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SAGA SNIPPETS 

HuntEx : 27 April to 1 May 2017 

Just a reminder that SAGA will 

once again be exhibiting at  

HuntEx, Gauteng. You will find us 

in the same place as last year, at 

stand  251 in Hall 2. 

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 

We will be processing member-

ships there and then, so stop by to 

check your membership, get a 

friend to join, chat about firearm 

matters and take the opportunity 

to see and buy our insignia items. 

For more information on HuntEx 

please refer to: www.huntex.net/ 

Please note that the office will be 

closed from 13:00 on Tuesday 25 

April until 9:00 on Wednesday 3 

May as the staff will be  travelling 

to and from HuntEx. 

Firearm Matters 

Western Cape Raids 

SAGA is pleased to advise that the 

raids on Western Cape gun own-

ers with expired firearm licences 

has been halted. 

See our website www.saga.org.za 

for the releases advising gun own-

ers of the raids, and then follow-

ing up with a release about the 

hating of the raids. 

 

 

 

 

 

Court Case 

The court cases about licences 

will be heard in the Pretoria High 

Court on 25 and 26 April 2017. 

SAGA will be present as Amicus 

Curiae and will report back to 

members with feedback as soon 

as we can. 

You can show your support by 

ensuring your SAGA membership 

is kept up to date; getting a fellow 

gun owner who is not yet a mem-

ber to join SAGA; and to make 

sure you practice safe and  

responsible gun ownership at  

all times. 
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https://www.nraila.org/

articles/20170310/decades-after-

firearm-confiscation-australia-

announces-new-amnesty-program 

 

Friday, March 10, 2017 

In a tacit admission that criminals 

and scofflaws have had little  

trouble circumventing Australia’s 

National Firearms Agreement 

(NFA) and the government’s  

confiscation effort, Australian  

officials have set a date for anoth-

er firearms amnesty program. The 

program is set to begin in July and 

last for three months. Despite  

offering no compensation for  

surrendered firearms, govern-

ment officials hope that the plan 

will net 260,000 of an estimated 

600,000 illegally possessed guns. 

In 1996, following a high-profile 

shooting in Port Arthur, Tasmania, 

Australia’s states and territories 

adopted the federal NFA. The 

agreement set up stringent licens-

ing requirements to possess fire-

arms, requiring license applicants 

provide a “genuine reason” for 

owning a firearm; the agreement 

made clear that personal protec-

tion was not a genuine reason. The 

measure also targeted several 

types of commonly-owned fire-

arms, and included a near total 

ban on civilian ownership of semi-

automatic rifles and semi-auto-

matic and pump-action shotguns. 

To coincide with the new  

restrictions, the government 

|provided a firearms amnesty and 

compensation program. Through 

a massive public education 

|campaign, gun owners were 

warned that they were required to 

turn their newly-prohibited fire-

arms over to the government for a 

set price. Incorrectly called a 

“buy-back” by some U.S. politi-

cians, as the NFA did not grand-

father the possession of firearms 

owned prior to the new  

restrictions, the ban and amnesty 

amounted to gun confiscation. 

In announcing the new federal 

amnesty program, Justice Minister 

Michael Keenan told the Sunday 

Mail, “This is the first Australia 

wide gun amnesty since 1996, 

when the Howard government 

took action following the devasta-

tion of the Port Arthur Massacre,” 

but acknowledged, “there have 

been state-based amnesties over 

that time.” 

In fact, according to research  

conducted by University of  

Sydney Professor Philip Alpers, 

from 1987 to 2015, there were 41 

(38 state and 3 federal) firearm 

amnesties of various durations in 

Australia. Alpers calculated the 

total number of firearms turned in 

to various authorities over this 

period at roughly 1.1 million. 

Implementation of yet another 

amnesty is a broad acknowledge-

ment of the futility of Australia’s 

gun control regime and amnesty 

programs. Further, more sophisti-

cated analyses have also revealed 

the ineffectiveness of the  

country’s previous turn-in efforts. 

In 2013, the U.S. Department of 

Justice’s National Institute of  

Justice reviewed the available 

research on Australia’s NFA fire-

arm confiscation program and 

issued a memorandum that  

concluded that the effort had no 

effect on crime generally. In  

coming to this determination, the 

memorandum cited work from 

University of Maryland Professor 

Peter Reuter and Jenny Mouzos, 

aptly titled, “Australia: A Massive 

Buyback of Low-Risk Guns.” The 

NIJ memo made clear that the  

researchers “found no effect on 

crime.” 

