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Welcome to Feike News – a monthly newsletter published by Feike Marine Regulatory Law and Environmental Management Advisers. Feike News will provide you with access to the latest information on, interpretation of and developments in South African and global fisheries and environmental management and compliance trends.

Visit www.feike.co.za for the latest information and news on fisheries management and aquaculture. In this Month’s edition:

1. Appeal Decisions Taken

2. Is the Marine Living Resources Fund Broke?

3. A Closed Season for Hake…in Namibia

4. SAFERAFRICA: Food Security for the Africa Union

5. South Africa Issues Draft Aquaculture Policy


1. Appeal Decisions Taken

Subsequent to the issuing of appeal decisions in late August 2006, the Minister of Environmental Affairs and Tourism has not issued any further decisions. Appeal decisions are pending for the West Coast Rock Lobster (Offshore) and Hake Long Line fisheries. 

The first season for lobster fishing has come and gone. The second year of the lobster quota is scheduled to commence on 15 October 2006 for Zone A. The Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism would do well by informing the appellants in the lobster and long line fisheries when decisions are anticipated and why there is a delay so as to remove the rumour and uncertainty that the lack of communication is giving rise to.
Feike News will advise of any further decisions taken on appeals as soon as they become available. Watch www.feike.co.za for notification of decisions taken.
2. Is the Marine Living Resources Broke?

At the end of the 2004/2005 financial year (31 March 2005), the Marine Living Resources Fund, which was created in terms of section 10 of the Marine Living Resources Act, had a balance of R56 million. However, by September 2006, the MLRF owes creditors in excess of R45 million. It is also known that MCM’s management has also admitted that there they are facing financial crisis and that no further substantial income is anticipated for the remainder of the 2006/2007 financial year. Perhaps this admission was inevitable after MCM’s DDG realised that the fishing industry was in fact fishing since January 2006 and was not going to start fishing in October.

To operate optimally and provide the services paid for by the fishing industry as mandated by the Marine Living Resources Act, 1998, Marine and Coastal Management needs to spend approximately, on average, R1 million a day. In such a scenario, by 31 March 2007, Marine and Coastal Management would owe in excess of R225 million.
The fishing industry contributes more than 50% of the income of the Fund on an annual basis through the payment of levies, licence fees, permit fees and fines. The industry should accordingly be informed as to whether the Fund is facing a financial crisis, and if so to what extent will the services provided by Marine and Coastal Management be reduced. In particular, will the hake research cruise be carried out this year? We may recall that during 2005, the hake survey was abandoned for the very first time since South Africa began hake surveys back in the 1970’s. What about compliance – will this budget be further reduced? Again, we may recall that over the past year compliance programmes such as the MARINES were shelved. 

The DDG of MCM is not only accountable to Parliament with respect to the management (or otherwise) of the MLRF, but the DDG is also accountable to the fishing industry, which contributes more than 50% of the MLRF’s budget. 

It must of course be alarming to Parliament and the Executive that the revised 2005/2006 MCM budget was reduced to less than the budget utilised during the 2002/2003 financial year. To implement a budget of R256 million (which amounts to a reduction of more than R90 million in just one financial year), must mean that the budgets for fisheries compliance, fisheries management and fisheries research were slashed drastically.
Table: Annual budget comparisons between 2002 and 2006:

	
	2002/2003
	2003/2004
	2004/2005
	2005/2006
	Revised 2005/2006

	Budget

(R 000)
	261 342
	349 661
	354 378
	272 001
	256 001


The dramatic cuts in the operation budgets would go some way to explaining:

· the dramatic increases in illegal, unregulated and unreported  (“IUU”) fishing, particularly of abalone, small pelagics, hakes and sharks;

· the termination of the MARINES Compliance programme; 

· the failure to engage in any significant high seas compliance or joint international compliance training programme; 

· the failure to deploy a research vessel to undertake hake surveys in late 2005 – the first time since the 1970’s that such a time series research activity was not undertaken, damaging SA’s management potential and reputation;

