of fatal firearms accidents 

even more noteworthy is that it 

came at a time when the number 

of firearms in the country was sky-

rocketing. The year 2015 saw the 

most background checks ever 

conducted in a single year until 

that point (the number was sur-

passed in 2016).  More than 23 
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by Frank Miniter 

Thursday, 16 March 2017 

 

Some trophy poachers shock you 

with their chutzpah. Matthew Al-

wine, the former host of the cable 

TV hunting show “Trophy State of 

Mind,” is such a poacher. He …. 

was convicted and fined $12,215 

for trespassing and poaching deer 

and elk in Montana’s Crazy Moun-

tains from 2010 to 2014—$8,000 of 

his fine was for poaching a trophy-

sized whitetail buck. In addition to 

the fines, Alwine was banned for 

four years from hunting, fishing 

and trapping in Montana and the 

44 other states that have recipro-

cal agreements in the Interstate 

Wildlife Violator Compact. 

 

The first thing you notice as you 

look over crime-scene photos 

from trophy-poacher cases—well, 

after running your eyes up and 

down all the inches of antler—is 

these guys all sport garish grins, 

which makes you wonder if these 

poachers think they committed 

perfect crimes or something. If so, 

why are they posting photograph-

ic evidence on social media?... 

 

You want to hear that these poach-

ers are going to pay. Some are, 

big time. But often, their fines are 

inconsistent from state to state. 

Sure, it’s a lot better than it was 

before Randal Francis, a then 35-

year-old resident of Lakewood, 

Colo., poached a big and very-

well-known bull named 

“Samson” ... in 1995. The punish-

ment for Francis’ crime was so 

light it started a movement. 

 

Trophy poachers shouldn’t be 

treated as people who want some 

venison steaks for their starving 

children. Modern trophy poachers 

often leave the meat behind. They 

just take the heads. They are rap-

ing a resource for which law-

abiding hunters pay. 

 

To make trophy poachers pay 

fines commensurate with their 

crimes, Colorado passed the 

“Samson Law.” Today a poached 

6x6 bull elk carries a $10,000 fine. 

A bighorn sheep with a horn 

length of at least one-half curl 

costs a poacher $25,000. Poaching 

other trophy-sized big-game car-

ries fines. This idea has spread.  

A lot of other states have since 

begun using the Boone and 

Crockett Club’s (B&C) scoring 

system to calculate values of 

poached game—the bigger the 

antlers, the bigger the fines. But 

no one really has a handle on what 

system works best to stop trophy 

poachers. So B&C decided to 

help. “The states that use some 

form of the B&C’s scoring system 

to tabulate fines include Colorado, 

Idaho, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, 

Maryland, Montana, Ohio, Penn-

sylvania, South Dakota and Tex-

as,” said Keith Balfourd, B&C’s 

director of marketing. “Other 

states have other systems to as-

sess fines on poachers who kill 

trophy-sized game.” 

 

Leupold & Stevens has stepped in 

to help fund the initiative, which 

enabled B&C to hire an independ-

ent researcher, Vickie Edwards, a 

B&C official measurer and former 

wildlife biologist with Montana 

Fish, Wildlife and Parks. She has 

extensive experience working 

with enforcement officers who 

prosecute poachers. Ultimately, 

the data she gathers will identify 

what is working in the fight to stop 

trophy poaching. B&C will then 

help states improve their laws or 

pass new laws to make poachers 

pay and thereby protect our wild-

life resources. 

 

...The problem they are trying to 

solve also extends to public rela-

tions. “After news broke about an 

American hunter in Zimbabwe 

killing Cecil the lion, hunters got a 

bad rap,” Balfourd says. “A lot of 

reporters who called me actually 

asked what the difference is be-

tween a ‘hunter’ and a ‘poacher.’ 

They really didn’t know. They 

didn’t understand that the vast 

majority of hunters are good, law-

abiding people who cherish the 

resources they utilize. They didn’t 

realize that hunters are proud that 

their dollars pay for conservation. 

To fix this, hunters need to loudly 

make this distinction. Part of doing 

that is making sure that the few 

criminals out there pay.” 

 

The public also needs to know that 

trophy hunting, when done legal-

ly, is good for the environment. 

When there are big, trophy-sized 

animals in a herd, we know that 

game population is healthy, which 

means the habitat is healthy. A 

hunter’s ambition to shoot a rec-

ord-book head, therefore, when 

managed appropriately by wild-

life biologists, is a good thing for 

the environment. 

