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APPENDIX G2: APPLICATION PHASE 

COMMENTS AND RESPONSE REPORT 

Comments and response table for the application-phase basic assessment stakeholder consultation process for the 
proposed sea-based Aquaculture Development Zone in Algoa Bay.  

In some cases, registered I&APs submitted comments as letters with substantial content and are included in Appendix F5 of 
this report. Such comments were summarised in the table below. Responses are provided by Anchor unless otherwise 
indicated.  Please note that the Competent Authority requested that the comment and response table should be laid out in 
such a way that the comment and response are next to each other.  The suggested layout resulted in the report doubling in 
length due to the comprehensive response to comments by Anchor.  The format as shown below in the example was chosen 
with the view to reduce the number of pages of the Basic Assessment Report. 

Please note that the Presidency announced a new cabinet and appointed new Ministers in May 2019.  The Department of 
Environmental Affairs was merged with the Fisheries and Forestry divisions of the Department of Agriculture, Forestry and 
Fisheries (formerly known as DAFF).  The new merged Ministry is legally referred to as the Department of Environment, 
Forestry and Fisheries (DEFF). However, the merger of the two branches is still underway and the Basic Assessment Report 
continues to refer to DAFF as the applicant and National DEA as the Competent Authority. 

 

Example: 

No. Comment and response 

1 Mr A 

Comment submitted: insert date 

Comment 

Response to comment 

Response 

 

 

No
. 

Comment and response 

1 Adrian De Villiers 

Comment submitted: 20 July 2019 

There must be no finfish farms anywhere in Algoa Bay (from Cape Recife to Bird Island), it will bring the great 
whites into the bay and they will definitely be scanning our blue flag beaches for food, which will lead to shark 
bites! 

And we don't want mussel farms off Summerstrand or Kings beach as this is Iron Man swimming territory and 
also our life saving clubs have competitions here and also our surf ski's and kite surfers need freedom of 
movement and all make our tourism industry attractive! 

Mussel farms can be on the west side of the PE harbour, they can expand those mussel farms, over there, and 
that is it! 

DAFF must go to the Transkei for doing this farming, not here, Algoa bay is the spawning ground for the sardine, 
Bottle nose capital of the world, large numbers of whales or use the bay periodically, and it's major draw card for 
our tourism and marine safari's etc. 

Transkei is just wild coast, no one wants to swim there because of the sharks and ocean currents, so that’s where 
DAFF must do the farming, not here ! 

I will still be going to the High court to prevent Daff from farming in Algoa Bay and I will be suing the Minster in 
his personal capacity for my legal costs and a pre-emptive court order, for the minster to be held responsible for 
shark attacks and loss in revenues because of mussel farms interfering with the Iron man and lifesaving and 
hobby cat and surf ski routes! 

And I will insert a clause, that even if he leaves the ministry, or goes on pension, the court order will remain to 
hold him responsible! 

Dear Minister, you need to do the mussel and fish farming along the Transkei coast, not here! This is Algoa bay, a 
tourist and tri-athlete and lifesaving attraction! You can't do these farms here! 

Response to comment 
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Shark encounters. Fatal shark encounters are rare and stochastic events and hence very difficult to predict. 
Finfish cages have the potential to attract sharks (Basic Assessment Report Section 10.5.2.4). Data on the 
influence of fish cages on large shark behaviour is scarce, however. They are undoubtedly attracted to fish cages 
at times, but the risk to bathers and swimmers is unknown. This issue is discussed at some length in the 
"Description of the affected environment Section 9.5.2.1". Excerpt from the marine specialist study in Appendix D 
of the Basic Assessment Report p31: "Algoa Bay is the eastern most distribution of the Cape fur seal and breeding 
takes place on Black Rocks (Mills & Hes, 1997).  The presence of this breeding colony may act as an important 
factor for the aggregation of Great white sharks (Carcharodon carcharias), which are known to target seal 
breeding colonies as feeding grounds (Kock et al 2013, Hewitt et al 2018). While a range of sizes of white sharks 
can be found around Seal Island, the inshore areas of Algoa Bay are home to the greatest proportion of young-of-
year sharks (Dicken & Booth 2013)". The marine specialist study assesses the impact of the development on shark 
populations (predators in general) and recommends the installation of predator nets, which prevents sharks from 
gaining access to the cages. Monitoring of shark movements and implementing a shark spotter programme would 
constitute further mitigation measures (specific to water sport activities). It should also be noted that it is in the 
farmer's best interest to prevent predators (predatory fish including sharks, cetaceans, seals and birds) from 
gaining access to the cages as stock losses would significantly impact their business.  Research by the leading 
South African shark scientists has shown that positive conditioning can only arise if white sharks gain significant 
and predictable food rewards (Johnson and Kock 2006: South Africa’s White Shark cage-diving industry -is their 
cause for concern?). 
Bivalve farming at Algoa 1 (Summerstrand site). Section 9.5.2.2 of the Draft Basic Assessment Report describes 
all water sport events that occur on the Port Elizabeth beaches. The map below is included in Figure 31 of the 
Basic Assessment Report and shows that none of the events overlap with the proposed Algoa 1 Option 1 site.  At 
its furthest offshore, the Bell Buoy Challenge is situated just over 500 m away from the boundary of the ADZ. A 
mitigation measure has been included that the ADZ operators ensure that no maintenance or harvesting occurs 
on the day of the sport event. None of the other activities will be impacted by maintenance activities of ADZ 
vessels as they will launch from PE Harbour. The impact on recreational water sport participants was rated as 
very low after implementation of mitigation measures for bivalve farming at Algoa 1 Option 1. 
 

 
 
Site selection. Site selection has been based on several Strategic Assessments (national and Algoa Bay specific) 
conducted since 2009. Algoa Bay was identified as one of the few sites where sea-based aquaculture is possible 
along the very exposed shoreline of South Africa. Over the last 10 years, seven sites have been considered within 
Algoa Bay and the Department of Agriculture Forestry and Fisheries is going to apply for the three sites included 
in the Environmental Impact Assessment.  This process is no longer about considering new sites. The site 
selection process is explained in more detail in Section 3.5 of the Basic Assessment Report (main report). 
 

Legal action. You are advised that, in the event that the Competent Authority issues an Environmental 
Authorisation, an appeal to the decision taken by the Department may be lodged in terms of the National Appeal 
Regulations 2014 (as amended) promulgated in terms of the National Environmental Management Act (NEMA) 
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(Act No. 107 of 1998). The regulations stipulate that the appellant must, within 20 (twenty) calendar days from 
the date the holder of the decision sent notification of the decision to the registered I&APs – 

1. Submit an appeal in accordance with Regulation 4 of the National Appeal Regulations 2014 (as 
amended) to the Appeal Administrator; and 

2. Submit a copy of the appeal to the holder of the decision, any registered I&AP, any organ of State with 
interest in the matter and the decision-maker i.e. the Competent Authority that issued the decision. 

Please consult the National Appeal Regulations for more details. This information only serves to provide you with 
information. It will be your responsibility to ensure that you comply with these Regulations should you wish to 
submit an appeal in the event the EA is granted. 

2 Christian Bust 

Comment submitted: 20 July 2019 

Where can we oppose: the Mussel and oyster farming at Algoa 1 Option 1 (Summerstrand site)? 

This is just as ridiculous as the initial suggestion of the fish farm with the same negative effects on Tourism and 
Environment in the bay. 

Response to comment 

Shark encounters: Bivalves (mussels and oysters) extract particles from the water column and are therefore 
referred to as filter feeders. Consequently, bivalves don’t have to be fed. Furthermore, bivalves are sessile (i.e. 
lodged to the ropes or inside baskets). Sharks have been shown to be attracted to activity in the water (thrashing 
fish in cages) and the smell of food (feed). In comparison to finfish culture, bivalve culture is therefore unlikely to 
attract sharks at Algoa 1 Option 1 should Environmental Authorisation for Alternative Option B be granted. 

Impacts on the marine environment: The Marine Specialist Study in Appendix D3 (Hutchings et al. 2019) 
assesses, in detail, the impacts of bivalve farming, including the impacts on water quality (Section 4.1.5.2.4). The 
marine specialist assessment (Appendix D3 of the Basic Assessment Report) shows that all impacts during the 
operational phase are of low significance after the implementation of mitigation measures (Table 6 in Chapter 2 
of the Basic Assessment Report).  Impacts of finfish farming are considerably higher: 

1. Disease and parasite transmission: High 
2. Organic waste discharge: Medium 
3. Genetic interaction: Low 
4. Therapeutants and antifoulants: Medium 
5. Accidental entanglement: Low 
6. Impact on piscivorous marine animals: Medium 

Impact on water sports: Section 9.5.2.2 of the Draft Basic Assessment Report describes all water sport events 
that occur on the Port Elizabeth beaches. The map below is included in Figure 31 of the Basic Assessment Report 
and shows that none of the events overlap with the proposed Algoa 1 Option 1 site.  At its furthest offshore, the 
Bell Buoy Challenge is situated just over 500 m away from the boundary of the ADZ. A mitigation measure has 
been included that the ADZ operators ensure that no maintenance or harvesting occurs on the day of the sport 
event. None of the other activities will be impacted by maintenance activities of ADZ vessels as they will launch 
from PE Harbour. The impact on recreational water sport participants was rated as very low after 
implementation of mitigation measures for bivalve farming at Algoa 1 Option 1. 
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Visual impacts: Algoa 1 (Summerstrand site) is currently utilised by Chokka fishing boats for taking shelter from 
strong winds and high seas. The addition of maintenance vessels are similar-sized to Chokka fishing vessels and 
certainly smaller than large cargo vessels currently utilising Algoa Bay and would therefore not be considered a 
significant change from the current visual character at this site.  Bivalves (oysters and mussels) can be farmed on 
longlines or mussel rafts.  Longlines comprise of a surface rope with floats, which are moored at each end to fix 
the line in position.  The production ropes for mussels or oyster racks are then suspended from the surface rope.  
Visual impact of long-lines suspended by buoys can be mitigated well by ensuring that colourful buoys are only 
used for safety purposes.  Pictures included in the report are shown below. The first picture shows oyster long-
lines at Algoa 6 (PE Harbour site, Zwembesi Farms (Pty) Ltd.), which is located 2 km from the shore. At the closest 
point to the shore Algoa 1 will be situated the same distance offshore. The second picture shows mussel long-line 
culture in Saldanha Bay and shows the types of vessels that will be used for the harvesting of mussels and oysters. 
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The potential impact on the seascape character at Algoa 1 Option 1 by bivalve farming was assessed in Section 
10.4 of the Draft Basic Assessment Report. The impact was rated as low after the implementation of mitigation 
measures. In comparison, the visual impact of finfish farming at Algoa 1 was rated as high after the 
implementation of mitigation measures. 

Impact on tourism and economy: It has become apparent that the perceived higher risk of shark encounters 
alone could potentially have a profound impact on the local economy. In comparison to finfish culture, bivalve 
culture is unlikely to attract sharks and stakeholders do not seem to associate bivalve culture with an increased 
risk of shark encounters.  Marine ecological and visual impacts could have knock-on effects on the economy; 
these are, however, much lower for bivalve farming when compared to finfish farming and specialist 
recommendations appear to effectively mitigate against economic losses. The impact of bivalve farming at Algoa 
1 Option has therefore been rated as very low.  In comparison, the impact of finfish farming at Algoa 1 Option 1 
on tourism was rated as high (mitigation not effective for perception).  

3 Adrian de Villiers 

Second comment submitted: 24 July 2019 

Hi, please forward this to the minister 

I made one mistake in my previous email, the mussel farms on the east side of the PE harbour can be expanded 
over there only, not the west side, sorry I got my east and west side mixed up! 

I will still be getting the court order, but as long as you don't put any fish farms or mussel farms in Jbay or Algoa 
bay, the drafting of the court order will not pull into being financially liable for shark attack victims and the losses 
and revenue! 

For losses of revenue, it will be enormous, but I will put a clause that holds the state responsible and whoever 
tries to put fish farms or mussel farms in these two bays for a x % and then the minister in personal capacity for x 
%, and even if the person resigns or leaves the ministry, they will be jointly responsible to pay victims and losses! 

I'm busy drafting other high court applications right now, but this will be done, so don't put yourself for a whole 
lot of unnecessary financial costs and in and out of court costs and appearances ! 

So on the west side of the pe harbour where the existing mussel farm is, you can expand it by 1km in the west 
direction, but outside that perimeter, the court order I'm going to get will not allow any other expansion 
anywhere in Algoa Bay from Cape Recife to Bird Island and the same for the Jbay ( Cape ST Francis  to Cape 
Recife, the Cape Recife to Bird island, from Bird island to 20km west of Gonube this section of coast is a bee hive 
of human activity, so I will do it for the people ! 

