
                   
 

research & monitoring

 
 

1. Welcome & Introductions: 
Dr Kenneth Hutchings (KH) introduced himself and Anchor Research & Monitoring and welcomed all 
attendees to the public meeting. He explained that Anchor was appointed by the Department of 
Agriculture Forestry and Fisheries (DAFF) as the Environmental Practitioner (EAP) to assist DAFF with the 
application for Environmental Authorisation (EA) for the proposed sea-based Aquaculture Development 
Zone (ADZ) in Algoa Bay. 
 
2. Matters to be Discussed (Presentation attached to the minutes) 
2.1 Objectives of the meeting: 
KH provided a brief overview of the project and presented the objectives of the meeting.  He explained 
that as the environmental consultants, Anchor also represents the aquaculture and marine specialist for 
this project. 
 
He elaborated that Vera Massie (VM) would address matters related to the Basic Assessment process, 
and components of the impact assessment other than the marine impacts (i.e. visual, socio-economic 
and heritage resources impact assessments).  He clarified that the maritime Heritage Impact Assessment 
was conducted by ACO Associates, which are qualified heritage resources specialists. 
 
2.2 Basic Assessment Process: 
VM provided an overview of the project timeline. She explained that to date, the pre-application Basic 
Assessment Report (BAR) has been completed (but not finalised) and that the purpose of this meeting 
was to present the findings and discuss the results of the studies conducted to date as well as to solicit 
information from the public regarding their concerns with the project.  She emphasised that the pre-
application public participation (PP) phase had not yet commenced, but that the first round of PP would 
be initiated within two weeks of the public meeting. The application and Draft BAR are planned to be 
submitted by end of May 2019, with the Final BAR submission scheduled for end of August 2019. 
VM then provided detail on the public participation process, emphasising that there would be two 30 
day commenting periods for this project.  She also explained what the minimum statutory participation 
requirements entail and additional measures that have been and would be implemented to ensure 
comprehensive consultation of the public. 

ALGOA SEA BASED AQUACULTURE DEVELOPMENT ZONE 
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KH commenced with the presentation, which has been attached to minutes.  KH covered the following 
content: 

• Project background (i.e. history) 
• Project description 
• Potential finfish and bivalve species 
• Identification potential ADZ sites 
• Alternative options (including No-go Option) (see below) 

 
Option  Algoa 1 

(Summerstrand)  
Algoa 6 
(PE harbour)  

Algoa 7 
(Coega)  

A Finfish & Bivalve Bivalve Finfish 
B Bivalve Bivalve Finfish 
C X Bivalve Finfish 
D X X X 

 
• Studies incorporated into the Impact Assessment of 2019 
• Impact Assessment method 
• Marine impact assessment (negative) 

VM then continued with the presentation covering the following content: 
• Visual aesthetic impacts (negative) 
• Socio-economic impacts (positive and negative) 
• Maritime and Underwater Cultural Heritage 
• Summary of positive significance ratings 
• Summary of negative significance ratings 
• No go option (Alternative Option D) 
• Conclusions: 

o DAFF intends to apply for Option A, involving finfish culture at Summerstrand and 
Ngqura sites and bivalve culture at Summerstrand and PE Harbour sites. 

o DAFF intends to implement a phased approach. 
o Phased approach and adaptive management would be implemented by means of the 

Environmental Management Programme (EMPr). 
o Implementation of phased approach and adaptive management overseen and 

coordinated by management structure similar to the one implemented for the 
Saldanha Bay ADZ. 

o Based on current impact assessment Option C has the smallest environmental 
footprint. 

o EAP likely to recommend Option B or C. 
o DEA to make a decision based on information presented. 

Questions on the process and details of the presentation and study approach were not taken during the 
presentation. 
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3. Questions and answers session: 
Note that the minutes of the meeting do not capture each comment, but rather summarise the aspects 
discussed at the meeting and the response provided by anchor or DAFF on the topic, if applicable.  Any 
questions or comments that Anchor did not address in the meeting or additional information have 
been answered in these minutes and have been recorded in italics. 
 