Given that turn-in programs do 

not reduce crime, some might 

wonder why Australia would once 

again embark on such a pointless 

endeavor. However, Keenan was 

kind enough to provide the  

Sunday Mail with the govern-

ment’s rationale, explaining, “This 

is as much about giving a family a 

chance to get rid of an old heir-

loom as it is about getting rid of 

guns off our streets.” 

With refreshing candor, the Aus-

tralian government has admitted 

that its intent with the new  

amnesty is to disarm the other-

wise law-abiding who are not in 

total compliance with Australia’s 

onerous gun control regime. This 

pursuit of unregistered heirlooms 

and family keepsakes will no 

doubt have an effect on violent 

crime similar to that of previous 

amnesties; none. 

SAGA SNIPPETS 

Watch this space ...for more interesting firearm snippets 
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Rotary International Gives the 

Boot to Gun Owners, Cites 

“Reputation Risk” In New Fire-

arms Ban 

Extracted from: https://

www.nraila.org/articles/20170331/

rotary-international-gives-the-boot

-to-gun-owners-cites-reputation-

risk-in-new-firearms-ban 

 

Friday, March 31, 2017 

Anger is mounting over an anti-

gun policy adopted in January by 

the international service and net-

working organization, Rotary In-

ternational (RI). 

A letter announcing the rules, set 

to take effect in on July 1, claimed 

they were a response to “a lack of 

clarity around RI’s policy … when 

participating in activities involv-

ing guns, weapons, and other ar-

maments, and when interacting 

with gun companies, including for 

sponsorship purposes.” 

 

The new rules – codified in Chap-

ter II, Article 2, Section 2.100 of 

Rotary Code of Policies – unfortu-

nately feature their own ambigui-

ties and contradictions. 

But one thing is clear: Those who 

prize America’s Second Amend-

ment right to keep and bear arms, 

or who simply appreciate the 

many benefits of owning firearms, 

are no longer welcomed within 

the group’s ranks. 

 

The new policy bans any Rotary 

entity – including clubs and dis-

tricts – from selling, raffling, or 

transferring firearms. It also bans 

these entities from participating in 

activities where any sort of fire-

arm raffle or other transfer occurs, 

whether or not Rotary is the owner 

of the items. Rotary entities are 

also prohibited from sponsoring 

or conducting gun shows or other 

exhibitions involving guns.  

The new policy even bans Rotary 

entities from “accept[ing] spon-

se harm to the group’s reputation 

or standing. It also suggests that 

sponsorship by firearm compa-

nies is inconsistent with Rotary’s 

mission. 

 

The decision itself, according to 

the document, was made by RI’s 

19-member Board of Directors, 

four of whom are U.S. citizens, and 

all of whom were elected by RI’s 

membership. It acknowledges 

that RI’s constituent clubs were 

not involved in the decision, but 

claims that the board has the 

“basic responsibilit[y]” for RI’s 

“name and reputation.” ….. 

 

We certainly hope that RI will  

revisit this unnecessary and ill-

conceived policy, which threatens 

to create a rift between members 

of an organization that claims to 

be devoted to the common 

good.  It’s hard to imagine the 1.2 

million members and 35,000+ 

affiliated clubs of which RI boasts 

have a monolithic approach to 

firearms.  

Of course, RI is within its rights to 

enact the new policy. And its 

many members in the U.S. and 

elsewhere where firearm owner-

ship is common and respected are 

just as clearly within their rights to 

channel their philanthropy and 

civic engagement into other 

groups. Some who oppose the RI 

board’s anti-gun stance may even 

wish to consider supporting 

groups that actively promote  

responsible firearm ownership, 

America’s constitutional values, 

and the basic human right of self-

defense. 

sorship from any entity whose 

primary business is the sale or 

manufacturer of guns, weapons or 

other armaments.” The policy 

manual goes on to classify such 

items as “addictive or harmful 

products and activities.”  

 

While the policy does not go so 

far as to completely ban Rotary 

events involving sport shooting or 

other handling of firearms, it does 

state: “In no instance shall any of 

the Rotary Marks be used in any 

visual that includes guns, weap-

ons or other armaments.” Further, 

“The Rotary Marks may not be 

used in combination with the 

name or logo of any entity whose 

primary business is the sale or 

manufacture of guns, weapons or 

other armaments.” 

 

Some have pointed out the hypoc-

risy of the “primary business” 

clause, which would allow high-

volume manufacturers or retailers 

of firearms to associate with Rota-

ry and participate in its functions, 

so long as the company made 

more money from other lines of 

business. Yet that same language 

serves to punish and exclude 

small “mom and pop” type fire-

arms dealerships. 