· the non-renewal of the SMIT-AMANDLA contract, intended to provide South Africa with emergency support during pollution incidents and to provide regular surveillance of such incidents in the SA EEZ. Pollution monitoring and mitigation is a key function of Marine and Coastal Management as marine pollution, such as oil spills, poses the single most significant large-scale threat to fish, marine bird and marine mammals;

· the failure to introduce a single “new fishery” despite the fact the DEAT 3 year Business Plan commits MCM to introducing 3 new fisheries in 2004, 2005 and 2006. The last time new fisheries were established and rights allocated was in 2004, when fishing quotas were allocated in the west coast rock lobster fishery (east of Cape Hangklip), the large pelagic fishery and the octopus fishery. This failure is significant as new fisheries allow for job creation, economic activity in coastal regions and reduced pressures on current commercial fisheries. By way of example, the west rock lobster fishery (east of Cape Hangklip) created economic opportunities for more than 330 right holders. If one considers that each right holder employs approximately 4 “bakkie” or boat assistants, then more than 1300 persons were empowered and jobs created.
So, why does the fishing industry pay levies on fish landed if hake surveys are not undertaken and it is clearly more cost effective and safe to poach? Why did levies and fees increase when MCM reduced its operations budgets? How does MCM continue to justify the R30 levy per kg on abalone when the MARINES programme has been terminated? The levy was increased with the blessing of legal quota holders to fund the MARINES. 
3. A Closed Season for Hake…in Namibia 
Namibia’s Minister of Fisheries, Dr. Abraham Iyambo, has negotiated a bold agreement with the Namibian fishing industry that aims to protect the country’s fish stocks. For the entire month of October no vessel will go out to catch hake. This is the first time that a closed season has been declared in this fishery, which historically has been an all year fishery.

The Minister had initially proposed a two-month closure but after negotiations it was agreed to reduce the period to one month. This and other measures were agreed in the light of repeated poor catches as well as well as consistent reductions in the size of the fish that is being caught. For the fishing crews this results in ‘down time’, which, it has been agreed with the trawler men, would be paid for by the industry by the crews on a 50/50 basis. Employees will also be encouraged to take their leave in October in future, rather than December.

Namibia has some 40-freezer trawlers that are now harbour bound. The Namibian hake association chairperson, Michael Goaseb expressed support for these measures and the hope that they will lead to a recovery of the stocks. The Namibian hake quota has already been reduced by 50,000 tons, from 180,000 to 130,000 tons. There are industry sources that believe the cut in quotas should have been even more severe, given the hake crisis. New Marine Protected Areas are also mooted as a further measure to toward stock recovery.

Will South Africa follow suite? Is such a matter not for the newly established Benguela Current Commission to advise the South African and Namibian industries and authorities on joint, complementary hake management strategies? We hope that this first crucial opportunity for joint management is not going to be a missed opportunity. 

4. SAFERAFRICA: Food Security for the African Union 
Feike’s Horst Kleinschmidt was requested by the African Union’s SAFERAFRICA Project to write and present a policy paper on the threats and challenges faced by the SADC coastal states with respect to their marine fisheries. What follows is an extract from the introduction to the paper. Should you wish to access the full paper, please email ssonday@feike.co.za for a copy.

The exploitation of marine resources has served to make a minority exceptionally rich yet leaves countless fishing communities in abject poverty. The SADC region is no exception to this global history. Within SADC this reality was further exacerbated by Colonialism, White minority rule and the impact of proxy wars resulting from the cold war era. It is self evident that scarce resources provide for conflict, the more so when they provide food security. 

The SADC region is only just emerging from the violence of war and minority rule. The institutional weakness and vulnerability this has lead to is the backdrop against which new powerful interests now aim to gain control over the marine resources of the region.

The Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO) estimates that the global shortfall of marine products is in excess of 4.5million tons annually. The SADC Region, though minute in quantitative and dollar value terms, supplies some of the most highly valued and least diseased fish products to the global market. The different dynamics this unleashes need careful consideration if SADC is to retain or maximize its export role and yet also meet its domestic obligations in terms of fishing community expectations as well as food security on a wider scale.

This paper aims to identify the uniquely polycentric pull factors that Fishery legislators and managers are faced with in developing countries. It points toward obligations each State and SADC has as a region, has at environmental, as well as socio-economic level. It aims to demonstrate what developmental opportunities there are for developing African States and how to turn threats and apparent failures into new opportunities.
5. South Africa Issues Draft Aquaculture Policy 
By the end of 2004, South Africa, with the assistance with Mr Svein Munkejord – the former Norwegian Minister of Fisheries and Chairman of the FAO Committee for Aquaculture produced a draft bill and detailed policy on Aquaculture. Neither has materialised.

In September 2006 – almost two years later – the Department issued for comment its draft policy on Aquaculture. It requires comment on the draft policy by 30 October 2006 and will also be embarking on a road show explaining the policy. The only concern Feike has with the draft policy of Aquaculture is that it is…well… 5 pages long. Of the 5 pages, 3 pages comprise the cover, table of contents and the comment process. The first page is a stock standard definition of aquaculture with a half page description of its relevance. At least the workshops will be short. You may download this draft policy at www.feike.co.za.

We must therefore ask what is the purpose of this document. It says nothing substantial at all. The word “policy” is usually defined as “a line of argument rationalizing the course of action of a government” or “a plan of action adopted by an individual or social group”. The draft policy provides us with 4 exceptionally generic policy objectives that provide no direction, plan, argument or strategy. 

An Aquaculture policy for South Africa ought to at least recognise the following as its core objectives and then develop detailed policy strategies to give effect to them:

· co-ordinate the development and effective regulation of aquaculture in the marine and estuarine environments and fresh water environments in South Africa;

· ensure that aquaculture is developed having regard to and mitigating against possible impacts on surrounding ecosystems;

· ensure that aquaculture activities adhere to internationally accepted environmental and fisheries standards;

· encourage the development of aquaculture activities in a way that supports local economic development and access to local and international markets;

· ensure that black persons and women participate equitably in aquaculture activities;

· grow South Africa’s contribution to global aquaculture production and increase South Africa’s competitiveness.

In addition, what are South Africa’s policy intentions with respect to:

· ranching (in its various forms), land-based farming, seeding and re-seeding;

· co-ordinating the relationship between fresh and marine fish farming; 

· farming of exotic species – and what is considered exotic;

· reducing the bureaucracy and timeframes for farming applications to be attended to;

· food safety, traceability, use of antibiotics and organic feed;

· eco-labelling for farmed products;

· market access and types of government interventions to support industry development in, say the first 5 years, as well as the second 5 years;

· aquaculture development zones and the relationship between these developments, IDP’s and the draft Coastal Zone Bill;

· the need to amend the Biodiversity Act for the purposes of growing the SA aquaculture industry;

· criteria for application evaluation;

· duration for which aquaculture authorizations will be issued;

· etc, etc.

The above bullet points require policy statements to guide all potential and current investors. These points do not belong in a sector management plan. The Aquaculture Sector Management Plan will have to spell out the nuts and bolts process for managing aquaculture on a day-to-day basis – not critical policy arguments and justifications. 

Accordingly, it is simply not possible to comment on the draft Aquaculture Policy as it lacks any policy statements. 

Visit www.feike.co.za for more news about fisheries and aquaculture and access to fisheries policies and decisions. 

Overheard & Worth Thinking About…
Can aquaculture meet world seafood demand?

In 1980, less than ten percent of the fish eaten by people were raised in cages and tanks.  Less than three decades later, about forty-three percent of our fish are produced by the aquaculture industry, and the demand continues to increase.  Global consumption now stands at about 45 million tons of farmed fish and 60 million tons of wild-caught fish per year.  A new report by the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) estimates that an additional 40 million tons of fish will be required annually by 2030, just to meet current levels of demand. 