Still, with these well-managed 

wildlife resources out there, a few 

people can’t resist turning out-

law…. 

There are so many trophy-

poacher cases it almost feels un-

fair to name the few called out 

here—they all deserve public 

shaming. We are doing this to 

highlight the problem, as hunters 

have the most to lose. Hunters are 

also the ones paying for conserva-

tion and who, typically, do the 

most to stop game thieves. 

 

Extracted from: 

https://www.americanhunter.org/

articles/2017/3/16/making-trophy-

poachers-pay/?

utm_source=newsletter&utm_medi

um=insider&utm_campaign=0317 
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by Daniel McElrath 

 

Sunday, March 19, 2017 

 

Myth 1: The NRA represents 

gun manufacturers. 
 

One of the most pervasive myths 

about NRA is that it represents 

firearm manufacturers. It doesn't. 

It represents firearm owners.  

Firearm manufacturers are repre-

sented by the National Shooting 

Sports Foundation. Yes, manufac-

turers often contribute money to 

the Association or raffle/contest 

prizes to one of its many pro-

grams, but NRA—at its heart—is a 

non-profit civil rights organiza-

tion. As for firearms manufactur-

ers, their size and cash reserves 

are grossly overestimated by 

those who oppose gun rights. A 

firearm is an extremely durable 

product with a very long service 

life, and is a big-ticket item for 

most consumers, limiting sales. 

Unless a firearm manufacturer is 

also a defense or law-enforcement 

contractor with domestic and/or 

foreign government contracts, it is 

typically a small operation;  

certainly nowhere near being a 

Fortune 500 company. 

 

Myth 2: The NRA's power rests 

in how much money it gives out 

to candidates. 
 

Many gun-control advocates seem 

to have trouble believing that 

someone would disagree with 

them on a subject like gun control 

and that, if someone does, it must 

be the result of greed. The truth is 

that the NRA's power comes not 

from distributing cash, but from 

producing votes. NRA members 

are politically informed and  

engaged, and vote in extremely 

high numbers. Moreover, many 

are single-issue voters who have 

arrived at the understanding that 

their opinions on any other sub-

ject are potentially moot without 

the Second Amendment backing 

them up. 

 

Myth 3: The NRA's influence is 

grossly disproportionate to its 

membership numbers. 
 

This miscalculation is based on 

the actual number of paid NRA 

memberships. It fails to consider 

the practical realities of non-profit 

advocacy. Not every family can 

afford separate memberships for 

each member of the family. Many 

households have only one 

"official" member, but everyone in 

the home reads the NRA Official 

Journal and supports the Associa-

tion in spirit. During times of  

economic hardship, organization 

memberships are often viewed as 

a luxury and are voluntarily sus-

pended by annual members until 

things improve. Further, when the 

political situation is "good" for gun 

owners (for example, when there 

is a pro-gun administration in 

Washington), gun owners feel safe 

and often allow their member-

ships to lapse. And, of course, 

some people just aren't "joiners." 

They believe in the Right to Keep 

and Bear Arms but, for whatever 

reason, don't formally join  

advocacy organizations, though 

they vote in support of the Second 

Amendment. So, while NRA may 

have "only" 5 million members, 

each of those represents many 

like-minded folks who turn out 

come Election Day and cast votes 

in preservation of their rights. 

Myth 4: Polls show that most 

Americans disagree with NRA 

and want more gun control. 
 

The mainstream press often cites 

polls showing Americans support 

gun control. Don't believe them. 

First, you have to know how the 

poll was conducted and how  

questions were posed. If asked, 

simply "Are you in favor of gun 

control?" a person on the street 

may say yes. However, if you pose 

the question "Do you favor more 

gun control legislation or the en-

forcement of existing laws?" that 

same person may favor the latter. 

 

We also must consider whether 

we really want Constitutional 

rights determined via polling. The 

Bill of Rights protects the indiv-

idual from "the tyranny of the ma-

jority." The Second Amendment 

doesn't say "Good poll numbers 

being essential to good public 

policy, the right of the people ... ." 

Are we forbidden from practicing 

a certain religion because it's not 

trending well? Do we give up the 

right to read a good book because 

it's fallen into disfavor among the 

majority? 

 

 

https://www.nrafamily.org/

articles/2017/3/19/4-common-

myths-about-the-nrabusted/?

utm_source=newsletter&utm_medi

um=insider&utm_campaign=0317 