I.e. you need to expand your mussel and fish farms along the Transkei coast! Large swafts of coast there, no uses! 
It's too dangerous for people to swim there and also no Iron man and life surf competitions and kite surfing etc. 
etc., it's perfect for the fish and mussel farming and people there will appreciate the jobs! 

Response to comment 
Mistake regarding east/west of the harbour wall is noted (refer to Comment 1 by the same stakeholder). 
The remainder of the comment is the same as submitted on 20 July 2019 (comment one) and will not be 
repeated here. 

4 Adrian de Villiers 

Third comment submitted: 1 August 2019 

Hi, Please forward this to the Minister of Agriculture (DAFF) and President Ramaphosa, the Finance Minister and 
the Minster of Justice. 

Dear Sir, I understand you are still wanting to put mussel farms by Kings beach and Summerstrand! 
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Kite surfers and hobby cat riders will from time to time crash into them, and injure themselves and damage their 
equipment! 

I'm going to draft the court order to include these problems and hold you responsible financial for them ! 

It's ridiculous and unacceptable to even think of doing these farms in a major sport and recreation bay! 

like I said last time, whether u go on pension or resign, you will still be locked in to compensating people for their 
injuries and equipment damages etc because you are acting negligently and irresponsibly and recklessly 
inconsiderate to the repercussions of these farms ! 

We want to preserve Algoa bay as a beautiful bay for recreation and sport, it's part of our way of life our in PE! 

It’s beautiful and we're going to keep it like that! 

Look at what China does to its lagoons and beaches and mountains, they get turned into solar farms, fish farms 
etc, they don't care about nature and our way of life and our beautiful bay! 

And the Chinese are bringing in massive ships and clearing our oceans out! this is how they operate, bribery and 
corruption and they clearing out our Swartkops river and the rivers in the Transkei with fish nets etc 

They’re controlling the syndicates for wiping our elephants and Rhino out as well! 

They act like vacuums! 

We don't want them here, end of story! 

The right way to do this, is to replenish our ocean seaweed, create seaweed farms, giant ones, replenish the 
bottom food chain areas, then the line stock, and sardine and fish will increase in numbers. 

Then help the poor do subsistence angling, with quota’s , lie what America does with their crocodiles etc, they 
don't allow massive big trawlers etc, the small man gets his quota, he then catches his crocodiles, shrimp and 
takes it in to market and gets a fair price 

And this is how the people are looked after, they don't let these Chinese come and clean everything out! 

They look after the small business farmer and subsistence farmer! 

If we do that from Namibia to Mozambique, our poor will be able to survive on subsistence angling! 

Then the same for the land farming, we take the 20 million hectares of government land and divide it into 10 
hectare pieces, and get the people farming potatoes, rice, sweet potatoes and beans for subsistence purposes 
without interfering with our commercial farmers so we don't interfere with food production for the nation and 
our export market and food prices etc. 

We need to get our unemployed poor out of the townships and into subsistence farming! 

We need to get Zimbabwe farming, i.e. we hire the land and farm it! same for Mozambique. replenish the bottom 
of the food chains in the ocean, so when the snails, periwinkles, sea weed etc. all comes back again, we actually 
create a giant fish farm in our ocean, self-sustaining, then we freeze the quotas the commercial fisheries get, i.e. 
don't let them gobble up the increase, and the difference goes to the small subsistence angler, and we help the 
poor from the townships start angling 

Same for the land farming! 

Please set up a meeting with me, so we can sort this out! 

So let’s get together and talk please, let’s get this done out of court! 

We can fix our nation, from the bottom up! 

But we need food packets right now for the hungry! And whilst giving them food packets, we as a nation 
implement this plan to regenerate our oceans and do mass subsistence farming! 

our GDP is 1.5 trillion rand per annum and with that, we are still at 29% unemployment and 38% unemployment 
if counting those that have stopped looking, i.e. we need a GDP of 3 trillion rand per annum to create the jobs we 
need, excluding inflationary factors i.e. if inflation takes GDP to 3 trillion, then we need 6 trillion GDP, so without 
inflation, we need 3 trillion GDP 

That’s not going to happen with our current business model! We need to go in the direction of subsistence 
farming for the ocean and the land, without effecting our existing quotas for our own commercial fisheries and 
land farmers! 

We cannot accommodate the Chinese, they are a parasite on our nation, they must go! 

So our people become self-sustaining for food! 

Response to comment 

This process is an environmental assessment process and comments submitted will be forwarded to the 
Competent Authority (in this case National Department of Environmental Affairs). The comments will not be 
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forwarded to the Presidency, Minister of Finance of Justice. The Department of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries 
(applicant) will receive this comment. 

Other comments regarding aquaculture type, site selection and conflict with recreational users have been 
addressed in Comment 1 submitted by the same stakeholder. 

Comment regarding China. The proposed ADZ is a South African project. “Operation Phakisa focuses on unlocking 
the economic potential of South Africa's oceans, which could contribute up to R177 billion to the GDP by 2033 
and between 800 000 and 1 million direct jobs". The mandate of DAFF is to develop the aquaculture sector in 
South Africa as part of Operation Phakisa.  China is not involved in this application. 

Comment regarding land and farming. The issues raised around food security, land redistribution and farming 
are outside of the scope of this application and are not responded to as they are not relevant here. 

5 Andy Radford 

Comment submitted: 23 July 2019 

As immediate past president of the Eastern Province Longboard Surfing Association and following discussions 
with members of the surfing community I wish to raise our concerns around the impact of fin fish and/or bivalve 
farming off the Summerstrand beaches, notably pipe/Pollock beach. 

Whilst recreational water-sporting activities are acknowledged on pages 52 and 80 of the report the focus 
appears to be on shark activity. Our concern however is around the impact of the floating fish cages on swell and 
wave propagation and transfer through the bay to the surfing beaches. The surfing opportunities are already 
reduced owing to the sheltered aspect of the beaches around the corner from the main swell activity. Will the 
fish farming activities not impact the size and frequency of waves at Summerstrand even more? 

Response to comment 

The predominant surfing swells for the bay’s beaches are those occurring from a W-SW direction, which refract 
around Cape Recife into the bay.  The cages and long-lines (bivalve culture) are flexible and float and should not 
dissipate swell noticeably (as for example a near-shore reef would do, which are present inshore of Algoa 1 
Option 1 site).  However, this impact cannot be ruled out with certainty. The potential impact on surfing 
communities was included in the impact assessment in Section 10.5.2.4. 

6 António Bastos 

Comment submitted: 21 August 2019 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the current Algoa Bay ADZ - Draft Basic Assessment Report (Basic 
Assessment Report) following the public participation (Phase 2 of 2) meeting on the 31st of July 2019 in the City 
Hall, Port Elizabeth. 

I am retired and not associated with any organisation or political party and I have no agenda except to help 
protect the few remaining ecosystems on this planet that are still relatively pristine such as this one on my 
doorstep. Politically and economically, I have nothing to directly win or lose. 

I am not naïve and I am fully aware that, sadly, these debates are often more concerned with economics and not 
so much with the protection of our biodiversity. 

This attitude has permeated through our past decisions causing irreversible damage to our planet. As long as, it is 
for the convenience and financial gain of homo sapiens, little else matters. 

We should know better by now! 

In this case, I feel that we have a lose-lose situation both economically as well as for the environment, as I will 
argue below. 

My comments will address the potential economic negative impact as well as the possible damage to our animal 
and coral life in and around Algoa Bay. 

 

Algoa 1 - Summerstand site 

I object to the farming of mussels and oysters at Algoa 1 for economic and aesthetic reasons. 

Projects are often sold to locals under the guise of “job creation opportunities”. 

This seems to be one of the main attractions of this proposal. 

No one can accurately predict the number of permanent local jobs that will result from offshore farming. If the 
farming license is awarded to a non-South African company, as may very well be the case, it is likely that no 
permanent jobs will be given to local individuals. We know that this is the case from experience. 

The same could be said for a local, non-Port Elizabeth, enterprise. 
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However, we know that in 2017, the 3,400,000 tourists who visited Nelson Mandela Bay spent R 3,8 billion and 
supported 44,227 local jobs (see attached “2017 Tourist Visits NMB Summary”) 

We also know that most of these visitors did not come to Nelson Mandela Bay for the shopping malls. They came 
here to enjoy our beaches and ocean, especially along the Summerstrand waterfront. 

In 2017, 1,222,136 domestic visitors and 186,395 foreign visitors came to Nelson Mandela Bay on holiday. 

Whether it be a finfish, oyster or mussel farm, the public perception is that, it is still a “fish farm”. 

There will be ships in eyesight of the beach harvesting the oysters and mussels. 

I, for one, would prefer my swim, paddle, snorkel, surf or walk on the beach to be without the eyesore of vessels 
harvesting farmed seafood in the bay. 

Are we happy to gamble with the possibility of losing visitors and even the risk of losing events such as the Iron 
Man and others currently held in Nelson Mandela Bay? 

In 2017, 244,550 domestic visitors and 105,712 foreign visitors came to attend events in Nelson Mandela Bay. 

It is easy to estimate the number of jobs that could potentially be lost if these numbers were to drop. 

 

Algoa 6 - PE Harbour site 

I have no objection to the farming of mussels and oysters in Algoa 6 

 

Algoa 7 - Ngqura Harbour Site 

I object to the proposed Finfish farming at Algoa 7, for both economical as well as environmental impact reasons. 

Fish Farms attract predators 

It is widely documented that offshore finfish farms attract ocean predators. 

Algoa 7 is close to the world’s largest breeding colony of endangered African penguins. BirdLife international 
declared Algoa Bay as being an Important Bird and Biodiversity Area. 

In addition, Black Rocks, a small islet which is part of the Bird Island group, is home to around 6,000 Cape fur seals 
who breed on the island. 

An increase in ocean predators in the area will pose an increased threat to the endangered African Penguins and 
Cape fur seals as well as to the balance of the Eco-system. 

Are we really prepared to gamble with the rich biodiversity of our bay? 

Finfish Cage Nets 

African penguins, seals and other sea creatures will be lured by the abundance of fish in the cages. In an attempt 
to get to the fish, these creatures are likely to get stuck in the nets and die. 

Negative job creation 

As I have already mention, these projects are sold under the guise of “job creation”. 

Understandably, it is a highly emotional subject in our region. However, although it is promoted as creating jobs, 
it is doing just the opposite, as I have already argued in my objection to Algoa 1 above. 

Food security 

It was clear by comments made at the meeting on the 31st of July 2019 that there is a misconception that this 
project will provide food security for the underprivileged communities in Algoa Bay. 

At the same meeting, DAFF stated that the oysters currently being farmed in Algoa Bay are exported. 

There is no reason to believe that any finfish, mussels or oysters harvested in the proposed farms will be for local 
consumption. 

But even if it is, it will certainly not be accessible to the lower income groups. 

This proposal is clearly a lose-lose situation if it goes ahead, both economically as well as environmentally. 

Clearly, people need jobs but let us rather work on initiatives that will create new local jobs while protecting our 
biodiversity, such as Eco-tourism. 

"Tourism is a driver of job growth and economic prosperity, accounting for 1 in 10 jobs worldwide and delivering 
1 in 5 of all new jobs created in 2017." - World Travel & Tourism Council 

Thank you for reading and taking my views under consideration. 

Response to comments 
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Need and desirability. Job creation and economic development in the aquaculture sector is indeed put forward 
as the ‘need and desirability’ of the proposed aquaculture development (Chapter 6 of the Basic Assessment 
Report).  

Algoa 1 – Summerstrand Site 

Visual impact. Algoa 1 (Summerstrand site) is currently utilised by Chokka fishing boats for taking shelter from 
strong winds and high seas. The addition of maintenance vessels are similar-sized to Chokka fishing vessels and 
certainly smaller than large cargo vessels currently utilising Algoa Bay and would therefore not be considered a 
significant change from the current visual character at this site.  Bivalves (oysters and mussels) can be farmed on 
longlines or mussel rafts.  Longlines comprise of a surface rope with floats, which are moored at each end to fix 
the line in position.  The production ropes for mussels or oyster racks are then suspended from the surface rope.  
Visual impact of long-lines suspended by buoys can be mitigated well by ensuring that colourful buoys are only 
used for safety purposes.  Pictures included in the report are shown below. The first picture shows oyster long-
lines at Algoa 6 (PE Harbour site, Zwembesi Farms (Pty) Ltd.), which is located 2 km from the shore. At the closest 
point to the shore Algoa 1 will be situated the same distance offshore. The second picture shows mussel long-line 
culture in Saldanha Bay and shows the types of vessels that will be used for the harvesting of mussels and oysters. 