Wild fish stocks are already at their limit – more than half are fully exploited and another quarter are over-fished.  Thus, fish farming could be the answer to the growing demand.  However, according to the report, it is uncertain whether the aquaculture industry will be able to successfully overcome the environmental and economic challenges facing it.  Environmental advocates highlight concerns ranging from pollution, disease, and questions of product safety to depleting the small fish species used for farmed fish food.  Key business problems include a lack of investment capital in the developing world, shortages of land and fresh water for use in aquaculture, and rising energy costs.

Yet, according to Jiansan Jia, chief of the FAO’s Inland Fisheries and Aquaculture Service, "This doesn't mean we should turn our back on aquaculture. It means we should fix the problems and make aquaculture more sustainable.  If you look around, in many places major strides have been made to make aquaculture more sustainable.  It's do-able."
The Fish Information office of Germany reported in September that per capita consumption in that country has risen from 13.8kg to 14.8kg between last year and the current year. They expect further growth to 15kg per person in 2007. They comment that the quality of the fish on offer and the variety on offer are the main reasons for this increase in consumption. Although prices tend to be on the rise, the demand is ever greater for high value species and products. The information office comments that: Fish too has become part of the global market and demand globally is increasing rapidly. For example Russia bought the entire Norwegian herring catch last year.

The cost of fuel adds to the upward trend in fish prices. In South Africa too, fishing vessels of all kinds are subject to increasing fuel costs that add to the price of the product when it ends up on the consumers’ table. 

Germany depends mostly on imported fish that is sourced from Denmark, Norway, the Netherlands, Poland and China. The fishing sector, including fishing, processing and trading employs 43,000 people and turns over 6.9 billion Euro per annum.

South African fish may reach the German market in small amounts only, and then probably disguised as Spanish fish emanating from Vega.  The product: hake. 

Feike observes that there is inadequate debate in South Africa about the impact global market trends will increasingly have on the domestic fishing sector. With hake increasingly out of the reach of poor people, snoek is probably increasingly replacing hake consumption in this sector when it is available. With a global seafood shortfall of around 4.5 million tons per annum and South Africa enthusiastically embracing the global market, the stilted debate of old needs to be challenged. Why is horse mackerel seen as an export product only? Can it fill part of the gap left by hake at the lower end of the domestic market? Why is horse mackerel not processed in South Africa before it is exported? 

Why, in the context of global trends is South Africa in no hurry to get aquaculture legislation in place? Why does South Africa accept that investors in aquaculture should continue to be faced with insurmountable hurdles of red tape? Why do the authorities ooze disinterest (some would say hostility) to the development of aquaculture? Why is it that Chile says: Aquaculture impacts on the environment, how do we mitigate these effects but South Africa says: Aquaculture impacts on the environment, therefore lets not allow it?

Why is it that South Africa contends with poverty when the marine sector could yield more and yet ensure sustainability? Why is South Africa found dragging its feet in the development of new fisheries? Why is the industry not doing anything else with anchovy other than fishmeal? 

Why? Why? Why? – We need fresh thinking debates. We need enquiry and investigative fisheries literate journalists. Where are they? We are stuck in name calling and blaming. In the meantime the global market will gobble us up before we know it.
Fish farming in British Columbia (B.C.) is a responsible and environmentally sustainable industry.  This is the conclusion by leading marine scientists with the federal Department of Fisheries and Oceans, the provincial government, the U.S. National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration and academic institutions.

The following are the facts about certain claims made by those opposed to fish farm expansion.

“Fish farms are havens for mass outbreaks of disease.”
There is no recorded instance in B.C. of bacterial or viral disease moving from farmed salmon to wild salmon.  Diseases like IHN are a threat to production, but pose a very low risk to wild stocks and absolutely no risk to human health.  As well, all smolts put into fish farms are inspected to be free of the virus.