3.1 Comments provided in favour of the proposed development were provided by the Khoisan fishing 
community as well as previously disadvantaged community members of Port Elizabeth: 

• Importance of ensuring that the local community would benefit from this development if it was 
approved. 

• Recommendations on how the local community could benefit: 
o Manufacture fish cages in Port Elizabeth 
o Train and utilise divers from the local communities 
o Feed manufacturing could be done locally 
o The Khoisan fishing community representative suggested that the fish cages could 

possibly be constructed in such a way that the waste can be extracted from the cages 
and used on land-based aquaponics aquaculture facilities. 

• It was emphasised that the sea should be accessible to and benefit everyone.  Tourism, 
conservation and recreation should not be the only aspect taken into account. 

• It was emphasised that the aquaculture sector is still untransformed and that small and 
medium enterprises should benefit. 

 
3.2 Comments against the proposed development were provided by residents who have an interest in 
conservation, recreational activities and the tourism economy of Port Elizabeth: 

• It was tabled that the majority of people are not against the development per se, but that the 
location of Algoa 1 is the problem, being located in the aquatic sports capital of South Africa. 
This site should not be considered. 

• It was argued that due to the large capital investment, corporate companies would be more 
likely to benefit and not small and medium enterprises. 

• This is an expensive experiment, there is too little known whether this proposed project will be 
realised with actual benefit to the people (emphasis on local people).  The potential negative 
impacts could be high and if the project is not realised after trials, it may be too late for Algoa 
Bay.  The appropriate option may be the No-Go option (Alternative Option D) or maybe Option 
C – Finfish at Ngqura and Bivalve at PE Harbour). Cumulative impacts in Algoa Bay are 
constantly increasing (reference to shipping and industry). 

o DAFF responded that South Africa is one of the most unequal societies in the world 
and that DAFF is also in the business of creating jobs and opportunities and to boost 
the South African economy.  DAFF acknowledged the comment that there is only “one 
Algoa Bay” and responded that it must be considered that there are very few sites 
along the coast that are suitable for aquaculture. 
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3.3 Comments regarding the public participation process: 
• The meeting should be held at a location more accessible to previously disadvantaged 

community members of Port Elizabeth, who have an interest in the jobs and skills that could 
arise from this project. 

o Anchor responded that a more appropriate venue will be explored for the next 
meeting. 

• WESSA appealed to everyone to recognise that South Africa is one of the most unequal 
societies in the world and that spatial segregation implemented during Apartheid is still 
evident in Port Elizabeth.  This participation process could easily turn into a racially charged 
debate between Summerstrand and Motherwell residents.  This really should be avoided, and 
it should be recognised that Hobie Beach is utilised by many communities living in Port 
Elizabeth.  The process should be constructive rather than combative.  

 
3.4 Comments regarding impact assessment: 

• The Airport Company South Africa (ACSA) is concerned about the fact that the ADZ is located 
within the flight path of the PE Airport. Fish cages attract birds and fish processing even more 
so. This would pose a serious threat to airplanes passing over the ADZ.  Furthermore, this 
concern was raised during the appeal phase of the previous EIA process and does not seem to 
have been addressed in the pre-application BAR. 

o DAFF and Anchor responded that this issue will be included in the BAR to be published 
within the next two weeks. (Additional notes:  Only piscivorous, low-flying sea birds will 
be attracted to large concentrations of fish and food in sea cages at Algoa 1 and 7 and 
include sea gulls, gannets, cormorants and terns. High-flying migratory flocks of birds 
such as geese, ducks, and starlings will not be attracted to the cages. The risk of 
collision with seabirds is therefore improbable even without mitigation measures. 
Essential mitigation measures to prevent seabirds from gaining access to the cages are 
proposed in the marine specialist assessment.  The additional risk posed by the finfish 
cages is considered to be relatively small as the cages are unlikely to alter flight path 
height of the bird flocks.) 

o Anchor further clarified that fish processing is not permitted at sea and that this would 
occur at fish processing factories on land.  Furthermore, cages would be covered with 
predator nets to prevent birds from gaining access. With the implementation of 
appropriate mitigation measures (i.e. predator nets), the absence of a food reward 
means that seabirds are unlikely to be attracted to the cages.  