 

 

The potential impact of bivalve farming on the seascape character at Algoa 1 Option 1 was assessed in Section 
10.4 of the Draft Basic Assessment Report. The impact was rated as low after the implementation of mitigation 
measures.  In comparison, the visual impact of finfish farming at Algoa 1 was rated as high after the 
implementation of mitigation measures and finfish is no longer included as part of the alternative option 
preferred by DAFF. 
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Impact on tourism and economy: As described above, the visual and aesthetic impact of bivalve farming at Algoa 
1 Option 1 was assessed as part of the Basic Assessment process and was found to be low after the 
implementation of mitigation measures. Consequently, visual aesthetics are unlikely to cause significant knock-on 
effects on tourism (economic growth) of Port Elizabeth. The negative impact of bivalve farming at Algoa 1 Option 
1 on the economy of Port Elizabeth has therefore been rated as very low after the implementation of available 
mitigation measures. 

 

Algoa 6 Port Elizabeth Harbour site. Your support for mussel farming at Algoa 6 is noted. 

Algoa 7 Ngqura Harbour site. 

Fish farms attract predators. Excerpt from the marine specialist study in Appendix D3 of the Basic Assessment 
Report Section 3.3.6: "Algoa Bay is the eastern most distribution of the Cape fur seal and breeding takes place on 
Black Rocks (Mills & Hes, 1997).  The presence of this breeding colony may act as an important factor for the 
aggregation of Great white sharks (Carcharodon carcharias), which are known to target seal breeding colonies as 
feeding grounds (Kock et al 2013, Hewitt et al 2018). While a range of sizes of white sharks can be found around 
Seal Island, the inshore areas of Algoa Bay are home to the greatest proportion of young-of-year sharks (Dicken & 
Booth 2013)".  Finfish cages have the potential to attract sharks (BAR Section10.5.2.4). Data on the influence of 
fish cages on large shark behaviour is scarce, however. Currently there is no evidence that finfish cages attract 
sharks that would normally not be found in an area. A knock on effect on African Penguin populations is therefore 
not expected. The marine specialist study assesses the impact of the development on shark populations 
(predators in general) and recommends the installation of predator nets, which prevents sharks from gaining 
access to the cages. It should also be noted that it is in the farmer's best interest to prevent predators (predatory 
fish including sharks, cetaceans, seals and birds) from gaining access to the cages as stock losses would 
significantly impact their business.  Research by the leading South African shark scientists has shown that positive 
conditioning can only arise if white sharks gain significant and predictable food rewards (Johnson and Kock 2006: 
South Africa’s White Shark cage-diving industry -is their cause for concern?). 

Entanglement of marine organisms in finfish nets: The impacts on mammals, turtles and birds with regards to 
entanglement and habitat modification were assessed in Section 4.1.5.1.5 of the Marine Specialist Study in 
Appendix D3 of the Basic Assessment Report. The impact has been rated as low after the implementation of 
mitigation measures for finfish and bivalve farming at all sites mitigation measures include: 

• Do not locate ADZ sites in important cetacean habitats (fortuitously this is the case. Research by Koper et al. 
2016 and Karczmarski et al 1999 confirm that the humpback dolphin Sousa plumbea predominantly occurs 
within a few hundred meters from the shore. Algoa 1 and Algoa 7 are situated 2-5 km offshore). 

• Ensure all mooring lines and nets are highly visible under water (use thick lines and bright antifoulant 
coatings). 

• Keep all lines and nets tight through regular inspections and maintenance. 

• Ensure that mesh size on primary and secondary nets does not exceed 16 cm stretched mesh, use square 
mesh. 

• Establish a rapid response unit to deal with marine organism entanglements (collaboration with the South 
African Whale Disentanglement Network for entanglement of cetaceans). 

Job losses. Jobs could potentially be lost if tourism and water sports activities are negatively impacted by the 
proposed development. Job losses are a knock-on effect from visual impacts, water quality impacts, change in 
behaviour of ocean predators, ecosystem degradation etc. Job creation as a positive impact associated with the 
ADZ is therefore incumbent on preventing knock-on effects on existing jobs. The various impacts that could have 
a knock-on effect have been assessed in the Basic Assessment Report and mitigation measures are provided 
(essential and recommended). These mitigation measures are included in the Environmental Management 
Programme (EMPr, Appendix A of the BAR), which, should Environmental Authorisation be granted, become a 
legally binding document to be implemented by the Department of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries.  The Algoa 
7 precinct is located further away from the popular Port Elizabeth beaches and popular SCUBA dive sites is likely 
to have a much lower knock-on effect when compared to finfish farming at Algoa 1 (Summerstrand site).  
However, Algoa 7 lies adjacent to the recently promulgated Addo Elephant Park MPA.  This raises concerns 
regarding its potential impact on conservation and ecotourism activities linked to the MPA such as whale 
watching close to Bird Island. The negative impact on Port Elizabeth's economy as a result of finfish farming at 
Algoa 7 was rated as low after the implementation of mitigation measures.  
Food security. The Environmental Assessment Practitioner agrees with this statement and recognises that food 
security as a direct result of the proposed aquaculture project (i.e. the product will be used to feed poor 
communities) is not a likely outcome of the proposed project. Contributing indirectly to food security by 
providing job opportunities, contributing to the local and regional economy and providing opportunities is 
probably more appropriate (although this benefit is incumbent on ensuring that existing and planned projects 
and plans related to the tourism industry are not impacted negatively). Chapter 6 of the Basic Assessment Report 
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describes the 'Need and Desirability' of the proposed development and no longer includes food security (note 
that the pre-application Basic Assessment Report erroneously included a paragraph on food security, which was 
removed in the Draft Basic Assessment Report). 

7 Eckart Schumann 

Comment submitted: 23 August 2019 

A four-page document was submitted by this stakeholder, which is included in Appendix F5 of the Stakeholder 
Consultation Report (Appendix F of the Basic Assessment Report). 

This comment is a follow-up on my first comments on the pre-BAR, in April, 2019. Two sites will be considered 
here, namely the proposed Finfish site at Algoa 7, and the proposed bivalve site at Algoa 6. 

1. Algoa 7 Finfish Site 

1.1 Waves and Servicing Schedules 

The wave statistics derived from measurements made at the site S4 and used in the construction of the Port of 
Ngqura are shown in Figure 1. 

 

Figure 1(a). Position S4 where the wave measurements used to provide the statistics in  Figure 1 (b) were made 

 

 

Figure 1(b). Return period for significant wave heights at site S4 (courtesy of PRDW). 

The position of S4 is just over 1 km from the western point of Algoa 7, and can therefore be taken as 
representative of conditions at that site. It shows that the significant wave 5-year return period is about 5 m, 
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while every 10 years significant wave heights of almost 6 m can be expected. Extrapolating for a 100-year wave 
gives a significant wave height of close to 7 m though an outlier for a 1997 storm at East London shows over 9 m.  

The Algoa Bay ADZ Economic Feasibility analysis (2016) indicates an overall low to very low economic viability for 
both the Algoa 1 and Algoa 5 ADZs, and by extension also to Algoa 7 lying between the other two. In particular, 
the temperature regime is unsuitable for kob aquaculture as its growth rate is uneconomic at the average bay 
temperature of 18°C, and the regular upwelling events will compromise fish growth and health.  

Moreover, the high wind and swell exposure limits the number of sea days using small work vessels and 
conventional cages, requiring an ‘offshore aquaculture’ equipment specification which would increase capital 
costs substantially. Unscheduled breaks in cage servicing schedules increase the risk of fish escapes, bird 
predation, mass fish escapes from unmaintained cages, predator attraction and fish health problems. The 
susceptibility of Algoa Bay to red tide blooms presents an investment uncertainty and a further risk. 

The Draft BAR AppD1, Benthic Mapping, gives the following specifications for Algoa 7: Significant wave height 
approximated 1 m for 60 % of the time monitored, and was less than 2 m for 95 % of the time. Significant wave 
heights of 3.5 m or higher were experienced 1 % of the time. This equates to approximately 3 days (72.6 hr). The 
maximum significant wave height recorded was 5 m with a wave period of 13 seconds. Wave period 
approximated one wave every 12 seconds 41 % of the time, and generally ranged from 9 to 15 seconds (90 % of 
the time). 

The more comprehensive wave statistics given in Figure 1 show that wave conditions can be expected to be more 
severe than those given in the Draft BAR.  

An advantage of Algoa 7 is that it is very close to the Port of Ngqura, expediting servicing schedules. Nonetheless, 
following on the conclusions of the economic feasibility analysis the cumulative combination of unsuitable 
environmental conditions, difficult sea-based logistics, uneconomic growth rates, high capital costs and marginal 
returns must render the overall economic feasibility of the Algoa 7 site to be ‘very low’ for cage culture of 
indigenous marine species. 

1.2 Maintenance of Finfish Farms 

There are many references to the contaminants produced in fish farms, examples being  

• Fish on aquafarms spend their entire lives in cramped, filthy enclosures, and many suffer from parasitic 
infections, diseases, and debilitating injuries.  

• Contaminants from ocean-based aquafarms (fish excrement, uneaten chemical-laden food, and swarms 
of parasites) spread to the surrounding ocean 

• High-tech, high-volume systems control food, and drugs, hormones, and genetic engineering are used 
to accelerate growth and change reproductive behaviours. High mortality rates, disease, and parasite 
infestations are common.  

To a large extent this depends on how well the farm is managed, and according to the report codes of conduct 
will be established for any fish farm operators(s). However, the effectiveness of such codes of conduct depend on 
how well they are applied, and records from elsewhere show that in many cases the implementation of such 
controls leaves a lot to be desired, 

As a consequence, the following steps must be taken before a fish farm operator is appointed: 

• The codes of conduct must be established by an independent body, with members selected from 
appropriate government and private structures. Advice must obtained from internationally-recognised 
specialists. 

• Any deviations from good management practices must carry appropriate penalties. The authority of the 
managing authority must be clearly specified and accepted by all operators. 

• A regular schedule of inspections and reports must be set up, with appropriate penalties for non-
compliance. These records must be made public. 

1.3 Dispersion onto local beaches and islands 

Many of the potential contaminants produced by a fish farm are buoyant and will remain in the surface waters. 
While a percentage of uneaten food and faeces pellets will settle down the water column, there are buoyant 
wastes comprising of oils or fats. These may not pose a direct danger to human health, but nobody wants to swim 
in them. 

None of the current measurements reported are suitable for determining the movement in the surface waters. 
However, it is known that such movement can be more than 10% of the wind speed, so a 20 km/hr wind will 
move surface waters by more than 2 km per hour. The report also quotes speeds of up to 1 m/s under strong 
winds, so that the surface waters at Algoa 7 can reach St Georges Strand within 2 hours. 
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Moreover, Jahleel Island is only about 2.5 km from Algoa 7, with St Croix around 10 km away. It is not known 
what effect such persistent pollution of sea waters will have on populations of penguins and other marine 
animals. 

2. Algoa 6 Bivalve Site 

My previous comment detailed the extensive pollution found in the region north of the harbour in the report by 
Schumann and Campbell (1999). The pre-BAR details water quality data for the Algoa 6 site from only two 
samples collected in September, 2009 and October, 2018, and totally ignores the unacceptably high levels of 
faecal coliforms in the above report. The operations of the Knysna Oyster Company at a site just north of the Port 
Elizabeth Harbour have also been seriously affected on a number of occasions when high levels of E. coli caused 
oyster mortalities and closure of the farm for a period by DAFF. Associated illnesses in customers has led to 
banning of their product from certain markets 

The response by the EAP that the position where the water quality measurements were made will be specified 
misses the point entirely, since two such measurements cannot describe the variability in water quality found in 
the area. As a comparison, the report by Schumann and Campbell (1999) considers between 4 and 
91measurements (average 34) made at 33 sites along the coast and in the ocean, so that the two point 
measurements described in the pre-BAR do not add meaningfully to an understanding of the conditions. 

Furthermore, the EAP states that: 

More detailed receiving water quality data would not contribute toward the decision-making by the competent 
authority. DAFF (and the industry) is aware of the risks posed by existing land-based activities in Algoa Bay and 
has nevertheless decided to go ahead with the application for environmental authorisation for the proposed ADZ 
(Refer to Chapter 7 of the BAR). An existing oyster company is also battling with water quality at Algoa 6. DAFF is 
working together with DEA, DWS and the Metropolitan municipality to ensure co-ordinated monitoring of water 
quality in the bay and ultimately work towards improved situation. Any current challenges around water quality 
need to be improved for all users in the Bay, not just aquaculture and cannot therefore be accepted as status quo. 
For this reason, the option of bivalve culture in Algoa 1 is being explored as an option. For the above reason, no 
detailed information is presented on the bacterial counts at the Algoa 6. 

