
 

 

 
 

 

 

17 February 2020 

 

South African National Equestrian Schools association 

Attention: Mr Jan Joubert 

President 

Email: legal@sanesa.co.za 

CC: Sandra Copeland 

SANESA Executive Committee – Legal 

 

Dear Sir 

 

Re: Unsanctioned / Non-Affiliated Shows 

 

Your letter dated the 14 February 2020 refers, the content which is equally considered with caution.  

We want to thank you in advance for taking the effort of raising your concerns the way you have rather 

than some individuals on social media, mostly having no mandate nor any membership. We have great 

appreciation for the huge amount of work mostly by volunteers, sacrificing their valuable time, money 

and effort without hesitation.  We will always endeavour to benefit all athletes in good faith and strive 

to comply with good governance.  

For ease of reference and your convenience, I attach the following documents: 

1) DSA President draft proposal letter inviting comment and thus is still sub judice. 

2) SAEF Presidents letter to all Members. 

3) President SANESA response letter dated 14 February 2020. 

4) National Sport and Recreation Act No 110 of 1998. 



 

 

 
 

 

5) National Sport and Recreation Amendment Bill of 2020, still open for comment. 

6) Pedal Power Association vs Cycling South Africa Judgement by SAVAGE AJ. 

7) Pedal Power Association Agreement 2015. 

8) SASCOC Constitution adopted on 25 January 2020. 

9) Declaration and Resolutions of the National Sport and Recreation Indaba November 2011. 

 

AD PARAGRAPH 1 

The content is noted 

 

AD PARAGRAPH 2 

Agreed but kindly take notice that the Pedal Power case has no bearing nor any relevance within the 

ambit of all membership within the SAEF. I will deal in more detail later herein. 

 

AD PARAGRAPH 3 

Your statement that the Pedal Power case is on point, is with respect not only incorrect but also wrong 

in law. The facts in that matter were different and deals with the status of non-membership and 

therefore, at the time fell outside the ambit and auspices of CSA.  

The present matter under debate, falls squarely within the membership of DSA and therefore under 

the auspices of the SAEF.  Your interpretation of the Pedal Power matter is with respect not only wrong 

in Law but also irrelevant. The draft proposal of the DSA president deals within DSA’s membership and 

falls squarely within the ambit of the Federation and the ACT. Those facts are therefore to be 

distinguished from the Pedal Power’s matter. 

 

The PPA (Applicant) applied for two-fold relief on Motion Procedure and was NOT a member of CSA 

(Cycling South Africa) at the time of the Application. CSA (1st Respondent) adopted a new constitution 

in 2012 where-after the membership of the Applicant was terminated. The PPA (Applicant) therefore 

fell outside the auspices of the CSA Federation (1st Respondent). The abridged facts were the 

following: 



 

 

 
 

 

 

“The applicant, Pedal Power South Africa (‘PPA’), a voluntary association, sought an order 

declaring that it does not require the prior sanction or approval of the first respondent, Cycling 

South Africa (‘CSA’), or members of the first respondent, in respect of cycling events organised 

by the applicant, including fun rides or league rides. In addition, PPA sought a further order 

interdicting and preventing CSA, its officials or members, from representing to any person or 

body, including commercial sponsors, local authorities, national, provincial or local traffic and 

policing authorities, or cyclists, that PPA requires such prior sanction, or that such sanction is 

a pre-requisite for any other necessary permission or approval granted by national, provincial 

or local authorities.  

In 2004 PPA became an affiliate of CSA, following an agreement between the two 

organisations. Under the CSA’s 2004 constitution PPA was permitted to function autonomously 

in relation to the administration of recreational and competitive cycling, while required to 

conduct its affairs even-handedly and without unfair discrimination against competitive 

cycling in favour of recreational cycling. The 2004 constitution also recognised PPA’s 

jurisdiction in respect of the geographical areas in which it operated before that constitution 

came into effect in the ‘setting and operating of all their domestic fun ride calendars and all 

recreational tours: fun rides and league races’. In terms of article 13.1 of the 2004 constitution, 

the amendment of PPA’s autonomy rights and the manner in which they were to be exercised 

required a special resolution passed by 75% of all CSA affiliates and the consent of PPA.  

Relations between PPA and CSA became strained over time and on the 18 February 2012 CSA 

and its members adopted a new constitution at a meeting from which PPA was intentionally 

absent. The 2012 constitution, to which PPA was not party, omitted PPA’s autonomy rights 

and PPA’s membership of CSA terminated with the adoption of that constitution. PPA accepted 

the termination of its affiliation to CSA, and then was no longer a member.”  