• A quantitative approach was not taken to assess socio-economic impacts (including concerns 
that total capital investment and number of jobs created were not quantified), which is 
problematic when weighing up positive (desirability) and negative socio-economic impacts 
against each other. 

o KH responded that estimates for job creation have been provided in the BAR (also see 
additional comment provided in the question section of the minutes), which were 
sourced from the socio-economic specialist study that was conducted for Algoa 1 
(Summerstrand) and 5 (Addo MPA) in 2016 by the Rhodes University (comparative 
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assessment 2016).  KH further elaborated that a realistic quantitative cost and benefit 
study is not possible to do at this stage.  This is due to the lack of existing established 
sea-based finfish culture facilities within SA.  Additional note: Due to the lack of 
quantitative evidence, impacts are rated with low confidence, which must be 
considered when weighing up positive and negative impacts against each other (i.e. 
need and desirability versus negative impacts). 

o KH also highlighted that feasibility studies for farming of finfish in South Africa have 
been conducted by consultants appointed by DAFF (Feasibility Study of Marine Finfish 
(Dusky kob and Atlantic salmon) Aquaculture in South Africa, 2017). 

o KH explained that the quantitative determination of whether the ADZ is indeed the 
most desirable development for Port Elizabeth is well outside the scope of the 
application for Environmental Authorisation.  It has been decided on a national level 
(i.e. Operation Phakisa – Ocean’s Economy) that aquaculture is to be promoted in 
South Africa.  There are limited opportunities along South Africa’s coastline to 
implement sea-based aquaculture.  Algoa Bay has been identified as a suitable site.  
Additional note: The Basic Assessment Report must cover the “Need and Desirability” of 
the proposed development, as this is a factor that is taken into consideration by the 
DEA when issuing a decision on the application.  Essentially the means have to justify 
the ends.  However, it is not possible to quantify this due to the lack of South African 
examples of sea-based finfish aquaculture. The most detailed information that can be 
included in the motivation is the potential number of jobs and opportunity that could 
be created as a result of this development (as included in the BAR).  Finally, although 
provincial and municipal development plans must be considered when describing the 
“Need and Desirability“ of a project to ensure that it is in line with the development 
goals of the area, it is not a requirement to prove to the DEA that this development is 
“the most desirable” option when compared to any number of unknown, potential 
development alternatives for Port Elizabeth. 

• Adding up impact ratings from different impact categories means that each impact is given an 
equal weighting. This is not realistic. 

o No response was provided during the meeting. 
o Additional note: This method which attributes an equal weight to all identified impacts 

is certainly not perfect, but Anchor found this to be the only way to succinctly present 
the total impact that the alternative options (A, B and C) are likely to have.  It should be 
noted that each person has a different view on which impact types are most important. 
Socio-economic impacts will be most important to people who will be most affected 
economically. Impacts on marine ecology and birds on the other hand will constitute 
the more important impact to a conservationist (this is perfectly illustrated in that 
Algoa 7 is more favourable in terms of socio-economic impacts, while Algoa 1 would 
have a substantially lower impact on the marine ecology of Algoa Bay). The 
development of weighting criteria for identified impacts would therefore be an entirely 
subjective exercise. Different people are likely to propose entirely different weightings. 
This issue and question in essence describes the challenges faced by the EAP and the 
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decision-making authority when considering all impacts in making a 
recommendation/decision. 