It is surprising that DAFF and the industry believe that they don’t need actual measurements to make a decision 
on whether the Algoa 6 site is suitable for an ADZ site. Surely, any potential operator would want to know the 
water quality before making a decision to commit to such an expensive exercise? 

Nonetheless, the statement that water quality needs to be improved for all users in the Bay, not just aquaculture, 
is positive, and hopefully is an indication that the idea is to improve conditions. Moreover, the fact that DAFF is 
working together with DEA, DWS and the NMB Municipality to ensure co-ordinated monitoring of water quality in 
the bay and ultimately work towards improved situation is good news. The statements made at the public 
meeting on 31 July by DAFF representatives also confirmed that they are actively pursuing a programme of 
improving the water quality in the area.  

On the other hand, I have found it very difficult to access information on water quality in the coastal areas of Port 
Elizabeth, and it is not at all clear that such measurements are actually being made. It is also of concern that 
industrial effluent is being mixed with the sewage at the FFWTW and discharged at the New Brighton Pier – 
where people are swimming. There are now possibilities of toxic industrial chemicals entering the mix to sea 
which cannot be good news for any ADZ operator. 

Consequently, unless additional valid data are presented, there is no guarantee that water quality at the Algoa 6 
site is any better than that given in the Schumann and Campbell (1999) report. In fact, with the increases in 
volumes being discharged it is likely that the water quality has deteriorated further.  

Under these conditions it is unlikely that any ADZ operator will be prepared to start a new bivalve farm at Algoa 6. 
In order to improve the possibilities, the stated co-ordinated monitoring of water quality by the DAFF, DEA, DWS 
and the NMBM must start as soon as possible (unless it is already ongoing?), and steps must be taken to improve 
the situation.  

However, in order to gain the confidence and support of society, the following information must be made 
available to all interested parties: 

• The positions where these measurements are being made 

• The parameters that are being measured 

• The frequency of measurement 

Quite clearly the results must also be made public, together with any analyses to indicate whether the situation is 
improving. 

Response to comment 

1. Algoa 7 Finfish Site 
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1.1 Waves and Servicing Schedules 

The additional wave data sourced from PRDW for the Port of Ngqura construction presented in the comment 
certainly provide additional information including predicted (modelled) return periods for significant wave 
heights in the vicinity of the Algoa 7 precinct. These data however support, rather than contradict the in-situ 
wave monitoring data provided in the marine specialist report (Appendix D3, section 3.5) and it is not true that 
“wave conditions can be expected to be more severe than those given in the Draft BAR.” The in-situ empirical 
data records wave heights in excess of 3.5m about 1 % of the time (and up to 5m) and this is very close to the 
predicted 1-year return period (from the graph provided the regression suggests the 1 year return significant 
wave height is ~3.8m).  The Marine specialist report concurs that this wave climate negatively impacts fish cage 
farming feasibility and explicitly states: “ However, the maximum significant wave height recorded reached 5 m 
with a wave period of 13 seconds, which is of concern as this exceeds the specifications for most common 
floating fish cage designs (significant wave height < 3.5 m). The predicted 10 year and 100-year return period 
significant wave heights of about 6-7 m as provided in the comment is not unexpected and could be catastrophic 
for future mariculture operators.  

Days for servicing: The economic feasibility report conducted by the Rhodes University in 2016 (included in 
Appendix D 5C of the BAR) uses the number of days available for servicing in their feasibility assessment. The 
guide to sea conditions for operating small research vessels in Algoa Bay compiled by the South African 
Environmental Observation Network (SAEON) based on five years of wind and swell data was considered 
sufficient to establish feasibility. The socio-economic specialist report of 2016 also states that: “As the Algoa 1 site 
is on close proximity of Port Elizabeth, it is possible to take advantage of smaller weather windows using smaller 
vessels. For example, the wind often comes up in the late morning allowing 3-4h of operational time if the port is 
in close proximity.” The same is applicable to Algoa 7 (Ngqura harbour site), which is situated 4 km from Ngqura 
harbour (when compared to screened out Algoa 5. 

The comment correctly summarizes the challenges to sea-cage culture at Algoa 7 (and the South African coast in 
general), provides additional wave climate information, quotes relevant sections of the BAR and reaches a similar 
conclusion that the economic feasibility of the Algoa 7 site is (very) low.  Many of these concerns/ risks were 
highlighted in the previous EIR and current BA processes (these are now described in section 8.1 of the Final 
BAR). The DAFF is aware of the challenges facing future aquaculture developments in Algoa Bay (and elsewhere in 
South Africa).  DAFF has nonetheless decided to proceed with the application for environmental authorisation. 

1.2 Maintenance of Finfish Farms 

The Environmental Management Programme (EMPr) in Appendix A of the BAR clearly addresses these points and 
includes requirements for the establishment and functioning of an ADZ Management Committee (AMC) and a 
Consultative Forum (CF) to oversee, facilitate, manage and monitor aquaculture operations in the ADZ (as well as 
provide updated information to the public).  Monitoring frequency, reporting and review is clearly set out in the 
EMPr. The establishment of penalties for transgressions of best operating practices lies outside of the scope of a 
BA process but are adequately covered in existing environmental and aquaculture legislation (e.g. NEMA, ICMA, 
MLRA aquaculture permit conditions). 

1.3 Dispersion onto Local Beaches and Islands 

Oils and fats are not expected to be significant pollutants from fish cages, with mitigation measures expected to 
be effective in limiting food waste and most lipids being retained by fish and incorporated in body tissues, i.e. 
utilized, not excreted. Furthermore, with the sensitive ecological receptors (e.g. Jaheel Island) and swimming 
beaches more than 2 km away any oils and fats would likely emulsify and not pose a nuisance to bathers or a risk 
to large marine fauna. Other organic waste (largely nutrients and particulate matter) impacts were, however, 
assessed as having a medium negative significance after mitigation due to the proximity of sensitive ecological 
receptors such as the reefs and Islands (Appendix D of the BAR section 4.1.5.1.2). 

2. Algoa 6 Bivalve Site 

The comment is correct in that two measurements do not constitute a suitable data set to describe water quality 
variability on the Algoa 6 precinct. They are not intended to comprise water quality monitoring data and were 
simply collected as baseline inputs for the dispersion modelling study (i.e. indicative physical and dissolved 
inorganic nutrient concentration values for a modelling exercise rather than a monitoring programme). The 
comment quotes the EAP response that “DAFF is working together with DEA, DWS and the Metropolitan 
municipality to ensure co-ordinated monitoring of water quality in the bay and ultimately work towards improved 
situation.” This remains the case and water quality monitoring is the mandate of all the Departments and levels 
of Government dealing with discharges to the marine environment and public health/safety.  The request for 
public dissemination of the seawater quality sampling locations, methods and results is entirely reasonable and 
should be directed at the relevant authority (NMBM). 

8 Jeremy Dobbin – Nelson Mandela Bay Business Chamber 
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Comment submitted: 26 August 2019 

Please take note of the following comments and questions from the Nelson Mandela Bay Business Chamber upon 
the Draft Basic Assessment Report for submission during this application-phase public participation process. 

Firstly, formal commentary from the Nelson Mandela Bay Business Chamber which must be attributed to Chief 
Executive Officer, Ms Nomkhita Mona, as an official spokesperson: 

The Nelson Mandela Bay Business Chamber is fully supportive of initiatives which will contribute towards the 
development of the local economy and which will lead to sustaining and creating much-needed jobs for the 
region. 

In principle we welcome the development of offshore aquaculture zoning in the region, but are concerned about, 
and trust the newly formed Ministry of Environment, Forestry and Fisheries will unflinchingly address, the already 
apparent/substantive flaws in the current impact assessment process. In particular, we believe that it is 
important that a fully comprehensive and far more extensive impact assessment is conducted to adequately 
evaluate the impact of the proposed location of this development on its immediate and surrounding 
environment. This should incorporate a detailed review and comparisons with all other potential locations, thus 
ensuring that the most suited site is selected for this type of industry. 

This assessment must be conducted by an independent party and should also include the associated socio-
economic impacts on residents currently visiting the location, property values in the area, national and 
international tourism opportunities, the hospitality sector, current and future sporting events and also ocean-
related activities. 

Additionally, this should include a thorough economy-wide assessment of jobs likely to be created and lost as a 
direct result of the proposed development. It is the unintended consequences and gaps in the current approach 
that the Nelson Mandela Bay Business Chamber wishes to draw attention to and assist in finding a solution that 
will cement a better long-term future for the sub-region. 

We support developments which will lead to the creation of jobs but believe that this must be done in a 
responsible manner which comprehends the long-term impacts on the future growth prospects of the region. 

It is for this reason that we recommend the use of strategic environmental assessment (SEA) as a systematic 
decision supporting process for the proposed Algoa Bay Aquaculture Development Zone(s). While Basic 
Assessment Report/EIA focuses on the positive and negative impacts of a specific development project once it 
has been formulated, the role of SEA, however, is to determine the most suitable development type for a 
particular environment or region before further development proposals are formulated. SEA therefore also has 
the potential to promote an integrated system of development planning that incorporates sustainability 
objectives and regional accumulative impact into the planning process. 

Secondly, a technical query to be submitted – which must please be attributed to myself in my capacity as Head 
of Research at the Nelson Mandela Bay Business Chamber: 

I have a series of questions which relate to the impact assessment methodology and its application within the 
Draft Basic Assessment Report. 

Table 37 (CP-SE6a) and Table 38 (CP-SE6b) (pages 158-159) attempt to describe the negative economic impact 
assessment of finfish farming and bivalve farming at the respective and applicable zone precincts. Considering 
that the applied methodology states that impacts are rated firstly according to their (geographic) extent – i.e. 
“the area over which the impact will be experienced” – I must question why these two particular assessments 
(CP-SE6a and CP-SE6b) been made at a “local” extent – defined in the Draft Basic Assessment Report as “confined 
to [the] project or study area or part thereof”? 

It would seem superficial to assess negative economic impacts (such as jobs losses or loss of income) at a narrow, 
disaggregated, and fragmented “local” level, subsequently accumulated, rather than at the “regional” extent 
where the related impacts would, in actuality, be experienced as economic phenomena (i.e. the extent of the 
Nelson Mandela Bay Municipality and the neighbouring Sarah Baartman District Municipality at the very least). 

Ceteris paribus, if these particulate assessments had been at the “regional” extent, the scoring would revised as 
follow: 

·        Table 37 (CP-SE6a), Site Algoa 1 Option 1: “Significance” would increase from “HIGH” to “VERY HIGH” 
(without and without mitigation measures). 

·        Table 38 (CP-SE6b), Site Algoa 1 Option 1: “Significance” would increase from “LOW” to “MEDIUM” (without 
and without mitigation measures). 

The “cumulative impacts” articulated on page 159 may therefore also require further consideration or revision. 
Furthermore, kindly bear in mind that, at present, around 50% of tourists who visit the Addo region (outside the 
extent of local Nelson Mandela Bay municipality) are accommodated during their travels in Port Elizabeth. 
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The concerns raised here regarding the methodology are exacerbated by the fact that the “extent” rationale 
applied in the above-mentioned assessments has not been used consistently through the Draft Basic Assessment 
Report. 

For the sake of clarification and demonstration, Table 28 (OP-SE1a) and Table 29 (OP-SE1b) (page 139) attempt to 
describe the positive impact assessment of investment in the economy applicable to finfish and bivalve farming at 
the respective and applicable zone precincts. These two assessments are rated at the “regional” extent instead of 
the “local” extent previously applied to CP-SE6a and CP-SE6b. 

To summarise my line of questioning: why have the above-mentioned negative economic impacts been assessed 
at the “local “extent while comparable positive economic impacts have been assessed at the “regional” extent? 

Considering that, and I quote the Draft Basic Assessment Report; “the significance of all potential impacts that 
would result from the proposed project is determined in order to assist decision-makers”, this inconsistency may 
ultimately give some interested and affected parties the impression that some negative economic impacts are 
being under-rated, or that some positive economic impacts are being over-rated. 

Response to comments by Chief Executive Officer, Ms Nomkhita Mona: 

More comprehensive impact assessment to include a careful site selection process using Strategic 
Environmental Assessments. Site selection has been based on several Strategic Assessments (national and Algoa 
Bay specific) conducted since 2009. Algoa Bay was identified as one of the few sites where sea-based aquaculture 
is possible along the very exposed shoreline of South Africa. Over the last 10 years, seven sites have been 
considered within Algoa Bay and the Department of Agriculture Forestry and Fisheries is going to apply for the 
three sites included in the Environmental Impact Assessment.  This process is no longer about considering new 
sites. The site selection process is explained in more detail in Section 3.5 of the Basic Assessment Report (main 
report). 

