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THE SECRETARY OF POLICE 

MR ALVIN RAPEA 
 

PER EMAIL: Bilkis.omar@csp.gov.za 

 
PER EMAIL: Phumudzo.rapea@csp.gov.za 

 
 

Dear Sir 
 

 
RE:  COMMENTS ON THE FIREARMS CONTROL AMENDMENT BILL 

2021: GOVERNMENT GAZETTE NO. 44593 OF 21 MAY 2021 
  

  
1. The South African Intruder Detection Services Association (“SAIDSA 

NPC”) is a registered employer organisation registered as such with 

the Department of Labour and is also a registered security service 

provider with the Private Security Industry Regulatory Authority. 

 

2. It has a broad based representation in all provinces throughout the 

Republic of South Africa. 

 

3. Before commenting specifically on elements of the proposed Bill, 

SAIDSA wishes to stress that it objects to and rejects the Bill in its 

entirety. 

 

4. Its rejection is fundamentally based upon a complete and utter failure 

by the Secretariat of Police and the Ministry of Police to consult with 

the security industry concerning amendments to the Firearms Control 

Act that have a direct and detrimental impact on the security 

industry. 

 

5. Our Constitution, more specifically Section 195 thereof stipulates that 

public administration, inter alia, must be governed by the democratic 

values and principles enshrined in the Constitution including:  

 

“(c)  Public administration must be development-oriented. 

mailto:Bilkis.omar@csp.gov.za


 
[2] 

 

DRAFTED BY M. J. HOOD & ASSOCIATES 
 

(d)  Services must be provided impartially, fairly, 

equitably and without bias. 

(e)  People’s needs must be responded to, and the public 

must be encouraged to participate in policy-making. 

(f)  Public administration must be accountable. 

(g)  Transparency must be fostered by providing the 

public with timely, accessible and accurate 

information. 

 

2) The above principles apply to- 

 

(a) administration in every sphere of government; 

 

(b) organs of state; and 

 

(c) public enterprises.” 

 

6. The Secretariat of Police is an Organ of State and as such, has an 

obligation to consult with the security industry prior to the publication 

of the Bill. It did not do so, but deemed it appropriate to consult with 

other stakeholders in the firearm environment and as such has 

neither been fair, transparent or unbiased in the manner in which it 

has reached these proposals. 

 

7. Furthermore, SAIDSA is aware that numerous organisations have 

requested documentation from the Secretariat of Police including 

research and details of consultations that has not yet been provided 

and SAIDSA therefore reserves the right to supplement the 

submission if and when such information becomes available. 

 

8. This submission has been prepared to comply with the 45 day time 

period for consultation but with a strict reservation of rights to 

supplement it if necessary. 
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9. The Socio Economic Impact Assessment provided initially on the 

Secretariat’s website since removed, is dated 2016. 

 

10. The Socio Economic Impact Assessment does not comply with the 

guidelines set out in the Department of Planning, Monitoring and the 

Evaluation does not comply with the April 2020 manual. 

 

11. The conclusions drawn in the SEIAS are facile, they do not interrogate 

the alleged problems properly, it contains subjective and undefined 

concepts and most importantly no reference is made to any impact 

assessment on the security industry. 

 

12. There are fundamental restrictions proposed in the Bill that will 

restrict the ability of the security industry to conduct its business in 

an efficient, cost effective, inclusive and lawful manner. 

 

13. There is nothing stated in the Bill or in the impact assessment on the 

harmonisation of the Private Security Industry Regulatory Act and 

Regulations and those proposed changes in the Firearms Control 

Amendment Bill because there are no proposed regulations necessary 

to support the radical changes suggested by the Bill. 

 

14. The Bill does not address the fundamental problems with firearm 

administration in South Africa. That problem is the breakdown in the 

administration of firearms and licencing in South Africa in the Central 

Firearms Registry, the lack of management capacity, the improper 

exercise of discretions and the imposition of policies that are not 

disclosed and which in many instances are not supported by the 

Firearms Control Act and Regulations. 