• Site 6 and 7 are not going through a full EIA process, which would mean that the impacts on 
those sites would be assessed in much less detail as part of the Basic Assessment process (no 
scoping phase). KH responded that: 

o The public participation process is the same, if not longer when compared to the initial 
EIA process (i.e. 60 days to comment, two public meetings) 

o The same data was collected for the new finfish site Algoa 7 (Ngqura), i.e. bathymetry, 
sediment, macrofauna, and water quality.  Existing research data for Algoa 6 was 
incorporated into the Benthic Study.  Additionally, while the previous EIA process did 
not include dispersion modelling for calculating carrying capacity estimates, this BAR 
does include a specialist study covering both finfish sites.   

o Additional note 1: The socio-economic specialist studies (2013 and 2016) conducted for 
Algoa 5 (Addo) would not have to be repeated for Algoa 7 (Ngqura) by a specialist due 
to the fact that the impacts are very similar and could be assessed by the EAP.  The 
detail in which Site 6 and 7 were assessed is certainly comparable to what had been 
done as part of the previous EIA process for Algoa 1 (Summerstrand) and Algoa 5 
(Addo). 

o Additional note 2: An additional specialist study was compiled as part of the BAR to 
assess Heritage Impacts, which had not been done as part of the previous EIA process. 

• Algoa 7 (Ngqura) is situated near St Georges Beach which is a popular bathing beach. The risks 
to this beach posed by finfish farming should be assessed in the impact assessment, especially 
considering that a shark attack had occurred on this beach before. 

o KH responded that the impact on recreational activities at Algoa 7 had been 
considered, but that care would be taken to re-assess the impact ratings. 

• A description of the waste originating from finfish cages should be included in the impact 
assessment. Especially the type of waste found in the upper metre of the water column that 
would be rapidly dispersed towards the shore by the prevailing wind and whether this would 
pose a health risk to beach users. 

o KH responded that this could certainly be included in the BAR. However, he 
emphasised that waste from finfish cages constitutes an ecological concern more so 
than a health concern. 

o Additional note: Human health concerns in the marine environment are generally 
related to microorganisms such as bacteria, viruses and parasites.  Contaminated 
water can be ingested during contact sports and result in gastrointestinal illnesses.  
Escherichia coli and Enterococci are generally used as indicators for the presence of 
these harmful microorganisms.  It is important to note that finfish farms are not a 
source of bacteria, viruses and parasites that could harm humans.  Harmful 
microorganisms are excreted by warm-blooded animals (e.g. cow, pig, ostrich, humans) 
and are washed into the sea via rivers, outfall pipelines or stormwater drains. 
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• Wind should be taken into account in Port Elizabeth. Wind influences currents and upwelling. 
The person commenting was concerned that the impact of wind would be swept under the 
carpet. 

o KH responded that wind as the primary driving force behind currents, swell, and 
upwelling conditions are certainly taken into account in this assessment and is not 
being swept under the carpet. With regards to the infrastructure itself, the individual 
operators need to make sure that their structures can withstand the local conditions. 

o Additional note: Wind as the driving force itself cannot be assessed as an impact.  
However, wind was considered in the following example, which is included in the 
marine specialist study: “Potential impact OP-ME3: Genetic impacts on wild fish 
stocks”.  Damaged cages allow finfish to escape and interbreed with the local 
population of the same species. This can impact on the genetic makeup of the local fish 
population.  Cages can be damaged by deep ocean swell (deep powerful swell resulting 
from weather systems approaching Algoa Bay) or wind swell (localised swell resulting 
from strong winds).  In both cases, “wind” is not the impact, but is the driving force 
behind the observed impact of genetic contamination.  Furthermore, “Potential impact 
OP-ME2: Organic pollution from finfish sea cages” in the marine assessment also 
considers wind.  Organic pollution arising from finfish cages is dispersed by currents, 
which in inshore regions are primarily wind driven. 

o The impact assessment needs to focus on the impacts of the development on the 
receiving environment and not vice versa. This is the reason why risk to the 
aquaculture farm is not assessed in impact tables (e.g. impact of swell on cage 
structure).  However, these issues have certainly been considered when discussing the 
feasibility of the proposed development (a feasibility assessment precedes an 
Environmental Impact Assessment). 