The more comprehensive impact assessment must be conducted by an independent party. Anchor Research & 
Monitoring (Pty) Ltd (Anchor) is an independent environmental consultancy, which was appointed by the 
Department of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries to assist with the application for environmental authorisation 
by conducting the Basic Assessment process. This is a legal requirement in terms of the National Environmental 
Management Act (Act 107 of 1998). Anchor has no vested interest in the outcome of this process and has 
submitted the required forms as part of the application process to the Competent Authority. 

Comprehensive socio-economic assessment is required. The socio-economic impact assessment conducted 
during the current Basic Assessment process was comprehensive and based on (1) the specialist study compiled 
by Bloom during the previous Environmental Impact Assessment process (2) the socio-economic and feasibility 
studies compiled by the Rhodes University (Appendix D5 of the Basic Assessment Report), (3) input provided by 
stakeholders during public participation process and (4) the visual and aesthetic impact assessment. 

The socio-economic specialist study mentioned in point (2) (one out of three studies) above attempted to gauge 
whether the external costs (negative social and economic impacts on the tourism and conservation value of Algoa 
Bay) outweigh the income and employment benefits that could be gained as socially attractive elements. 
Concerns included perceived impacts on diving, yachting, ski-boating, property values, increased risk of shark 
attacks, and job losses. A high proportion of people surveyed (39%) found the perceived social cost of finfish 
farming in Algoa Bay to be unacceptable (Hosking, 2016). The findings of this study were considered in the 
current impact assessment process.  However, a detailed costing of the potential socio-economic impact (i.e. 
externalises) of the ADZ has indeed not been completed. Instead, a social choice trade-off survey was undertaken 
by Britz et al. 2016 (refer to Appendix D5 of the BAR, Socio-economic specialist study and review of the Bloom 
2013 study).  Peter Britz from the Rhodes University, as the lead author on the comparative studies, responded to 
the concern that a quantitative cost-benefit analysis would be require by stating that: “The socio-economic report 
consisted of two components which need to be read together, visibly 1) the social choice survey which modelled 
the perceived negative/positive environmental and recreational effects establishing an Aquaculture Development 
Zone and 2) a detailed economic analysis of the feasibility of aquaculture in Algoa Bay which included a realistic 
projection of the production potential of the sites, income, costing, and jobs. The economic feasibility analysis 
which was compiled by aquaculture industry experts is quantitative and considered robust based on market 
demand, real costs and prices.  Read together, the two components of the socio-economic report substantively 
address the Minster’s brief and provide a basis for her making a decision.” 

Response to specific comments by Jeremy Dobbin. 

Although the EAP disagrees with the comment in that the rating should be the same for the sake of being the 
same, the evidence leading to these ratings was reviewed in response to the comment provided.  It was 
concluded that the positive economic impact for bivalve and mussel farming should indeed be considered as 
‘local’ instead of ‘regional’. Evidence to support this decision is summarised below. 
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Finfish: The original Bloom (2013) specialist assessment for finfish culture in Algoa Bay rated the extent of the 
positive impact as ‘regional’ but did not provide evidence at what scale project expenditures would largely occur 
during the operational phase.  The Britz et al. (2016) socio-economic study in Appendix D5(a) of the Basic 
Assessment Report provides evidence for the revision of the extent from ‘regional’ to ‘local’.  Britz et al. (2016) 
completed high-level financial economic models to estimate the profit of finfish farming in Algoa Bay for both 
1000 t and 3000 t finfish farms.  According to the calculations by Britz et al. 2016, feed constitutes 45-82% 
(increasing each year as tonnage farmed increases) of the total project expenditure during the operational phase 
(refer to Section 3.5.2 of the report). 

Furthermore, communications with the aquaculture sector revealed that although some feed is produced in 
South Africa (emerging feed producer in Hermanus), most feed is currently imported from Europe (Norway and 
France) and very little economic benefit is derived for South Africa.  Sea-based finfish farming is still developing in 
South Africa and a lot of investment (money, research and skill development) must occur for the development of 
a profitable feed and infrastructure industry in South Africa. 

Most of the remaining expenses (salaries/wages, fuel, boat maintenance etc) would occur locally, with the 
potential exception of veterinary/biosecurity and environmental monitoring.  It is currently unknown where spat 
would be sourced from, however, this expense only constitutes between 4 and 10% of the total expense (original 
investment is high, decreasing over time). The Basic Assessment Report refers to the land-based Aquaculture 
Development Zone at Coega as a potential site for hatcheries (i.e. local).  The extent of the investment into South 
Africa’s economy is therefore regarded as ‘local’ prior to the implementation of benefit enhancing measures.  
Should finfish farming become successful in South Africa, feed and infrastructure would be manufactured 
throughout the country and the positive economic spin-offs would potentially become ‘regional’. 

The local extent means that the overall significance impact has been revised from medium to low for finfish 
farming in Algoa Bay prior to the implementation of benefit-enhancing measures. Should finfish farming become 
successful in South Africa, feed and infrastructure would be manufactured throughout the country and the 
positive economic spin-offs would potentially become regional.  With this critical benefit-enhancing measure, the 
overall impact significance remains medium.  It should be noted, however, that the confidence in the rating after 
implementation of benefit-enhancing measures has been changed from ‘high’ to ‘low’, as a lot of investment into 
this sector must still occur. It should be noted, however, that local economic development is desired and all 
benefit enhancing measures listed in (Table 28 of the BAR) emphasise the importance of employing local staff and 
to encourage local business development. 

Bivalve: Investment would mostly occur locally during the operational phase of the proposed bivalve farms.  
Operational costs that would likely be spent locally would include fuel, infrastructure maintenance, salary/wages, 
human resource training/skills development, as well as accounting and business support.  South African oyster 
farms currently rely on imported spat (i.e. no benefit to South Africa).  Over time, local hatcheries would likely be 
developed to reduce costs.  Veterinary and biosecurity services as well as research and environmental monitoring 
could potentially extend beyond the Port Elizabeth area.  Most of the project expenditure would occur locally, 
however, and it was therefore concluded that the extent of the positive economic impact should be reduced to 
‘local’. Accordingly, the significance rating of this impact was revised from high to medium for bivalve farming in 
Algoa Bay. 

It should be noted, however, that local economic development is desired and all benefit enhancing measures 
listed in (Table 28 of the Draft BAR) emphasise the importance of employing local staff and to encourage local 
business development. 

The EAP re-assessed the negative economic impact for bivalve and finfish farming and concluded that the 
negative impacts should remain at a ‘local’ scale (i.e. the final impact rating remains unchanged). The impact 
would be most felt by local hospitality, tourism and water sport businesses. Note that ‘local’ includes Addo 
Elephant National Park as this site lies close to Algoa 7 at Ngqura Harbour. 

9 Cllr Tracy Weise – Ward 1 Nelson Mandela Bay 

Comment submitted: 27 August 2019 

A 1.5 page protected PDF document was submitted by this stakeholder, which is included in Appendix F5 of the 
Stakeholder Consultation Report (Appendix F of the Basic Assessment Report). 

The office of Ward 1 of the Nelson Mandela Bay Municipality notes the changes made in the updated BAR and 
stands by the comments submitted during the pre-application public participation process and strongly objects 
this development in its entirety. 

• The office feels that the BAR, EIA and Economic Impact require thorough analysis and experimentation in 
order to identify and understand all the impacts and outcomes of the proposed ADZ development will have 
on the community, environment and economy.  

• The development should be put on hold until all results are obtained, especially with the new changes made. 
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• Concern that the public will perceive the process as not being transparent due to the uncertainty associated 
with the economic impacts. 

• The development should be postponed until the Marine Spatial Plan for Algoa Bay has been passed. 

• A full three-dimensional landscape profile should be drawn up in order to prevent oversight of naturally 
occurring landmarks in the benthic environment or natural occurring processes (squid breeding area) that 
take place within the proposed precincts. 

• Potential impacts of the proposed development are high and could be realised during the pilot phase. This 
will be an expensive experiment for Nelson Mandela Bay.  

• Algoa 1 Option 1 should be withdrawn from the application after the discovery of the coral reef and the 
Chokka nursery. 

• Algoa Bay will be industrialised for this development to function optimally. 

• Municipal Ward 1 Office object to the development along the whole of Summerstrand and Humewood coast 
line (precincts – Algoa 1 Option 1 and 6). 

Response to comment 

Additional studies should be completed. DAFF will not commission additional studies for the environmental 
authorisation application process. Seven new specialist studies were considered during this current Basic 
Assessment process (Appendix D of the BAR). The findings of these studies were considered in the extensive Basic 
Assessment Report. No additional specialist studies will be conducted for this Basic Assessment process. It is 
unclear what is meant by “The development should be put on hold until all results are obtained, especially with 
the new changes made”. It is unclear what “new changes” refers to. All changes made to the BAR included 
additional information and the applicant has submitted an application for Option B which excludes finfish farming 
at Algoa 1 Option 1 and significantly reduces socio-economic and marine ecological impacts at this site. 

Marine spatial plan must be considered. Site selection has been based on several Strategic Assessments 
(national and Algoa Bay specific) conducted since 2009. Algoa Bay was identified as one of the few sites where 
sea-based aquaculture is possible along the very exposed shoreline of South Africa. Over the last 10 years, seven 
sites have been considered within Algoa Bay and the Department of Agriculture Forestry and Fisheries will submit 
an application for environmental authorisation for the three sites included in the Environmental Impact 
Assessment (although note that the Alternative precinct configurations and activities (Options A, B and C) are 
assessed). This process is no longer about considering new sites. The site selection process is explained in more 
detail in Section 3.5 of the BAR (main report). 

Given that the spatial planning component of the Algoa ADZ was initiated as early as 2009 prior to the start of the 
2010-2014 EIA process, it certainly pre-dates (but not necessarily pre-empts) the recently established NMU 
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. A section on the Marine Spatial Planning Bill has been included in 
the Draft BAR (Section 5.10) and the importance of considering this Bill, its Guidelines and future legal 
ramifications in the decision-making process have been highlighted in the Impact Statement (Chapter 2 of the 
BAR). The Department of Environmental Affairs will be required to take into account the Marine Spatial Planning 
Bill and its Guidelines and future legal ramifications in the decision-making process. 

Withdrawal of Algoa 1 Option 1. 

Low-profile reef: It is correct that during the pre-application stakeholder process, the diving industry provided 
updated coordinates of dive sites, which indicates that contrary to the information obtained in 2012/13, a low-
profile reef is likely to be present near the centre of Algoa 1 Option 1, at an approximate depth of 25-29 m (refer 
to Benthic Habitat mapping study in Appendix D1 of the BAR, Dawson et al. 2019).  According to Louis van Aardt 
(owner of Prodive, pers. comm. June 2019), this flat reef protrudes 1-1.5 m above the ocean floor and is home to 
a thriving reef community dominated by basket starfish and soft coral (octopuses can also be found there).  Reef 
is regarded as a sensitive receptor and 200 m radius buffer around the position S33°58. 620; E25°42.223 is 
therefore recommended in the updated Marine Specialist Study (Appendix D3, Hutchings et al. 2019).  Although 
this reef was not detected during the single beam echo-sounder bathymetry survey undertaken in 2012, the 200 
m buffer is regarded as conservative, as survey lines were spaced 100 m apart, indicating that the reef is unlikely 
to extend more than 50 m in either direction from the identified position. 

The buffered reef area would have to be excluded from the ADZ as per exclusionary criteria applied in the original 
Strategic Environmental Assessment (Hutchings et al. 2011).  Furthermore, access to the Basket Star dive site 
should be maintained to reduce impacts on the diving industry.  This condition would be applicable to both, 
finfish and bivalve farming at Algoa1 Option 1 and would therefore be required for Alternative Options A and B. 
The marine specialist is of the opinion that a buffer zone around the low-profile reef within the Algoa 1 Option 1 
precinct is sufficient. An important mitigation measure remains that sea-based aquaculture must not occur above 
reef habitat that is regarded as ecologically sensitive. 
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Chokka squid nursery: Discussions with industry members during the previous EIA process (2010-2014) 
suggested that the southern half of the proposed Algoa 1 (i.e. Option 2) is an important squid fishing ground and 
the industry would be strongly opposed to exclusion from this area.  Therefore, the decision was made to reduce 
the size of Algoa 1 precinct to exclude the known squid fishing ground. 