 

15. The failure to implement electronic connectivity for the 

implementation of the Firearms Control Act particularly relating to the 

electronic submission of firearm applications, competency certificates 

and firearm licence renewals is a fundamental reason why the vast 
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majority of problems exist in the firearms environment in South 

Africa. 

 

16. The Bill says nothing about capacitating the police to implement the 

Firearms Control Act with proper equipment, training knowledge and 

resources. 

 

17. The proposed amendments to the legislation, particularly where such 

proposals impose a greater administrative burden on the South 

African Police Services are doomed to fail. The shortening of the time 

period for validity of competency certificates (and therefore by 

implication the more frequent renewal thereof) is but one example of 

how the proposals will substantially increase the administrative 

burden on the Central Firearms Registry. 

 

LACK OF RATIONALE / IDENTIFICATION OF PROBLEM AREAS THAT 

NEED RECTIFICATION  

 

18. The Minister of Police has stated that “extensive research” (which 

remains as yet undisclosed) shows that the primary source of illegal 

firearms is from civilian hands. Even if this were to be true, the 

Firearms Control Act Amendment Bill is silent on how the proposed 

amendments will address this issue because the Bill does not deal 

with the taking away of firearms from the hands of criminals, and 

stopping their criminal use of such firearms. 

 

19. The rationale of the proposal seems to be one of the doctrine of 

common purpose in that all legal firearm owners are grouped 

together as a group of potential criminals whose firearms are going 

to be stolen and used for illegal purposes. There is no recognition in 

the proposed Amendment Bill, unlike in numerous High Court 

decisions that where a licenced owner has a firearm stolen, that 

licenced holder is first and foremost is the victim of a crime. 
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20. The Bill proposes knee-jerk responses to subjective unquantified 

“problems” and does not set forth a sufficient rationale to justify such 

radical and wide sweeping changes. 

 

21. Statements such as: 

 

“and whereas there is the availability of firearms to civilians 

and their uncontrolled presence constitutes major threats to 

the security of persons and property sustainable development 

and the stability of the State” are simply unjustified and 

unsustainable.   

 

22. Legal firearm owners including the security industry embrace the 

Firearms Control Act and the fundamentally more onerous 

restrictions than the Arms and Ammunition Act 75 of 1975. All 

security officers have to be trained and have to have valid and 

relevant competency certificates. The level of training of security 

officers including the unit standards required for possession of a 

firearm are better and more substantial than the South African Police 

Services firearm training, which only has to be conducted every five 

years. 

 

23. In terms of Regulation 21 of the Firearms Control Act, all security 

officers who access firearms must at the cost of the company undergo 

an annual evaluation of their suitability to possess firearms including 

a practical shoot to qualify to continue to use firearms for business 

purposes. 

 

24. Corporate users of firearms are compelled to renew firearms on a 

regular basis, and are subject to the prescripts not only of the 

Firearms Control Act but of the Private Security Industry Regulatory 

Act and its associated Regulations. 
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25. The low conviction levels of private security service providers for 

contravening either the Firearms Control Act or the Private Security 

Industry Regulatory Act can either be attributed to low enforcement 

levels (which is a separate and distinct problem in itself) or more 

probably, to high levels of compliance with the legislation and low 

levels of non-compliance. 

 

26. The proposed amendments do not address firearm crime. The 

reasoning that limiting access to legal firearms will limit access to 

illegal firearms is simplistic, facile and unsustainable.     

 

27. Furthermore, by limiting access of the Private Security Industry to 

firearms, this will put the safety and security not only of citizens at 

risk but also that of the State. The Secretariat seems to be unaware 

of the National Key Points legislation and its requirements and the 

fact that the private security industry guards virtually all National Key 

Points such power stations, water supplies, airports and regulators 

offices. 

 

28. Limiting the security industry’s access to firearms will result in 

unemployment and higher crime levels. 

 

29. The proposed amendments do not comply in SAIDSA’s opinion with 

the reasonableness and justifiability requirement set out in Section 

36 of the Bill of Rights. 