 
3.5 Questions raised by attendees and answers: 

• What is the objective of the project? 
o Anchor response: Economic growth in the marine aquaculture sector, which is one of 

the mandates of DAFF. 
• Why is abalone not considered for this project? 

o Anchor did not provide a clear answer to this question at the meeting and a response 
has been included in these minutes:  Abalone are currently successfully either ranched 
(near natural conditions) or farmed on land (strictly controlled environmental 
conditions).  Some companies have experimented with growing abalone in offshore 
baskets (like oysters) but this does not appear to be a viable culture method.  
Furthermore, protecting a sea-based abalone farm against abalone poachers would 
likely pose a serious challenge. 

• Option C is the alternative with the lowest environmental footprint. Is Option A therefore off 
the table? 

o Anchor explains that DAFF will apply for Option A, which is the most economically 
beneficial option. However, the Department of Environmental Affairs is the decision 
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making authority and will take into consideration the need and desirability of the 
project, as well as the negative impacts when issuing a decision on whether 
Environmental Authorisation should be granted for Option A, B or C or not at all (i.e. 
Option D). 

• Even if DAFF ensures that environmental concerns are addressed during the phased approach, 
what mechanisms are in place to ensure that operators adhere to legal requirements? 

o DAFF responded that individual operators will be contractually bound to DAFF and will 
be required to apply for a Mariculture Right and annual permits (the right forms the 
basis of the annually renewed permits and is valid for 15 years). 

o Anchor also added that the Aquaculture Development Zone Management Committee 
and Consultative Forums will also oversee the adherence to legislative requirements. 

• Who is the landlord for individual operators? 
o DAFF/KH responded that the landlord would be Transnet National Port Authority for 

the sites that lie within the boundaries of the Port. VM suggested to confirm this with 
Transnet and include a map in the report to show this clearly.  Additional comment: A 
lease agreement would be signed by both parties as per the National  

o The Sea-Shore Amendment Act 1993 (No. 190 of 1993) prohibits Ports Act (Act No 12 of 
2005), any relevant regulations and guidelines promulgated thereof.  Furthermore, the 
erection of buildings and structures and the laying of pipes below the high-water mark 
on the sea shore or in the sea without a lease in terms of the Act.  In 2014, the Seashore 
Act was repealed with regards to the functions and powers of the Minister, but not with 
regards to the functions and powers of Provincial Departments.  Coastal Lease 
Agreements are issued by the provinces (different institutions and processes).  
Recognising that this provincial level system has to be repealed by a consolidated 
national system in terms of ICMA, the provinces were assigned the responsibility to 
repeal the applicable sections of the Seashore Act once a replacement system is in place 
and effective.  None of the provinces have repealed the Seashore Act and hence, 
coastal lease agreements are still issued via existing administrative processes. 

• Are the EAP’s recommendations considered in the decision-making process? 
o Anchor responded that the Competent Authority (i.e. National Department of 

Environmental Affairs) will consider all documents at hand, including the 
recommendations by the EAP in issuing the decision. 

• Will the old environmental authorisation simply be resurrected? There is the impression that 
the ADZ has already been approved. 

o Anchor responded that DAFF withdrew the previous application altogether and 
decided to submit an entirely new application to DEA. Anchor emphasised that the 
current application will also be submitted in terms of the 2017 Regulations, which 
requires a Basic Assessment process. This means that the application is started from 
scratch. However, previous outcomes and appeals will form part of the new decision 
issued by the DEA. 

• Is the Environmental Management Programme (EMPr) instead of an EIA not a way to bulldoze 
the process through? 
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o Anchor responded that the EMPr is certainly not a way to bulldoze the process 
through.  The EMPr is a component of the Basic Assessment Report (BAR) and is 
required in all Environmental Impact Assessments.  The EMPr essentially outlines how 
a development must be managed and constitutes the key document in ensuring that 
mitigation measures are implemented as required in the Environmental Authorisation.  
It also constitutes a tool to implement the desired adaptive management approach, 
which is very important in ensuring that environmental thresholds are not exceeded. 
However, the impact assessment process (including public participation) remains the 
most important process in assisting the DEA in making a decision whether a 
development should be granted Environmental Authorisation or not. 