Visual impact. Algoa 1 (Summerstrand site) is currently utilised by Chokka fishing boats for taking shelter from 
strong winds and high seas. This activity will continue south of Algoa 1 Option 1 (Chokka squid nursery area). The 
addition of maintenance vessels are similar-sized to Chokka fishing vessels and certainly smaller than large cargo 
vessels currently utilising Algoa Bay and would therefore not be considered a significant change from the current 
visual character at this site.  Bivalves (oysters and mussels) can be farmed on longlines or mussel rafts.  Longlines 
comprise of a surface rope with floats, which are moored at each end to fix the line in position.  The production 
ropes for mussels or oyster racks are then suspended from the surface rope.  Visual impact of long-lines 
suspended by buoys can be mitigated well by ensuring that colourful buoys are only used for safety purposes.  
Pictures included in the report are shown below. The first picture shows oyster long-lines at Algoa 6 (PE Harbour 
site, Zwembesi Farms (Pty) Ltd.), which is located 2 km from the shore. At the closest point to the shore Algoa 1 
will be situated the same distance offshore. The second picture shows mussel long-line culture in Saldanha Bay 
and shows the types of vessels that will be used for the harvesting of mussels and oysters. 

 

 

The potential impact of bivalve farming on the seascape character at Algoa 1 Option 1 and Algoa 6 was assessed 
in Section 10.4 of the Draft Basic Assessment Report. The impact was rated as low after the implementation of 
mitigation measures.  In comparison, the visual impact of finfish farming at Algoa 1 was rated as high after the 
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implementation of mitigation measures and finfish is no longer included as part of the alternative option 
preferred by DAFF.   

Algoa 6 is situated within the Port Elizabeth harbour within an industrial context.  The only visual receptors for 
this site are the Settlers Highway, which hugs the coastline at the site.  This road is, however, also situated 
landward of the railway and is not a known scenic route.  The bivalve site will likely also be visible from central 
Port Elizabeth, although only within close range of the R 102.  In most areas, the views are blocked by other 
residential houses and industrial buildings. The impact on the seascape character at Algoa 6 was assessed as low 
before and very low after mitigation measures (note that only bivalve farming is proposed at this site). 
Furthermore, two oyster farms currently operate within the proposed footprint (see picture above). 

10 Barb Cohen 

Comment submitted: 28 August 2019 

My opinion remains that any aquaculture development in Algoa Bay will be detrimental to the ecology of the bay. 

It will also impact negatively on the many local and international sporting events which have been increasingly in 
demand in Port Elizabeth. 

I support the restoration of the Swartkops Estuary as a very necessary alternative which will benefit the local 
population, revive the indigenous fish stocks that rely on the estuary, benefit the bird populations and the 
recreational use of the river. The restoration of this critical eco-system will benefit everyone in Port Elizabeth 

Response to comment 

Marine ecological impacts. Section 4.1.5.of the marine specialist study in Appendix D3 of the Basic Assessment 
Report assesses the marine ecological impacts associated with the proposed Aquaculture Development Zone. 
These include (but are not limited to) organic pollution (water quality and benthos), disease transfer (applicable 
to finfish), entanglement and habitat modification (both bivalve and finfish), impact of chemicals used in 
aquaculture. A number of these impacts have been rated of 'medium' significance after the implementation of 
mitigation measures and disease transfer in finfish culture is considered 'high' after implementation of mitigation 
measures.  However, the overall impact of the preferred Alternative Option B, which excludes finfish from Algoa 1 
Option 1, has a lower marine ecological impact when compared to Alternative Option C (the originally preferred 
alternative by the applicant). This is due to the fact bivalve culture has a considerably of lower impact on the 
marine environment than finfish farming. 

Impacts on sport events. Bivalves (mussels and oysters) extract particles from the water column and are 
therefore referred to as filter feeders. Consequently, bivalves don’t have to be fed. Furthermore, bivalves are 
sessile (i.e. lodged to the ropes or inside baskets). Sharks have been shown to be attracted to activity in the water 
(thrashing fish in cages) and the smell of food (feed). In comparison to finfish culture, bivalve culture is therefore 
unlikely to attract sharks at Algoa 1 Option 1 should Environmental Authorisation for Alternative Option B be 
granted. 
Section 9.5.2.2 of the Draft Basic Assessment Report describes all water sport events that occur on the Port 
Elizabeth beaches. The map below is included in Figure 31 of the Basic Assessment Report and shows that none 
of the events overlap with the proposed Algoa 1 Option 1 site.  At its furthest offshore, the Bell Buoy Challenge is 
situated just over 500 m away from the boundary of the ADZ. A mitigation measure has been included that the 
ADZ operators ensure that no maintenance or harvesting occurs on the day of the sport event. None of the other 
activities will be impacted by maintenance activities of ADZ vessels as they will launch from PE Harbour. The 
impact on recreational water sport participants as a result of bivalve (mussels and oysters) farming was rated as 
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very low after implementation of mitigation measures for bivalve farming at Algoa 1 Option 1.

 

 

Restoration of the Swartkops estuary. Rehabilitation of the estuary cannot be included in the scope of this 
project, as the mandate for estuary rehabilitation is held by the Department of Environmental Affairs and not the 
Department of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (note that although these two departments were combined in 
May 2019, the Fisheries Branch would likely not hold the mandate for estuary restoration and its focus would 
likely remain to manage fisheries and aquaculture). There is currently a rehabilitation project underway for the 
Estuary, however.  Estuary rehabilitation usually occurs guided by estuarine management plans, which are 
drafted in terms of the National Environmental Management: Integrated Coastal Management Act (Act 24 of 
2008) (as amended).  Estuary management involves all stakeholders, including DAFF (other stakeholders usually 
include local and district municipalities, Department of Water and Sanitation, ratepayer associations etc.). 

11 Dunyiswa Nyweba 

Comment submitted: 29 August 2019 

I saw the documents at this time I am satisfied with the effort SNF changes made to the project because in the 
draft explanations were given and our previous input were taken into consideration. 

Response to comment  

We acknowledge your comment. 

12 Louis Schoeman 

Comment submitted: 30 August 2019 

Is there any suggestion that the Watson family here in Port Elizabeth (they of Bosasa infamy) are driving this 
thing??? Rumours are circulating to this effect. 

Response to comment 

There is no conspiracy behind this development. “Operation Phakisa focuses on unlocking the economic potential 
of South Africa's oceans, which could contribute up to R177 billion to the GDP by 2033 and between 800 000 and 
1 million direct jobs". The mandate of DAFF is to develop the aquaculture sector in South Africa as part of 
Operation Phakisa. 

Aquaculture Development Zones are being proposed in the localities where oceanographic conditions are 
suitable (e.g. sea-based Saldanha Bay, Mossel Bay and land-based in Ngqura and Qolora in the Eastern Cape). 
There are not many places where sea-based Aquaculture Development Zones can be implemented (please refer 
to Basic Assessment Report for more info on the site selection process that has been ongoing since 2009!). 

13 Ian Gray 

Comment submitted: 30 August 
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May I enquire as to whether there will be any recommendations in regard to measures to be taken to rehabilitate 
the area/s should the project be found to be unsustainable or should the operators become insolvent? 

Response to comment 

DAFF would be the holder of the environmental authorisation (EA) in the event that the authorisation is issued.  
DAFF would be responsible for upholding the conditions of the EA (as prescribed in NEMA) and the operators 
would enter a contractual agreement to uphold their environmental responsibilities. The Environmental 
Management Programme (EMPr) in Appendix A of the Basic Assessment Report elaborates on the propose 
management structure (Chapter 4), which is currently being tested for the Saldanha Bay Aquaculture 
Development Zone. The EMPr also includes environmental management measures applicable to the 
decommissioning phase of any aquaculture farm within the Aquaculture Development Zone (Chapter 8). Most 
importantly, all infrastructure associated with the farm to be decommissioned must be removed.  Please note, 
however, that active rehabilitation of benthic habitat underneath cages or bivalve long-lines would not be 
possible.  Instead, fallowing of sites is a recommended mitigation measure to allow the benthic environment to 
recover on its own (which it typically has been shown to take up to 15 months). Note that sea-based aquaculture 
is not permitted to take place over reef, as rehabilitation of such a habitat would unlikely occur on its own.  
Comparatively, sandy habitats are more robust and usually recover fully during fallowing periods (Marine 
Specialist Report in Appendix D3, Section 4.1.5.1.2). 

14 Lindsay Stephen 

Comment submitted: 2 September 2019 

This email serves to confirm that IRONMAN South Africa’s objection still stands as was previously mentioned. Our 
concerns have not changed and need to be included as part of this process. 

Our main concerns remain the following: 

• Greater potential for predators such as Sharks 

• Economic and Tourism impact 

• Risk of pollution affecting water quality from huge concentrations of bivalves 

Kindly confirm this will be included as part of the public participation phase. 

Response to comment 

Sharks and bivalve farming. Bivalves (mussels and oysters) extract particles from the water column and are 
therefore referred to as filter feeders. Consequently, bivalves don’t have to be fed. Furthermore, bivalves are 
sessile (i.e. lodged to the ropes or inside baskets). Sharks have been shown to be attracted to activity in the water 
(thrashing fish in cages) and the smell of food (feed). In comparison to finfish culture, bivalve culture is therefore 
unlikely to attract sharks at Algoa 1 Option 1 should Environmental Authorisation for Alternative Option B be 
granted. 

Economic and tourism impact. It has become apparent that the perceived higher risk of shark encounters alone 
could potentially have a profound impact on the local economy. In comparison to finfish culture, bivalve culture is 
unlikely to attract sharks (see above) and stakeholders do not seem to associate bivalve culture with an increased 
risk of shark encounters.  Marine ecological and visual impacts could have knock-on effects on the economy; 
these are, however, much lower for bivalve farming when compared to finfish farming and specialist 
recommendations appear to effectively mitigate against economic losses. The economic impact of bivalve 
farming at Algoa 1 Option has therefore been rated as very low after mitigation.  In comparison, the impact of 
finfish farming at Algoa 1 Option 1 on tourism was rated as high (mitigation not effective for perception). 

Water quality and bivalves. Bivalves (mussels and oysters) extract particles from the water column and are 
therefore referred to as filter feeders.  Consequently, bivalves don’t have to be fed and much of the waste 
associated with finfish farming is excess feed (Marine Specialist Study Appendix D3 Section 4.1.5.1.2). 
Furthermore, organisms higher up in the food chain produce more waste (i.e. fish produce more waste than 
mussels or oysters). Water quality issues typically associated with finfish culture are therefore not applicable to 
bivalve culture. It is, however, recognised that bivalve culture can negatively impact benthic habitat underneath 
the farms (settling of excretions and biofouling removed from ropes) and the impact of bivalve farming at Algoa 1 
(Summerstrand) and 6 (PE Harbour) has been rated as low after the implementation of mitigation measures. 

Sport events and bivalve farming at Algoa 1. Section 9.5.2.2 of the Draft Basic Assessment Report describes all 
water sport events that occur on the Port Elizabeth beaches. The map below is included in Figure 31 of the Draft 
Basic Assessment Report and shows that none of the events overlap with the proposed Algoa 1 Option 1 site.  At 
its furthest offshore, the Bell Buoy Challenge is situated just over 500 m away from the boundary of the ADZ. A 
mitigation measure has been included that the ADZ operators ensure that no maintenance or harvesting occurs 
on the day of the sport event. None of the other activities will be impacted by maintenance activities of ADZ 
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vessels as they will launch from PE Harbour. The impact on recreational water sport participants was rated as 
very low after implementation of mitigation measures for bivalve farming at Algoa 1 Option 1. 
 

 

15 David Allen 

Comment submitted: 2 September 2019 

As a stakeholder in CIAC AquaVentures, I share interests with Charl with respect to the support of aquaculture in 
southern Africa. Food security and a value chain which addresses joblessness (in excess of 50% in certain local 
areas) are major goals. 

We are based in Port Elizabeth and positioned to provide product and services related to remote monitoring and 
control of land-based aquaculture. Our approach is innovative and lays a groundwork for 4IR initiatives. 

While we are aware the Basic Assessment Report focusses on the ADZ there is mention therein of the land-based 
component required with respect to hatcheries, storage and processing, and a separate DAFF exercise addressing 
land-based aquaculture. 

May we ask to be kept informed as to: 

1. public participation and outcomes from consultation. 

2. opportunities to consult and quote in connection with  automation in the agro-processing Zone 10 
Coega 

Following a decade of related R&D, we are currently engaged in readying product for mass-production as 
incubatee at Propella Business Incubator, linked with NMU in Port Elizabeth. For interest, CIAC AquaVentures 
participated in the recent DTI/TIA initiative in the funding of innovative aqua projects. 