 

30. There is no proof or valid reason and therefore no basis to allege that 

legal possession of a firearm constitutes a major threat to the security 

of persons, or the sustainability or development of the State. 

Conversely, by limiting the private security industry, and without any 

alternative to the private security industry it will result in high levels 

of crime and the undermining of the ability of the State to govern and 

fulfil its constitutional mandate to protect citizens. 
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AD AMENDMENT OF SECTIONS 6 AND 9 

 

“6(1)(b) if the applicant has attained the age of 21 years and complies with 

all the applicable requirements of this Act;' 

6(1A) Despite subsection (1)(b), the Registrar may issue a competency 

certificate, licence, permit or authorisation contemplated in this Act to an 

applicant who is between the age of 18 years and 21 years if there are 

compelling reasons as contemplated in section 9(5)(b). 

6(1B) If a person contemplated in subsection (1A) is an applicant for a 

firearm licence, permit or authorisation, such applicant must have been 

constantly supervised for a period of 12 months on the use and handling of 

a firearm by a person who is over the age of 21 years and who has held a 

licence for a similar type of firearm for a period of at least three years. 

6(1C) The applicant contemplated in subsection (1A) must furnish an 

affidavit from the supervisor contemplated in subsection (1B) confirming 

that the applicant has been provided with the supervision on the use and 

handling of a firearm. 

6(1D) Any person who provides false information in respect of the 

supervision contemplated in subsection (1B) and (1C) is guilty of an 

offence.'' 

and 

“9(2) 

(a) is 21 years older on the day the application is received by the 

Designated Firearm Officer. 

''9(5)(a) Despite subsection (2)(a), the Registrar may allow a person 

[under] between the age of 18 years and 21 years to apply for a 

competency certificate if there are compelling reasons which require the 

person to obtain a competency certificate or licence to possess a firearm” 

and all other sections referring to the age of 21.” 

 

31. There is no real basis in law why the proficiency age or right to own 

a firearm should only commence at the age of 21 years. 
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32. The Constitution of South Africa stipulates in section 23(3) that any 

person, 18 years and above, are considered a major. This is also 

confirmed by the Children’s Act 38 of 2005 in section 1. 

 

33. In terms of section 52 of the Defence Act 42 of 2002 a person 18 

years or older may serve in the Defence Force and similarly 

Regulation 11(1)(a)(iii) of the Regulations in terms of the South 

African Police Service Act 68 of 1995 determines that a person 18 

years or older may serve in the Police Force. 

 

34. Section 23(1)(b) of the Private Security Industry Regulations Act 56 

of 2001 mirrors the same age requirement for registration as a 

private security officers. 

 

35. In all of the above employment provisions, the use of a firearm is 

either compulsory or a requirement. 

 

36. Further to the above, Section 15 of the National Road Traffic Act 93 

of 1996, section 1 of the Electoral Act 73 of 1998, Section 10(1) read 

with Section 1 of The Liquor Act 59 of 2003 and others bestow rights 

in that particular legislation to persons 18 years and older. 

 
37. It then only follows that it would seem that Section 6(1)(b) of the 

Firearms Control Act is not in line with the provisions of the 

Constitution especially with reference to Section 6(3) and (4) of the 

Bill of Rights: 

 
“6(3) The state may not unfairly discriminate directly or indirectly against 

anyone on one or more grounds, including race, gender, sex, pregnancy, 
marital status, ethnic or social origin, colour, sexual orientation, age, 

disability, religion, conscience, belief, culture, language and birth. 
 

(4) No person may unfairly discriminate directly or indirectly against 
anyone on one or more grounds in terms of subsection (3). National 

legislation must be enacted to prevent or prohibit unfair discrimination.” 
[Own emphasis]” 
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38. Interestingly, the Minister of Transport reported that during the 

period 2019/2020 a total of 12 503 traffic related fatalities were 

reported with motorists being at least 18 years and older, whilst the 

SAPS in their annual crime report for the same period reports 7 351 

fatalities as a result of fire-arms. More fatalities are recorded where 

the instrument of such deaths are placed in the hands of users 18 

years and older compared to fatalities where the instrument are 

legally in the hands of users 21 years and older. 