• How were the sites selected and why Algoa Bay? 
o KH explained that a National Strategic Environmental Assessment was conducted in 

2009, which selected Algoa Bay as a potential site for finfish culture. He explained that 
there are very few sites along South Africa’s coastline that are suitable for sea-based 
aquaculture.  He also emphasised that over the last 10 years, seven sites have been 
considered within Algoa Bay and that DAFF is going to apply for the three sites 
discussed today.  This process is no longer about considering new sites. 

• Why not land-based aquaculture? 
o KH responded that DAFF intends to promote land-based AND sea-based aquaculture, 

not one or the other. Land-based aquaculture is therefore not an alternative activity in 
this application. Additional notes: the DAFF has already identified other land based ADZ 
sites around the country and is moving forward with these sites, the current application 
considers sea-based sites.  

• How many jobs will actually be created? How many of the jobs created will be provide 
opportunities for local people? For what period of time will there be jobs?  The potential 
benefits must be clearly defined. 

o KH responded that it is very difficult to exactly quantify how many jobs will be created 
by such a development as this is a BA for declaration of an area of sea space where 
certain types of mariculture may take place in the future. In other words, this is about 
gazetting zonation, and the details of potential developments (actual operating models 
of potential future farmers) are not known in detail at this stage. The assessment is by 
necessity generic. This is due to the fact that number of jobs created is dependent 
amongst other factors, the species farmed, the scale of the development and the 
operating procedures of future farmers. 

o Additional note: Excerpt from the BAR: “Direct employment in the production 
component of an offshore finfish farm in Algoa Bay is expected to roughly 50 
employees for a 1000t/annum scale operation (1 employee per 20 ton) and 80 
employees for a 3000t/annum commercial unit (1 employee per 37.5 tons) (Britz et al. 
2016)”.  To quantify exactly how many local jobs will be created is not possible at this 
stage.  The impact assessment lists the prioritising of local job opportunities and skill 
development as a benefit-enhancing measure. 
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• Surface water movement as a result of strong winds was not previously taken into 
consideration. Does the dispersion modelling study conducted in 2018 consider wind? (This 
question was followed by a statement that this should be considered in the impact assessment 
as finfish waste could wash up on Summerstrand beach): 

o KH responded that the study did not consider wind driven near-surface currents for the 
dispersion of the waste originating in the cages (although measured currents at the 
depth in the water column equivalent to the cage bottom were utilized in modelling). 
Most of the waste produced in a finfish cage sinks to the bottom as faeces and excess 
food (Additional: note: minimised by strict feeding methods, feed is a major expense for 
an operator and will not be wasted).  He acknowledged that some wastes such as oils 
or fats may float on the water surface but emphasised that an additional modelling 
study would not be conducted at this stage of the project.  Modelling at this point is a 
theoretical exercise and additional modelling would unlikely change the rating of the 
impact assessment with regards to the waste discharge into the marine environment.  
Anchor strongly emphasised the importance of monitoring and adaptive management 
for this type of development. 

o Additional note: Our modelling consultant confirms that wind induced currents within 
the first metre of the water column is usually not considered when modelling dispersion 
of waste from finfish cages. 

• What is the plan to grow the Small and Medium Enterprises in the aquaculture sector? 
o KH responded that although the supporting of SMMEs is considered in the impact 

assessment as a mitigation measure, the development of a plan of how to achieve this 
lies outside of our tasks as environmental consultants. 

• Will the applicant/operator have to inform DAFF what will be fed to the finfish? The concern is 
around the feeding of smaller fish, which could contribute towards the depletion of the ocean 
as more small fish must be fed to larger fish. 

o KH responded that the Marine Aquaculture Right and permits would specify 
requirements regarding the feed that is to be used.  Feeding wild caught fish is mainly 
used in tuna ranching but is unlikely to be approved in South Africa.  Finfish cage 
farming focuses on optimising pelleted feed with the view to minimise the Food 
Conversion Ratio (kilograms of feed required to produce 1 kg of farmed fish) and the 
cost to feed the farmed fish.  Pelleted feed is currently used in most fish farming 
internationally and in the experimental cages in Saldanha Bay. 