 

Also, sport shooting events or 

firearms education are good 

enough to occur under Rotary’s 

auspices but they may not be me-

morialized on film as such.  

Rotary District 5320 has posted 

frequently asked question sheet 

(FAQ) about the new policies on 

its website.  

The FAQ claims the policy arose 

from inquiries by clubs that want-

ed to hold a gun show and use a 

Rotary trademark on a firearm.  

It denies any political or ideology 

basis for the policy but then goes 

on to state it was “done strictly to 

limit Rotary financial and reputa-

tional risk,” as if association with 

lawful firearm-related businesses 

or activities was somehow a per 
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Friday, March 31, 2017 

The “Three Rs” used to stand for 

reading, writing, and arithmetic. 

Now, with zero-tolerance policies 

that ignore facts and logic, it’s 

reading, writing, and ridiculous.  

Caitlin Miller, aged five, of Hoke 

County, North Carolina was  

suspended from kindergarten 

after making shooting motions 

with a stick during a recess game 

of “Kings and Queens” (Caitlin 

was the royal security detail).  

Citing the need to provide “a safe 

and orderly environment for 

learning,” the school uses a zero-

tolerance policy for “assaults, 

threats or harassment from any 

student.” The suspension letter 

from the assistant principal  

advises that Caitlin was being 

punished for “turning a stick into a 

gun and threatening to shoot and 

kill other students.” 

This episode follows a report of 

disciplinary action earlier in 

March against four-year-old pre-

schooler Hunter Crowe.  Hunter 

was suspended for seven days 

because – according to Jackson’s 

mom – staff alleged he brought a 

“shotgun bullet” into the pre-

school. Closer examination indi-

cated the offending item was, in 

fact, an empty .22 shell casing, 

which Hunter picked up after a 

weekend with his grandfather, a 

police officer, learning gun safety. 

Hunter didn’t threaten or hurt any-

one, but simply brought the spent 

casing along as something to 

share with his friends. The pre-

school, however, apparently 

views this (and Hunter’s use of 

other toys as “pretend” guns) as a 

sign of a troubled or degenerate 

personality. 

The preschool director’s letter 

explains that Hunter had already 

been told that “guns, hunting, 

etc., are not subjects that are to be 

discussed at school,” and that the 

punishment is intended as a 

“learning experience” that will 

lead to a “new outlook and under-

standing about these issues and 

the safety of his fellow class-

mates.” Hunter’s mother says she 

was warned that if Hunter’s 

“enthusiasm for guns continued, 

he’d be permanently ex-

pelled.” (What next? A demand 

that Hunter change his name be-

cause it is associated with the 

“oppression of the environ-

ment”?)  

Both Caitlin and Hunter are hurt 

and confused about why they are 

being banished from school. For 

adults, the reason is fairly obvi-

ous. As we’ve noted previously, 

these incidents represent a larger 

trend in schools from kindergar-

ten to high school and beyond to 

marginalize lawful firearms and 

firearm use as abnormal by  

prohibiting speech about guns, 

drawing pictures of guns, wearing 

clothing depicting guns (even 

entirely fictional guns), pointing a 

“finger gun,” chewing food into 

maybe-gun shapes, and other 

benign behavior. In an ad  

released last year, one group sug-

gested that ordinary activities like 

reading a gun magazine or look-

ing at a firearm-related video 

were among the sinister  

giveaways of an incipient mass 

murderer. 

The ostensible reasons given for 

these blanket prohibitions are 

safety and the need for a secure 

learning environment, yet rules 

like these can’t legitimately be 

justified on safety grounds. 

Unfortunately, enforcing such  

ridiculous restrictions has real and 

disproportionate consequences 

for good kids. Besides the imme-

diate impact of a “corrective  

action” like suspension, these 

students face being stigmatized as 

“disruptive” or problem students 

with “behavioral issues” once 

these infractions are noted in their 

school records. In one case, a five

-year-old kindergartner who 

pointed a crayon while making 

“pew pew” sounds was required 

to sign a “school safety contract” 

promising that she would not  

commit suicide or kill others, and 

had to respond to a “suicide/

homicide assessment” question-

naire, with school officials recom-

mending that the child see a  

psychiatrist. Such actions also 

have the potential to bring parents 

within the ambit of government 

oversight and investigation – 

Hunter Crowe’s mother was  

apparently told that in addition to 

the suspension, preschool officials 

would be notifying the state  

Department of Children and  

Family Services.  

Educators pride themselves on 

valuing diversity, promoting  

inclusivity, and fostering the free-

dom of students to think imagina-

tively and creatively. Incidents 

like these, though, suggest that 

this tolerance extends only to  

students with views that conform 

to political and social ideals about 

firearms that educators endorse 

as desirable and “correct.” And 

we grade that as “Fail.” 