 

39. As in the case with a driver’s licence, firearm proficiency is 

determined by a series of tests based on inter alia the knowledge of 

the relevant act and a practical test. Logic escapes why a distinction 

should be made regarding firearm proficiency between the ages of 18 

and 21 if the only test should be the proficiency itself. 

 

40. There was no definition of what constitutes “supervision” and there 

is no definition of what constitutes “constantly.” This is poorly worded 

and so vague it would be unenforceable.  

 

AD AMENDMENT OF SECTION 7 

 

''(1A) The natural person nominated in terms of subsection (1) must hold 

an executive or managerial position in the juristic person.'' 

 

41. What is the reasoning behind this proposed amendment?  

 

42. The position held by the nominated or responsible person has no 

direct nexus with his or her proficiency to act in terms of the act. 

Many juristic persons (companies) especially large security 

companies, may appoint a specific person to be the responsible 

person in terms of the act with duties that include the keeping or 

records, purchasing of firearms and renewal of licences. The person 

may not necessarily be appointed as an executive or manager. This 
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person may have extensive experience and training in terms of the 

act far surpassing that of any executive or manager employed by the 

juristic person. 

 

43. There is no rationale set forth why the Responsible Person must be a 

member of management. One would expect that there would be some 

evidence that the control of corporate / business firearms is in some 

way lacking. In the absence of such evidence, there is no rationale 

for this proposal. 

 

44. The mere job title of a person does not make him or her more or less 

sustainable to be a Responsible Person in terms of the Act. It is rather 

that person’s knowledge and ability to comply with the Act. 

 

AD AMENDMENT OF SECTION 20 

 

45. Concepts are introduced into the Amendment Bill that are undefined 

such as a “risk assessment”. In the absence of a definition, then such 

phrases have no meaning. The risk itself is not even defined. 

 

46. The proposal of the Secretariat do not give acknowledgment and 

recognition to the fact that security service providers will be in 

possession of confidential information. This confidential information 

will be information of the client’s requirements, and in statutory 

instances such as National Key Points, will be statutorily defined 

secret information. It would be a criminal offence to disclose to a third 

party details of a National Key Point installation. 

 

47. It is also contrary to the basic principles of capitalism for one security 

service provider to show its intellectual property and expertise to a 

competitor. 
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THE REGISTRAR, IN CONSIDERING THE APPLICATION IN TERMS OF 

THIS SECTION MUST TAKE INTO ACCOUNT THE NATURE, THE SIZE, 

THE EXTENT, THE PURPOSE OF THE BUSINESS AND A GENUINE 

NEED FOR THE USE OF FIREARMS IN THAT TYPE OF BUSINESS.' 

 

48. There is no definition of what constitutes “genuine need” and this 

constitutes an unreasonable limitation on a security service provider. 

No rational person would suggest that a delivery business would need 

to demonstrate need each time it wants to purchase a vehicle to 

effect deliveries. 

 

ADD REGULATION 13 (5) AND 13 (6) 

 

“20(9) The Registrar must, at the written request of the Authority, submit 

a list of all firearms registered to a particular security service provider 

within 30 days of the request being made.” 

 

49. The objector is not aware of any mandate by way of legislation or 

otherwise that allows the Authority to collect, maintain and 

administer a data base in respect of firearms licenced to security 

service providers. 

 

50. These duties are the sole and exclusive function of the Firearm 

Registrar in terms of Chapter 7 of the Firearms Control Act. 

 

51. The Firearms Control Act or the proposed amendments further does 

not define or make provision that inspectors of the Authority, 

collecting information, collating lists and interpreting licences comply 

to some sort of training on the knowledge of the Act or any vetting, 

especially a vetting investigation referred to in Section 2A of the 

National Strategic Intelligence Act, 1994 (Act No. 39 of 1994). 
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“20(11) The Registrar may not issue a licence to a security service provider 

until written proof of the award of a contract to render a security service 

that require the use of firearms is furnished. 