Response to comment 
Your details have been added to the stakeholder consultation list and you will be informed of the decision made 
by the Competent Authority. Please note that this project is separate to the Coega Aquaculture Development 
Zone. Anchor’s involvement in this process is strictly related to environmental matters and will be completed 
once the appeal phase for the Basic Assessment process has been completed (this is projected for March 2020). 
Please contact DAFF directly for quoting opportunities. 

16 Ronelle Friend – Environmental Scientist, Enviro-Quest 

Comment submitted: 3 September 2019 

A three- page document was submitted by this stakeholder, which is included in Appendix F5 of the Stakeholder 
Consultation Report (Appendix F of the Basic Assessment Report). 

In summary, the stakeholder is opposed to any form of aquaculture at Algoa 1 Option 1 (Summerstrand site) and 
Algoa 7 (Ngqura site) due to visual and marine ecological impacts respectively.  Extension of existing bivalve 
(mussel and oyster) farming is supported by the stakeholder. 

Algoa 1 Option 1 (Summerstrand). We find it disconcerting that the department insists in trying to develop an 
aquaculture industry in front of the tourist beaches, be it Hobby Beach or Summerstrand. During the last 
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authorization from DEAT and the response from the public of Port Elizabeth it must have been very clear that we 
do not want any development in front of the beaches. Yet again, it is mentioned as an Option 1 - Summerstrand.  

Any aquaculturing is rejected here due to visual impact. The scenic situation of the sea and horizon in front of 
Summerstrand affords stunning sunrises across the sea with huge aesthetic appeal. Local websites run daily 
images of the sunrises and the value of the natural environment is enjoyed by all. The view of cages in front of a 
rising sun will be totally distracted.  In addition, the setting of the beaches with the wide-open sea is stunning and 
attracts tourists (and specifically families) to ours beaches. Many sports events also take place and the visual 
impacts will distract from the attraction of the bay.  

We oppose any development here. 

Algoa 6 (Port Elizabeth Harbour). It has to be noted that this is a brand new precinct not put forward for 
aquaculturing before in the previous reports. It is understood that some cultivation of bivalves are taken place 
there already and that this will be an extension. If there is capacity for extension in this area needs to be seen. 
Bunkering (an operation that has not been subjected to an EIA by DAFF) is taken place in close proximity of Algoa 
6. The effect of spillages of oil and HFO on the bivalves will be catastrophic. 

Algoa 7 (Ngqura Harbour site). It is also noted that this was never a precinct in the previous reports.  It is 
furthermore noted that the Addo MPA was promulgated on in May 2019, and that the Algoa 7 area was removed 
as a controlled zone from the original draft gazette notice (published on 3 February 2016). This is not acceptable. 
The Algoa 7 still occurs directly to the MPA and as such any impacts will be moving up the coast (with the wave 
actions) and into the MPA. The impact on biodiversity and ecology on the adjacent MPA will be catastrophic – 
taken into consideration that this is the breeding area and islands of the endangered African penguins and 
gannets.  In addition, this is the area where the endangered humpback dolphins also occur.  The impacts on 
biodiversity and ecological disturbance will arise from both the organic loading and excess food particles that will 
float in the water and sink to the ocean floor. The possibility of formation of decaying organic matter and the 
formation of hydrogen sulphide can lead to a change in the pH of the water (sulphuric acid) with a total collapse 
of our corals in the bay. 

Spatial development plan. The Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) was undertaken in 2009 for the entire 
South African coastline to identify suitable aquaculture precincts.  During the last 10 year a lot has happen in 
Algoa Bay and possibly a better way forward is to stop all the insistence in development of an aquaculture 
industry and work toward using the resources of the bay to the best possible means.  It is a concern as well that 
no mentioning is made of the current Marine Spatial Plan Act, 16 of 2018, and that Algoa Bay has been selected 
as the first bay where the plan will be rolled out. Interested parties and stakeholders are already in discussion to 
determine the best utilization of the resources.  Possibly DAFF should take a step backwards and investigate how 
best to sell the bay as an ecotourism destination, utilize all the money spend on EIAs, Specialist studies, etc., to 
create SME’s in the tourist industry.  

We request interaction with spatial development planning project 

Entanglement. Lastly, big cetaceans are local and migrating up and down our coastline and are often entangled in 
ropes from aquaculture. A week ago, a humpback whale was washed out in Port Elizabeth where the 
entanglement occurred from lobster cages around its tail. We can no longer allow such operations in our bay and 
endanger these important creatures. 

Response to comment 

Algoa 1 Option 1 

Visual impact. Algoa 1 (Summerstrand site) is currently utilised by Chokka fishing boats for taking shelter from 
strong winds and high seas. This activity will continue south of Algoa 1 Option 1(Chokka squid nursery area). The 
addition of maintenance vessels are similar-sized to Chokka fishing vessels and certainly smaller than large cargo 
vessels currently utilising Algoa Bay and would therefore not be considered a significant change from the current 
visual character at this site.  Bivalves (oysters and mussels) can be farmed on longlines or mussel rafts.  Longlines 
comprise of a surface rope with floats, which are moored at each end to fix the line in position.  The production 
ropes for mussels or oyster racks are then suspended from the surface rope.  Visual impact of long lines 
suspended by buoys can be mitigated well by ensuring that colourful buoys are only used for safety purposes.  
The first picture shows oyster long-lines at Algoa 6 (PE Harbour site, Zwembesi Farms (Pty) Ltd.), which is located 
2 km from the shore. At the closest point to the shore Algoa 1 will be situated the same distance offshore. The 
second picture shows mussel long-line culture in Saldanha Bay and shows the types of vessels that will be used 
for the harvesting of mussels and oysters. 
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The potential impact of bivalve farming on the seascape character at Algoa 1 Option 1 and Algoa 6 was assessed 
in Section 10.4 of the Draft Basic Assessment Report. The impact was rated as low after the implementation of 
mitigation measures.  In comparison, the visual impact of finfish farming at Algoa 1 was rated as high after the 
implementation of mitigation measures and finfish is no longer included as part of the alternative option 
preferred by DAFF. 

Algoa 6 (Port Elizabeth site) 

Ship to ship bunkering. It should be noted that DAFF is not engaging and will not engage in any ship to ship 
bunkering and does not need to obtain Environmental Authorisation for such an activity. Ship to ship bunkering is 
carried out by shipping companies.  

A fuel spill associated with ship to ship bunkering would no doubt have a high impact on any existing aquaculture 
facility within reach of the oil spill.  This risk is covered in more detail in Section 8.3 of the Basic Assessment 
Report.  The risk needs to be managed by the entities conducting ship to ship bunkering and this cannot be used 
as an argument that aquaculture should not occur there. The responsibility lies with the polluter as specified in 
the National Environmental Management Act (Act 107 of 1998). 

Farming of alien bivalve (mussel and oyster) species. DAFF has submitted an application for indigenous and alien 
bivalve species for Algoa 1 and 6.  

The potential impact of farming Mediterranean Mussel (Mytilus galloprovincialis) and Pacific Oyster (Crassostrea 
gigas) have been assessed in the marine specialist study Section 4.1.5.2.1. The Mediterranean Mussel is 
widespread along South Africa’s coastline. The impact of farming Mediterranean Mussel was rated as very low, 
since mussels are not actively seeded onto ropes, which means that no additional organisms are introduced into 
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the marine environment. The ropes will be left to be colonised by naturally occurring offshore mussel larvae 
pools (part of the mussel life history is spent offshore).  Larvae pools are carried inshore by (1) upwelling-related 
circulation, (2) internal tidal waves and bores, (3) the local diurnal (or diel) sea breeze, and (4) waves and ocean 
swell (Pfaff 2015). The potential impact of introducing Pacific oyster was rated as 'medium' before and 'low' after 
the implementation of mitigation measures. It is noteworthy that despite at least a decade of oyster mariculture 
in the vicinity of Algoa 6, wild populations of the Pacific oyster have not yet been detected in Algoa Bay and 
associated estuaries suggesting that conditions are not ideal for the establishment of this species in the wild in 
this area (note that in order to establish and spread, alien species must be able to reproduce in nature without 
the interference of humans. Farmed Pacific oysters are hatched in land-based facilities and seeded in baskets 
when reaching a robust size to grow until they are harvested.). Furthermore, Section 4.1.5.2.2 assessed the 
impact of introducing alien fouling species to the wild and provision of habitat for alien fouling species (applicable 
to both bivalve species). The impact was rated as low after the implementation of mitigation measures. 

• The impact was rated as 'medium' before and 'low' after the implementation of mitigation measures. 
Mitigation measures include: 

• Produce oysters from own stock as far as possible and minimise importing of spat. 
• Spat must undergo a visual inspection and pressure cleaning if necessary, to remove fouling organisms prior 

to transfer into quarantine tanks.  
• Spat must be quarantined after import prior to release into the grow out baskets 
• Spat must be accompanied by health and veterinary certificates and guarantees from the supplier country’s 

delegated authority. (this mitigation measure is primarily important for release of alien pathogens and 
parasites, not marine species) 

• Do not discard fouling organisms and debris removed from farming structures, oysters or mussels into the 
marine environment (molluscs may have alien fouling organisms growing on their shells).  Dispose biological 
waste at a registered Waste Management Facility/landfill site. 

• Undertake routine surveillance for indications of non-native fouling species on and around marine farm 
structures and associated vessels and infrastructure. 

• Clean structures and hulls regularly to ensure eradication of pests before they become established. 
Algoa 7 (Ngqura Harbour site) 
This site was included in this Basic Assessment process from the beginning. It is, however, correct that this site 
was not included in the previous Environmental Impact Assessment process (2010-2014). 

Stakeholders (including existing and potential users of the marine space) must be consulted prior to the 
declaration of a Marine Protected Area in terms of the National Environmental Management: Protected Areas Act 
(Act No 57 of 2003). Aside from the Algoa 7 area, the final layout of the gazetted Addo MPA also excludes the 
existing anchorage area that falls within the jurisdiction of the National Transnet Port Authority (see image 
below). 

The marine specialist report describes the conservation status and biodiversity importance of Algoa Bay and takes 
cognisance of sensitive habitats in the assessment of impacts. Marine ecological impacts are in some instances 
higher for Algoa 7 than for Algoa 1 due to its position adjacent to the MPA (refer to Marine Specialist Study in 
Appendix D3 of the Basic Assessment report. Section 4.1.5.1.4 considers the impact of chemical pollution arising 
from finfish cages. Here, the risk of these chemicals bioaccumulating up the food chain is considered higher for 
Algoa 7, which is situated adjacent to the Addo MPA. The impact of organic waste discharge from finfish cages is 
considered 'high' before and 'medium' after the implementation of mitigation measures. This rating takes into 
account the proximity of Algoa 7 to the adjacent Marine Protected Area. 

Spatial development plan 

Given that the spatial planning component of the Algoa ADZ was initiated as early as 2009 prior to the start of the 
2010-2014 EIA process, it certainly pre-dates (but not necessarily pre-empts) the recently established NMU 
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. A section on the Marine Spatial Planning Bill was included in the 
Draft BAR (Section 5.10) and the importance of considering this Bill, its Guidelines and future legal ramifications 
in the decision-making process have been highlighted in the Impact Statement (Chapter 2 of the BAR). The 
Department of Environmental Affairs will be required to take into account the Marine Spatial Planning Bill and its 
Guidelines and future legal ramifications in the decision-making process. 

Impact on cetaceans by entanglement 

The impacts on mammals, turtles and birds with regards to entanglement and habitat modification were assessed 
in Section 4.1.5.1.5 of the Marine Specialist Study in Appendix D3 of the Basic Assessment Report. The impact has 
been rated as low after the implementation of mitigation measures. Mitigation measures include: 
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• Do not locate ADZ sites in important cetacean habitats (fortuitously this is the case. Research by Koper et al. 
2016 and Karczmarski et al 1999 confirm that the humpback dolphin Sousa plumbea predominantly occurs 
within a few hundred meters from the shore. Algoa 1 and Algoa 7 are situated 2-5 km offshore). 

• Ensure all mooring lines and nets are highly visible under water (use thick lines and bright antifoulant 
coatings). 

• Keep all lines and nets tight through regular inspections and maintenance. 

• Ensure that mesh size on primary and secondary nets does not exceed 16 cm stretched mesh, use square 
mesh. 

• Establish a rapid response unit to deal with marine organism entanglements (collaboration with the South 
African Whale Disentanglement Network for entanglement of cetaceans). 