 

Consequently the Honourable Court ruled in 2014 that CSA’s duty to assume responsibility for safety 

issues does not warrant as a necessary implication the conclusion that national federations are as a 

consequence of their safety obligations conferred unfettered powers of administration and control 

over their sport, recreational activity or even particular sporting events. (that of non-members)  

 



 

 

 
 

 

Soon thereafter and during 2015, the parties reconciled and reached an amicable agreement. See the 

attached agreement. 

 

The DSA President in his draft letter of proposal, indicate the following amongst others and I quote: 

“In addition to this, many participants, officials, venue owners and show holding   
   bodies are not members of our association nor of the Federation thus making it    
   impossible for us to take disciplinary action against them.” 
 
 “and as a result of the extremely onerous obligation on us all to ensure safety and  
   welfare of the horses, I would like to propose a complete ban on all unsanctioned  
   competitions with immediate effect. This would mean that if it is enforced by the  
   Federation, that any and all members, officials, clubs and Show holding bodies   
   involved in participation in unsanctioned events will be disciplined and further that  
   we are able to report unsanctioned competition to the Department of Sport and  
   Recreation if the participants are non-members”.   
 

This clearly in no uncertain terms, distinguishes between non-members and members. Those 

who are therefore members “will be disciplined” and those who are not, at best, will be 

reported to the Department of SRSA.  Mr Hefer clearly indicates that “it is impossible for us to 

take disciplinary action against them.” He goes further in the proposal inviting debate 

amongst his peers and I quote him again:  

“In order to facilitate those athletes, officials, clubs, Show Holding Bodies and Venues   

that have a desire to participate in a more relaxed, less costly and modified 

competition, we have made allowance for an option to partake in events in which no 

grading points are awarded (these will be known as non-graded shows) and which will 

allow an easy transition to those who have been participating in unsanctioned events. 

Dressage SA recognise that there are local yard training events that take place all the 

time and these need to be encouraged as coaches are on hand to assist athletes. 

Typically, these events take the format of “ride and go” or a “mock dressage test” in 

which athletes are coached in preparation for an actual graded or non-graded 

dressage test and where the training most often takes place at their home club. In 

order to ensure that Dressage SA do not inadvertently discourage these training events  



 

 

 
 

 

which are important but simultaneously do not create a loophole thus allowing large 

and/or multi-day shows to be conducted under the guise or pretext of a training event” 

 

This precipitates a special dispensation to be debated which would encourage “non-members 

an easy transition less costly” especially when total numbers do increase which will result in 

lower and basic cost rates for all. 

 

The Treasurer, Mr Smith has already negotiated special fees for needy cases that can be 

considered on written application by any DA. There is no reason why any other cases, especially 

non -members, cannot also be negotiated as DSA has under review. DSA’s initiative is therefore 

on that basis supported in good faith and not to act unlawful as alleged. See also the resolutions 

taken in 2011 at the Indaba, attached herewith for your kind perusal. The newly adopted 

SASCOC constitution clearly refers to all sport and not only “High performance” and your kind 

perusal of same, is also kindly invited. What the outcome of the 2020 Amendment Bill is to be 

seen as I have indicated in my letter to all within the SAEF. I however attach the full version for 

your kind perusal and ease of reference. 

 

AD PARAGRAPH 4 

 

The contents of these paragraphs are noted and is irrelevant as more fully set out herein-above. 

Kindly also peruse the resolutions taken at the Indaba in 2011 as well as the 2020 SASCOC 

constitution attached as aforesaid. The New Bill is to be Gazetted in due course and a lot of 

debate is yet to follow prior to that as you have correctly indicated. Until such time the present 

status prevails, however protocol dictates that voluntary membership of Association, dictates 

that various other Rules, Regulations, Directives, Constitutions etc. are applicable and not 

specifically the Pedal Power matter.    

 

 

 



 

 

 
 

 

AD PARAGRAPH 5 

 

The content of the paragraph is noted but the SAEF may indeed, as more fully set above, 

sanction any event including Non-Affiliated and/or Unsanctioned Shows of members, 

inclusive of any individuals, qualified officials, judges, show holding body’s, employees etc.  

 

and only after debate democratically. The new Bill may change matters drastically and needs 

to be seen when Gazetted. 

 

AD PARAGRAPH 6 and 7 

 

 Noted and already addressed above. 

 

AD PARAGRAPH 8 

 

Noted and so will the SAEF always act in good faith within all controlled environments falling 

within its auspices. We have no intention to act unlawfully nor unconstitutional and neither 

have any intention to cause irreparable harm to the Equestrian Sport as alleged, either 

individually or collectively.  It is and always will be a dangerous sport and fatalities and severe 

injuries have occurred in the past. The welfare of the horse always takes precedence and 

equally so safe and controlled riding.  

 

 

 

 



 

 

 
 

 

 We pray that your concerns are addressed and accepted favourably. We will soon have much more 

clarity after the implementation of the new Bill. 

 

Warm regards 

 

Adv Willem Edeling SC 

President SAEF 