 

20(12) Despite subsection (11), the Registrar may issue a letter to a 

security service provider who meets the requirements of the Act, stating 

that the firearm licence shall be issued upon the award of the contract.” 

 

52. The legislator in the proposed amendments did not take into 

consideration the operations of an armed response security service 

provider. Although the proposed amendments may suit the logistics 

and operations of a guarding security service provider, these 

proposed amendments are not practical or even executable by the 

Registrar in the event of an application by an armed reaction security 

service provider. 

 

53. The reason for this is the following: 

 
(a) Armed response security companies issue firearms to security 

officers that attend multiple sites in multiple areas during a 

shift, depending if an alarm or other emergency signal was 

generated from such site or premises. 

 

(b) Multiple armed response contracts are entered into or cancelled 

with clients on a monthly basis; 

 

(c) The firearms are not issued contract or site specific. 

 

BALLISTIC SAMPLING  

 

54. No problem is set out in the proposed amendments that justify mass 

ballistic sampling. The South African Police Services are unable to 

provide data on how many successful convictions have resulted from 

only ballistic evidence since the inception of the Firearms Control Act 
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and they are unable to provide data on how many convictions have 

been attained using ballistic data. 

 

55. The Secretariat has not considered the operational requirements of 

security companies with multiple firearms with multiple dates of 

expiry and the inconvenience that may result in the taking of large 

numbers of firearms to a police station for ballistic sampling. This of 

course presupposes the availability of a firearm transporter to 

transport three or more firearms to the police station.  

 

56. There will be an additional financial burden placed on private security 

services providers due to the fact that if compared to the current 

situation, in the same period, double the renewal fees will be payable. 

In addition, the ballistic sampling will place a further financial burden 

on security service providers. 

 

57. The above does not take into consideration the administrative and 

logistic burdens that this proposed amendment will further place on 

security service providers. 

 
58. Read with the proposed amendments, Section 7(1A) it would be an 

impossible task for any executive or manager to complete or comply 

with this requirement especially considering that these persons are 

involved with the day to day functioning of the business. 

 

59. Ironically, the proposed amendments make provision for the financial 

and technical difficulties the Registrar may experience in 

implementing the process, thereby acknowledging that it places a 

financial and operational strain on any institution, yet the same 

consideration is not awarded to the licence holder. 

 

AD PERIODS OF VALIDITY OF FIREARM LICENCE OR PERMIT 

 

60. Firearm licences for business purposes were originally valid for two 

years and this was then increased to five years. There is no rationale 
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or supporting evidence set forth why this should be reduced again to 

two years.  

 

61. The proposal is furthermore irrational when compared to the other 

periods of validity proposed for other types of firearms. The 

Secretariat needs to disclose its reasoning in limiting the validity of 

business purpose firearm licences. 

 

AD AMENDMENT OF SECTION 45 AND SECTION 93 
 

“45(3) It is an offence for any person, except the manufacturer of 
ammunition to be in possession of equipment designed and manufactured 

to reload ammunition. 
 

Section 93 of the principal Act is hereby repealed. 

 
In terms of regulation 21(2)(s)(viiii) a security service provider must 

ensure that the security officers issued with firearms undergo at least one 
proper practical training session, at the cost of the security service provider 

at least once every 12 months, or within a shorter period as may be 
reasonably necessary in the circumstances.” 

 
 

62. Further to the above, many public liability insurance policies held by 

security companies determine that such practical training session 

must occur once every 6 months. 

 
63. In light of the above and due to the cost of ammunition, most security 

companies make use of reloaded ammunition for the use in these 

practical training cessions. More than this many security companies 

are reloading their own ammunition for this purpose in order to 

comply with legislation. 

 

64. The objector fails to see how the reloading of ammunition can be 

considered a criminal offence or pose any risk. 

 

65. It is submitted that the mere reduction of the allowable primers in 

the possession of a licence holder be sufficient. 
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AD INSERTION OF SECTION 84(3) 
 

"(3) The Minister may prescribe the manner in which a firearm must be 
carried by a security officer in the performance of his or her duties and 

functions." 
 