 

https://www.nraila.org/

articles/20170331/zero-tolerance-

policies-and-the-making-of-a-

preschool-pariah 
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https://www.nraila.org/

articles/20170414/new-zealand-

mps-propose-raft-of-new-gun-

controls 

 

Friday, April 14, 2017 

On April 7, the New Zealand Par-

liament’s Law and Order Commit-

tee issued the results of a formal 

inquiry into the country’s gun 

laws. Misleadingly titled, “Inquiry 

into issues relating to the illegal 

possession of firearms in New 

Zealand,” the report makes the 

case for extreme new gun controls 

aimed at New Zealand’s approxi-

mately 242,056 law-abiding gun 

owners. The onerous recommen-

dations impact nearly every  

aspect of gun ownership in the 

country. 

 

Basic Overview of New Zealand 

Gun Law 

 

Under current law, New Zea-

landers are required to obtain a 

firearms license in order to pos-

sess firearms. This is a discretion-

ary licensing scheme where law 

enforcement officials are tasked 

with deciding whether an appli-

cant is a “fit and proper person to 

be in possession of a firearm.” 

Many of the disqualifying criteria 

are vague, and the New Zealand 

Police warn applicants that people 

who have “a personal or social 

relationship with people who may 

be deemed to be unsuitable to 

obtain access to firearms or indi-

cated an intent to use firearms for 

self defence, may find it difficult to 

satisfy the Police that they are fit 

and proper to have a firearm.” 

New Zealand does not require 

registration for many rifles and 

shotguns, dubbed category A 

firearms. A license holder may 

privately transfer such rifles and 

shotguns to a fellow license hold-

er. There is registration of hand-

guns, “restricted weapons,” and 

certain types of semi-automatic 

firearms that the government cat-

egorizes as “military-style semi-

automatics,” or MSSAs. 

 

To define MSSAs, New Zealand 

developed a one-feature test, un-

der which a semi-automatic fire-

arm with one or more popular 

features is categorized as an 

MSSA. Somewhat akin to the Clin-

ton “assault weapons” ban, the 

determinative features include 

flash suppressors, folding or tele-

scopic stocks, and bayonet lugs. 

Also included in the criteria are 

magazines for .22-caliber rimfire 

rifles with a capacity greater than 

15 and magazines for all other 

rifles that have a capacity greater 

than seven. 

 

To possess a handgun, restricted 

weapon, or an MSSA, an individu-

al must obtain an additional 

“endorsement” on his firearms 

license. In the case of handguns, 

such an endorsement is given to 

members of a pistol shooting club 

or bona fide collectors. Further, in 

order to acquire a firearm from 

one of these categories, prospec-

tive owners must apply to law en-

forcement for a permit to procure 

for each firearm. The application 

for a permit to procure requires 

the personal information of the 

owner and information on the fire-

arm, facilitating a system of regis-

tration. 

 

New Zealand requires license 

holders to follow stringent re-

quirements for storing firearms. 

License holders are required to 

store firearms in a strong room or 

container of “stout construction.”  

…..Storage of handguns, restrict-

ed weapons, and MSSAs is subject 

to more stringent storage require-

ments. 

 

Recommended Changes 

 

Ammunition 

 

The report suggests placing new 

burdens on businesses that sell 

ammunition. Under current law, 

and akin to the United States, New 

Zealand businesses are not re-

quired to hold a firearms dealer’s 

license in order to sell ammuni-

tion. The report recommends that 

businesses selling ammunition 

should be forced to obtain a fire-

arms dealer’s license. Further, the 

committee advocates the develop-

ment of an ammunition registry, 

suggesting that “dealers be re-

quired to keep records of sales of 

ammunition.” 

 

The report also contemplates 

changes that would make it illegal 

to merely possess ammunition 

without a firearms license. 

 

Registration and Licensing 

 

Currently, a permit to procure is 

only required to acquire hand-

guns, “restricted weapons,” and 

MSSAs. The report recommends, 

“that the permit to purchase pro-

cess be extended to cover the 

sale or transfer of all firearms.” 

In addition to burdening license 

holders’ rights by restricting their 

ability to privately transfer cate-

gory A firearms, this requirement 

would force category A firearms 

into the same system of registra-

tion that covers more restricted 

categories of firearms. 

This invasion of privacy is the ex-

press goal of the authors of the 

report. The report explains, “The 

permit process would give details 

of firearms transactions to the Po-

lice and it would allow them to 

slowly build up a database of fire-

arms possessed by individuals.” 