“Atlantic salmon escapes and has been demonstrated to spawn in rivers, thus displacing native species”

The reality is that from 1905 to 1935, more than 8.6 million Atlantic salmon of various ages were intentionally introduced into more than 60 B.C. lakes and streams to establish an Atlantic salmon fishery, but even though a few mature sea-run Atlantics were captured in the Cowichan River, a self-sustaining population failed to materialize.  Similar results have occurred with Atlantic salmon introductions in Australia, New Zealand, South Africa and a number of other countries.     

Recent environmental assessment by the U.S. National Marine Fisheries Service, the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife and B.C.’s Environmental Assessment Office conclude the risk of Atlantic salmon colonization in the Pacific Northwest is low.

Recent studies indicate Atlantic salmon have spawned in B.C. waters and their progeny can survive, but their presence simply confirms what’s been known since the early 1900s – Atlantic salmon are capable of producing offspring in the wild, but self sustaining exotic populations of Atlantic salmon have not materialized anywhere in the world.

“Farms produce massive numbers of sea lice that kill migrating wild salmon smolts and attack adults when they return to spawn”

Wild salmon populations are very volatile, and dramatic changes in abundance occur naturally.  There are natural cycles of sea-lice in wild stocks.  Fish farmers do not want lice-laden fish, so they address any instances of lice immediately.  Fish farmers do not let lice accumulate on their fish, its just not good business.  If an outbreak occurs, their fish veterinarians can take steps to eradicate it.  Farmed fish are under constant scrutiny to ensure high health standards.  

“The pink salmon stock in the Broughton Archipelago on northern Vancouver Island is collapsing, and it must be due to a sea lice infestation last summer.”

Fisheries and Oceans Canada is the organization best equipped to judge the status of fish returns.  It considers this report a theory that is not backed up by complete data.  Fisheries and Oceans are compiling accurate numbers of how many pink salmon have returned, including in the Broughton Archipelago.  Where they have data for other species, Fisheries and Oceans reports returns are good and above predications, including in areas where there are salmon farms.  

“Farms deposit raw sewage on the ocean floor.”

For the most part, fish farm waste is no different than the waste from a school of wild fish.  

Concentrations can be higher and in some cases can result in waste build-up on the ocean floor if the farm is not properly managed or properly sited, but new waste regulations ensures the production of waste does not exceed the sites ability to assimilate it.  A large scientific database shows the conditions on the sea bottom at many sites are only moderately affected and almost all sites recover to their original state in 18 months.

“Farmed salmon, because of the way they are reared and the antibiotics they are fed, are unhealthy to consume.”

Only limited amounts of antibiotics are used, and only under the supervision of a veterinarian.  The quantity of antibiotics is declining because of good fish health practices.  Most antibiotic treatments are given in salmon’s early life to address bacterial infections, long before the fish are harvested.  The fish are processed in modern, clean processing plants inspected by the Canadian Food Inspection Agency.           

Due to the above findings, salmon farming is a safe and environmentally responsible industry, with enormous economic potential.  

British Columbia has the most comprehensive regulatory framework for salmon aquaculture in the world.  The best available science clearly states the industry is sustainable, and on a scientific basis to allow expansion of the industry.  The findings in B.C. concerning farming of Atlantic salmon, has a number of important lessons for any budding aquaculture industry. First and foremost a robust and comprehensive regulatory framework (that is policed) needs to be put in place. In the absence of dedicated legislation in South Africa, no regulations are in place either. Secondly, if there are adverse results from any form of aquaculture, mitigate against the negative effects. In SA we seem inclined to say: If it’s got consequences, let’s not do it. Lastly, publicise the Canadian findings to counter all those who have done their bit to discredit the Canadian industry as an excuse to stop aquaculture from taking off in SA.[image: image1.png]
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