 

66. No clarity is given regarding the carrying of firearms by security 

officers. It must be remembered that the uniform of security officers 

are prescribed by the Authority and more specifically forms part of 

legislation (see Regulation 13 of the PSIRA Act). 

 

67. It must further be remembered that not all security officers issued 

with firearms, perform the same duties. There are different 

categories of security officers and each of their duties are unique, 

requiring different types of firearms and different methods of carrying 

these firearms. 

 

AD INSERTION OF SECTION 86(4) 
 

“(4) Any person who is not in possession of a firearm transporter’s permit 
issued in terms of this Act, may not transport more than three firearms at 

a time.” 
 

 

68. Clearly the Secretariat has no understanding of the operations of a 

private security service provider. The Act read with the Regulations 

clearly prescribes the requirements for the storage and safekeeping 

of firearms. Thus, in terms of these storage and safekeeping 

requirements, firearms are kept in a safe or strong room at an 

address inspected and approved by the Registrar. 

 
69. In many instances, security officers are posted and/or relieved or 

shift changes occur at a location different to the one where the 

firearms are stored and kept for safekeeping. This necessitates the 

transport of the firearms required in terms of Regulation 13 of the 

PSIRA Act to a different location. The limitation set by the proposed 
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insertion of this section places a logistical, financial and operational 

burden on security service providers. 

 

70. Further to the above, and in terms of Regulation 21(2) of the Firearms 

Control Act a security service provider must ensure that the security 

officers issued with firearms undergo at least one proper practical 

training session, at the cost of the security service provider at least 

once every 12 months, or within a shorter period as may be 

reasonably necessary in the circumstances. For this purpose security 

companies need to transport sufficient firearms to an accredited 

shooting range. The limitation set by the proposed insertion of this 

section places a logistical, financial and operational burden on 

security service providers. We are of the view that the amount of 

firearms being transported should not be of concern, but rather the 

method and manner of safe transporting should be addressed. 

 

71. The Secretariat has failed to identify the problem that this proposal 

seeks to rectify and needs to disclose its evidence or research that 

justifies this proposal. 

 

AD AMENDMENT TO SECTION 91: LIMITATION OF AMMUNITION 

 

72. Again, the Secretariat has not identified the problem that the 

limitation on the number of rounds of ammunition seeks to address. 

In the absence of a rationale, it remains irrational.  

 

73. The proposal seeks to confer a discretion on the Registrar to authorise 

the issue of a permit for additional cartridges but it is well 

documented that the Registrar’s office does not have capacity to 

complete administrative processes like this nor does it have the 

capacity to exercise a discretion properly and lawfully. 

 

74. Furthermore without the electronic connectivity mandated by the Act, 

the South African Police Services will not be able to track and trace 
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the purchase of and possession of ammunition by security service 

providers, so the enforceability of such a provision will not be possible 

without electronic connectivity. 

 

  ''(3) The Registrar in determining good cause must take into account the 

following: 

 

a) On a daily basis security service providers are targets of criminal activity, 

especially high risk security service providers such as Cash in Transit 
service providers, High Value Transit and Escort service providers (cell 

phones, cigarettes etc.) as confirmed by the newest Crime Report released 
by the SAPS; 

 
b) Security service providers not only have a legislative duty to carry a 

firearm and sufficient ammunition as required in terms of the PSIRA Act 
and Regulations, but also have a contractual obligation towards consumers 

to provide the required service and this involves having sufficient 
ammunition to do so; 

 
c) Security officers as mandated by the PSIRA legislation are not 

permitted to carry their own firearm and the proposed amendments remove 
their right to carry for self-defence.” 

 

 
75. Security companies are obligated in terms of Regulation 21 to provide 

regular refresher training and many insurance underwriters mandate 

a minimum two refresher courses per annum. If a security service 

provider has hundreds of officers who need to discharge a minimum 

of 50 rounds twice a year, it is apparent that a hundred rounds per 

firearm is simply not going to be sufficient for the security officers to 

be properly trained in order that they can carry out their legal, social 

responsibilities and contractual responsibilities.    