The goal of complete firearms 

registration is reiterated later on 

in the report when the authors 

recommend that, 
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legislation be amended to require 

the Police to record the serial num-

bers of firearms owned by licence 

holders. This would be done when 

a licence holder renews their li-

cence and the Police visit their 

premises to check their security 

arrangements, or when the Police 

inspect a licence holder’s premises 

for any other reason, such as 

change of address. This would in-

volve a requirement for firearm 

owners to produce all their fire-

arms on demand at the time of in-

spection. 

 

Current law requires a firearms 

license applicant to be “fit and 

proper” in order to hold a license. 

The police are tasked with deter-

mining whether an applicant 

meets this criteria, and, according 

to the report, police rely on an 

uncodified set of guidelines laid 

out in New Zealand Police Arms 

Manual. The guidelines include 

criteria such as whether the per-

son has a criminal history or histo-

ry of mental illness…. 

Storage 

 

Under current law, police are per-

mitted to enter the home of an 

individual who possesses a hand-

gun, restricted weapon, or MSSA 

in order to inspect their firearm 

storage practices. In a portion of 

the report titled, “Regular checks 

on the storage of firearms,” the 

authors recommend “this power 

be extended to ‘A’ category fire-

arms to allow police to check that 

licensed users are complying with 

the storage regulations…. The 

authors of the report make clear 

“We think that the current stand-

ards need to be increased.” 

 

Further Recommendations 

 
Other potentially onerous recom-

mendations include a registration 

requirement for websites that fa-

cilitate firearms transfers, prohib-

iting individuals from possessing 

firearms based on their personal 

associations, and a vague call to 

create a “category of restricted 

semi-automatic firearm (rifle and 

shotgun) to replace the MSSA fire-

arm endorsement category.” 

 

To what end? 

 

According to the report, the New 

Zealand Parliament undertook its 

inquiry into the country’s gun laws 

in response to an incident where 

police discovered 14 illegally 

possessed firearms at a home, and 

a “general increase in firearm 

seizures by the Police.” 

 

While such an incident might gar-

ner sensational headlines in Auck-

land, the country does not have an 

acute violent crime problem. 

According to data from the United 

Nation Office on Drugs and Crime, 

in 2014 New Zealand had an inten-

tional homicide rate of 0.9 per 

100,000 population. To put it in 

perspective, this figure tied New 

Zealand with progressive Sweden 

and Germany, and was lower than 

the rate in France and perennial 

UN World Happiness Report win-

ner Denmark. The UNODC’s sta-

tistics do not include the United 

Kingdom’s homicide rate for 2014, 

but in 2013 that gun control van-

guard’s homicide rate was .9 to 

New Zealand’s 1.0. New Zealand’s 

intentional homicide rate was low-

er than the UK’s in 2011 and 2012. 

The inquiry report even acknowl-

edges, “New Zealand has a very 

low crime rate with firearms, at 

about 1.4 percent of all violent 

crime.” 

New Zealand is governed by a 

coalition government led by the 

New Zealand National Party. The 

opposition conservative New Zea-

land First Party registered its ob-

jections to the government’s sug-

gestions in a statement included 

in the report. 

NZ First correctly pointed out that 

the government’s report “targets 

legitimate ownership of legally 

held firearms by licenced users, 

importers, and dealers, and rec-

ommends further restrictions on 

them by way of laws and regula-

tions relating to them and their 

firearms.” Citing a concern 

shared by many American gun 

owners, the statement goes on to 

note that current gun laws are not 

being adequately enforced. …. 

 

New Zealand’s gun rights advo-

cates expressed a similar position 

during the government inquiry. 

The Sporting Shooters Association 

of New Zealand submitted a com-

ment to the inquiry that recom-

mended that the government 

should be seek to deter the crimi-

nal use of firearms through vigor-

ous prosecution, rather than in-

crease burdens on the law-

abiding. 

 

Following the enactment of New 

Zealand’s Arms Amendment Act 

in 1992, the government pro-

duced a pamphlet for gun owners 

that explained the new law. A FAQ

-style section titled “Some mis-

conceptions about the new laws,” 

addressed a hypothetical gun 

owner statement that “It’s my 

rights to have and use firearms.” 

In response to this contention, the 

government stated, “No it isn’t,” 

and called a firearms license a 

“special privilege.”... 

 

As a matter of policy, and as a 

matter of rights, the New Zealand 

Parliament would do well to reject 

the repugnant attack on law-

abiding gun owners outlined in 

Law and Order Committee’s in-

quiry report, and instead focus 

their efforts on more directly con-

fronting the criminal misuse of 

firearms. 