• WESSA requested to put the following three question on record: 
o Is DAFF pre-empting marine spatial planning with this development? There is a unit at 

the Nelson Mandela University which currently looks at the spatial planning of Algoa 
Bay. Additional note: Given that the spatial planning component of the Algoa ADZ was 
initiated as early as 2009 in the SEA phase, it certainly pre-dates (but not necessarily 
pre-empts) the recently established NMMU academic unit. The DAFF is a key 
Department in the Marine Spatial Planning process and is ensuring that fisheries and 
aquaculture is considered in this process. 
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o Algoa 6 (PE Harbour) lies above a ship graveyard. Has this been covered in the impact 
assessment? 

• VM responded that this had been addressed in the maritime heritage 
resources study conducted by ACO Associates. 

o Would the finfish cages impact on sand movement along the coast? The beaches at 
Summerstrand are supplied from Cape Recife area. 

• KH confirmed that a hydrodynamic sediment modelling study was not 
conducted as part of this impact assessment. He responded that based on his 
knowledge, the two mechanisms by which sand is supplied to beaches are 
primarily aeolian (i.e. sand transported by wind from the land into the sea) and 
by means of long-shore currents in the nearshore (<10m depth) (Additional 
note: Rivers also supply the coastal environment with sediment).  Long-shore 
drift is caused by currents flowing parallel to the shore, redistributing 
sediments along the coast.  Algoa 1 (Summerstrand) is an offshore site and is 
situated well outside of the long-shore drift zone.  Furthermore, cages and 
their moorings are unlikely to hinder sediment movement, unlike solid 
structures [such as jetties, groynes or reclamation of land].  

o Is the south-west corner of Algoa 1 (Summerstrand) excluded due to the positioning of 
the Bell Buoy? 

• KH responded that the shape was due to one of the exclusionary criteria that 
were applied by a GIS mapping exercise during the SEA phase. This question of 
whether this had anything to do with the bellboy could not be answered 
confidently during the meeting and a map has been included to demonstrate 
that the Bell Buoy is not the reason for the shape of southwest Algoa 1. 
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3.6 Other comments: 
• A stakeholder in favour of the development addressed DAFF and requested that more 

information about aquaculture in general would be brought to people in the PE area.  Plans 
should be put in place to develop skills, provide SMMEs an opportunity to enter business and 
to provide jobs.  He emphasised that people are impatient and want this development to go 
ahead. 

o DAFF responded that the declaration of the ADZ is the very first step in promoting sea-
based aquaculture in this area. DAFF understands that the aquaculture sector requires 
transformation, capacity building and skills development. Such efforts, however, go 
well beyond the first step, which is to apply for Environmental Authorisation and, if a 
positive decision is issued, the declaration of the ADZ. 

• Have the following risks to the development been taken into consideration: Red tide, 
Bunkering, Land-based discharges, Offshore bunkering, Sewage spills (flooding of Baakens 
River) 

o VM responded that the focus of the environmental impact assessment must be on the 
impacts caused by the proposed development on the environment and not vice versa. 
Therefore such impacts are not covered in the impact assessment per se. However, a 
chapter on the risks to the development has been included in the Basic Assessment 
Report, which includes the components described in the comment.  The report 
highlights that DAFF is well aware of these risks. 

 

4. Closure: 
VM informed all attendees that the presentation and minutes of this meeting would be made available 
to all attendees as soon as possible. VM reminded the attendees that the public participation period 
would commence within two weeks of the meeting and that the reports would be made available for a 
commenting period of 30 days.  She encouraged all attendees to provide written comment once the 
reports were made available and within the commenting period provided.  KH closed the meeting at 
20:30. 
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