 

AD AMENDMENT OF SECTION 124 

 

76. The existing legislation already allows the Registrar to perform 

inspections, but SAIDSA has no objection to the proposed 

amendment being expressed as it is and providing additional 

legislative grounds for the Registrar to perform inspections.  
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AD MEMORANDUM ON THE OBJECTS OF THE AMENDMENT BILL 

 

77. It is of concern to SAIDSA that there are a number of proposals in 

the proposed amendments that appear to be intended to circumvent 

existing court orders. 

 

78. The South African Hunter’s and Game Conservation 2009 green 

licence court order is completely undermined and eliminated by the 

proposals concerning a change to the transitional provisions to move 

green licences to white licences. 

 

79. The proposal to remove the section in Section 139 to the effect that 

an applicant for amnesty may apply for a licence is a direct attempt 

to undermine the Fidelity Security Services v The National 

Commissioner of Police Supreme Court of Appeal Judgment. 

 

80. Many security service providers, with perfectly valid and reasonable 

explanations have allowed firearm licences to lapse. One example is 

the return of a firearm to the licenced holder after the licence has 

expired, where the South African Police Services have not suspended 

the licence in terms of Regulation 99. This proposed amendment to 

Section 139 removes the right to reapply for a licence and in 

effectively dispossesses the owner of the firearm. 

 

81. Having read the memorandum on the objectives of the Amendment 

Bill, it would appear on first glance that majority of the proposed 

amendments are based on the inability of the Registrar to enforce the 

current Firearm Control Act and errors on the side of the legislator in 

particular with reference to the following: 

 

 
(a) evidence showed that effective enforcement of gun laws, 

contributed to the reduction of gun deaths as well as violent 

crimes; 
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(b) some deficiencies in the Firearms Control Amendment Act, 

2006 (Act No. 28 of 2006), had been noted; 

 

(c) the Bill seeks to propose amendments to give effect to rectify 

the anomalous transitional provisions contained in Schedule 1 

to the Act; 

 

(d) the legislature should have taken into account the available 

administrative facilities and should not have designed a 

transitional arrangement which cannot be implemented by the 

officials of the respondent. 

 
82. Having read the actual proposed amendments it is very clear that 

there is no synergy between the alleged objectives and the actual 

proposed amendments. 

 

83. Rather that implementing a functional and effective policing and 

control system, the legislator is merely attempting to limit or exclude 

legal firearms possession in an attempt to totally limit the 

responsibility of the Registrar to effectively administer, control and 

regulate legal possession. 

 

84. There is no logic, proof or basis in law that supports the view of the 

legislator that by limiting or excluding legal firearm possession, such 

limitation or exclusion will cause a decline in the proliferation of illegal 

firearm possession in South Africa. 

 

CONCLUSION  

 

85. The Secretariat of Police has failed to engage the industry in a 

meaningful manner and to take into account the manner in which the 

industry operates, its impact on the safety and security of the 
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Republic of South Africa and the various piece of legislation that 

overlap with the Firearms Control Act.  

 

86. The proposals threaten the very existence of that part of the industry 

that use firearms, bearing in mind that most unarmed guards who 

perform unarmed duties are linked (through SAIDSA control rooms) 

to an armed reaction back up service. 

 

87. The proposals will not provide the crime combating or prevention 

cures as postulated by the Secretariat. 

 

88. The industry has many positive proposals to make concerning 

streamlining the Firearms Control Act and making it more user 

friendly for those whom it is intended to regulate. 

 

89. SAIDSA would welcome the opportunity for such engagement at the 

earliest possible opportunity. 

 

90. However, SAIDSA wishes to emphasise that it will not allow the rights 

of its members to engage in economic activity and to provide 

employment to be infringed in any way that it is either 

unconstitutional, irrational or procedurally improper. 

 

 
__________________________ 

For and on behalf of its members 
National Chairperson  

SAIDSA 