Furthermore, Section 4.1.5.1.5 of the Marine Specialist Study in Appendix D3 of the Basic Assessment Report 
assessed the interaction of piscivorous (fish-eating) animals (including birds) with the proposed finfish cages.  The 
significance of this impact at Algoa 7 was rated as medium after the implementation of mitigation measures. 
Recommended mitigation measures include: 

• Install and maintain suitable predator nets (sufficient strength, visibility and mesh size, above and below 
water line). 

• Install visual deterrents (e.g. tori line type deterrents for birds).  

• Store feed so piscivores cannot access it and implement efficient feeding strategy. 

• Remove any injured or dead fish from cages promptly. 

• During harvesting of stock, ensure that minimal blood or offal enters the water. 

• Implement mitigation measures as for entanglement impacts (Table 14).  

• Develop a protocol for dealing with problem piscivores in conjunction with experts and officials (DAFF, DEA 
etc). 

• Maintain a record of all interactions with piscivores as per recommended EMPr. 

17 Ralph West - Adventure Swims ZA 

Comment submitted: 3 September 2019 

Please place on record my objection to the proposed bivalve development and also the Fish Farm development 
earmarked for Algoa Bay. 

As previously stated I do believe it will be detrimental to the penguin colony and also will interfere with the 
current use of the bay. The shelter provided to fisherman etc. 

Response to comment 

Your opposition to the proposed Aquaculture Development Zone is noted. 

Impacts on penguin colony.  It is assumed that concern expressed in this comment refers to the impact on food 
resources, feeding grounds and entanglement. Some information is provided accordingly. 

Pellet feed for finfish is made from fishmeal produced from anchovies and sardine off cuts and these species are 
an important food source for the endangered penguin. However, individual operators will be required to 
purchase fish meal from existing right holders (fishing right applications are not included in the application).  To 
ensure a sustainable fishery, DAFF determines the Total Allowable Catch (TAC) for each species. The TAC will 
therefore not increase to meet an increased demand in the aquaculture sector. Even if individual operators were 
allocated their own fishing quota, the quota would have to be allocated from the total national quota. Due to the 
proclamation of the MPA, which includes the St Crox Island group, feeding grounds of penguins and other 
seabirds will be protected in from over exploitation in future. DAFF has the mandate to regulate the fishing sector 
and the aquaculture sectors alike and will not jeopardise the one sector to promote the other. 

The impacts on birds (mammals and turtles were also considered) with regards to entanglement and habitat 
modification were assessed in Section 4.1.5.1.5 of the Marine Specialist Study in Appendix D3 of the Basic 
Assessment Report. The impact has been rated as low after the implementation of mitigation measures for finfish 
and bivalve farming at all sites mitigation measures include: 

• Do not locate ADZ sites in important cetacean habitats (fortuitously this is the case. Research by Koper et al. 
2016 and Karczmarski et al 1999 confirm that the humpback dolphin Sousa plumbea predominantly occurs 
within a few hundred meters from the shore. Algoa 1 and Algoa 7 are situated 2-5 km offshore). 

• Ensure all mooring lines and nets are highly visible under water (use thick lines and bright antifoulant 
coatings). 

• Keep all lines and nets tight through regular inspections and maintenance. 
• Ensure that mesh size on primary and secondary nets does not exceed 16 cm stretched mesh, use square 

mesh. 
• Establish a rapid response unit to deal with marine organism entanglements (collaboration with the South 

African Whale Disentanglement Network for entanglement of cetaceans).  
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Interference with other user groups in the bay. The statement is correct. The Draft Basic Assessment Report 
describes the current user groups in Section9.5.2. These include various recreational water users (non-
motorised), SCUBA diving, yachting, eco-tourism, as well as recreational and commercial fishing.  The impact on 
existing user groups were assessed in Sections 10.5.1 and 10.5.2. Negative impacts ranged from very low to 
medium after the implementation of mitigation measures at the various proposed sites. The Chokka squid fishing 
fleet is known to take shelter from strong winds and rough seas in the area proposed for Algoa 1 (original extent). 
The main squid fishing grounds are situated west of Cape Recife where the coastline is very exposed. The location 
of Algoa 1 is comparatively sheltered and therefore taken advantage of during unsuitable weather conditions.  
The reduction to Algoa 1 Option 1 means that the fleet still has sufficient sea space to shelter and continue fishing 
during adverse weather conditions.  The overall impact on commercial fishery (including all types described 
Section 9.5.2.4) at Algoa 1 Option 1 was assessed as medium with no mitigation measures available. 

18 Andrew Stewart  

Comment submitted: 3 September 2019 

Following the meeting held on 31 July at City Hall regarding the DAFF updated aquaculture development zone o 
would like to register my concern and opposition to bivalve farming at ALGOA 1 and ALGOA 6, and the Fin fish 
farm at ALGOA 7. 

My concerns range from potential shark action at Algoa 7 as we as pollution created by both finfish and bivalve 
farms. 

Response to comment 

The opposition to Alternative Option B (bivalve farming at Algoa 1 (Summerstrand) and 6 (PE Harbour) and finfish 
farming at Algoa 7 (Ngqura Harbour) is noted. 

Increased risk of shark encounters on PE beaches as a result of finfish farming at Algoa 7. Fatal shark encounters 
are rare and stochastic events and hence very difficult to predict. Finfish cages have the potential to attract 
sharks (BAR Section 10.5.2.4). Data on the influence of fish cages on large shark behaviour is scarce, however. 
They are undoubtedly attracted to fish cages at times, but the risk to bathers and swimmers is unknown. This 
issue is discussed at some length in the "Description of the affected environment Section 9.5.2.1". Excerpt from 
Section 3.3.6 of the marine specialist study in Appendix D3 of the Basic Assessment Report: "Algoa Bay is the 
eastern most distribution of the Cape fur seal and breeding takes place on Black Rocks (Mills & Hes, 1997).  The 
presence of this breeding colony may act as an important factor for the aggregation of Great white sharks 
(Carcharodon carcharias), which are known to target seal breeding colonies as feeding grounds (Kock et al 2013, 
Hewitt et al 2018). While a range of sizes of white sharks can be found around Seal Island, the inshore areas of 
Algoa Bay are home to the greatest proportion of young-of-year sharks (Dicken & Booth 2013)". The marine 
specialist study assesses the impact of the development on shark populations (predators in general) and 
recommends the installation of predator nets, which prevents sharks from gaining access to the cages. 
Monitoring of shark movements and implementing a shark spotter programme would constitute further 
mitigation measures (specific to water sport activities). It should also be noted that it is in the farmer's best 
interest to prevent predators (predatory fish including sharks, cetaceans, seals and birds) from gaining access to 
the cages as stock losses would significantly impact their business.  Research by the leading South African shark 
scientists has shown that positive conditioning can only arise if white sharks gain significant and predictable food 
rewards (Johnson and Kock 2006: South Africa’s White Shark cage-diving industry -is their cause for concern?). 

Pollution concern.  

Finfish farming: Anchor conducted a Dispersion Modelling study for finfish farming at Algoa 7 (Ngqura Harbour), 
which shows that receiving water quality guidelines for the marine environment are likely to be met on the 
boundary of the Algoa 7 site. Note that the report, however, confirms that the finfish cages will contribute to the 
total nutrient loading in Algoa Bay. The impact on water quality and benthic habitat is rated as medium after the 
implementation of mitigation measures in Section 4.1.5.1.2 of the Marine Specialist Report in Appendix D3 of the 
Basic Assessment Report. 

Bivalve farming: Bivalves (mussels and oysters) extract particles from the water column and are therefore 
referred to as filter feeders. Consequently, bivalves don’t have to be fed. Although it is recognised bivalve culture 
can negatively impact benthic habitat underneath the farms, the impact is far less than that caused by finfish 
farming. The impact of bivalve farming at Algoa 1 (Summerstrand) and 6 (PE Harbour) has been rated as low after 
the implementation of mitigation measures. Mitigation measures include: 

• Select sites favouring well-flushed, deep and productive areas. 
• Minimise biofouling as much as possible. 
• Cleaning of biofouled infrastructure (ropes etc.) must be conducted in such a way as to minimise 

deposition to the seafloor beneath the farms (i.e. investment into infrastructure that allows for 
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biofouling material to be collected on board the maintenance vessel, allowing disposal at a suitable 
onshore disposal facility). 

• Avoid high density culture (overcrowding) 

19 Verona Veltman 

Comment submitted: 4 September 2019 

Algoa Bay and more importantly St Croix Is, is the home to about 50% of the ENDEMIC ENDANGERED to 
extinction in the wild, African Penguin. The population of African penguins has crashed from over 2 million in the 
early 1900’s to a few thousand pairs. They are now reaching the point of no return to maintaining a viable 
breeding population. 

The fish farms use hormones, insecticides and food (sediments)that alter the marine habitat and pose a huge 
danger to the penguins not to mention the increase in great white sharks. 

The endemic endangered Cape Gannets have the largest breeding colony in the world on Bird Is. The African 
penguin also breeds on Bird Is. 

Coupled with overfishing and climate change impacting on fish dispersal and with the ship to ship bunkering, 
increased ship traffic in the bay due to bunkering and the resultant disastrous oil spills that have occurred, our 
African penguins are in dire straits of extinction in the wild. Scientists have discovered that the penguins seems 
unable to breed again after being oiled, probably due to the toxic impact on their organs. 

Most of our marine birds are endangered. The endangered Cape Cormorant also lives and breeds in Algoa Bay 
together with many other endangered marine birds. 

PLEASE SAVE OUR AFRICAN PENGUINS and Cape Gannets. 

Algoa Bay is under siege!! 

SAVE our BAY for future generations. 

http://theconversation.com/ships-risky-fuel-transfers-are-threatening-african-penguins-121575 

Response to comment 

The comment is correct in stating that the proposed finfish farm at Algoa 7 (Ngqura Harbour site) is likely to exert 
additional pressure (additional to current human-induced pressures mentioned in the comment) on the endemic 
endangered African Penguin colony and other seabirds in Algoa Bay. Some additional information in how this was 
taken account in the Marine Specialist Study in Appendix D43 of the Basic Assessment Report is included in the 
response below. 

Finfish farming and marine ecological impacts: Section 4.1.5. of the marine specialist study in Appendix D3 of the 
Basic Assessment Report assesses the marine ecological impacts associated with the proposed Aquaculture 
Development Zone. These include (but are not limited to) organic pollution (water quality and benthos), disease 
transfer (applicable to finfish), entanglement and habitat modification (both bivalve and finfish), impact of 
chemicals used in aquaculture. A number of these impacts have been rated of 'medium' significance after the 
implementation of mitigation measures and disease transfer in finfish culture is considered 'high' after 
implementation of mitigation measures. 

Direct impacts on the endemic endangered African Penguin and other seabirds:  The impacts on birds (as well as 
mammals and turtles) with regards to entanglement and habitat modification were assessed in Section 4.1.5.1.5 
of the Marine Specialist Study in Appendix D3 of the Basic Assessment Report. The impact has been rated as low 
after the implementation of mitigation measures. Mitigation measures include (note that some mitigation 
measures are specific to whales and dolphins (cetaceans)): 

• Do not locate ADZ sites in important cetacean habitats (fortuitously this is the case. Research by Koper et al. 
2016 and Karczmarski et al 1999 confirm that the humpback dolphin Sousa plumbea predominantly occurs 
within a few hundred meters from the shore. Algoa 1 and Algoa 7 are situated 2-5 km offshore). 

• Ensure all mooring lines and nets are highly visible under water (use thick lines and bright antifoulant 
coatings). 

• Keep all lines and nets tight through regular inspections and maintenance. 
• Ensure that mesh size on primary and secondary nets does not exceed 16 cm stretched mesh, use square 

mesh. 

• Establish a rapid response unit to deal with marine organism entanglements (collaboration with the South 
African Whale Disentanglement Network for entanglement of cetaceans). 

Section 4.1.5.1.5 of the Marine Specialist Study in Appendix D3 of the Basic Assessment Report assessed the 
interaction of piscivorous (fish-eating) animals (including birds) with the proposed finfish cages.  The significance 
of this impact at Algoa 7 was rated as medium after the implementation of mitigation measures. Recommended 
mitigation measures include: 
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• Install and maintain suitable predator nets (sufficient strength, visibility and mesh size, above and below 
water line). 

• Install visual deterrents (e.g. tori line type deterrents for birds).  

• Store feed so piscivores cannot access it and implement efficient feeding strategy. 

• Remove any injured or dead fish from cages promptly. 

• During harvesting of stock, ensure that minimal blood or offal enters the water. 

• Implement mitigation measures as for entanglement impacts (Table 14).  

• Develop a protocol for dealing with problem piscivores in conjunction with experts and officials (DAFF, DEA 
etc). 

• Maintain a record of all interactions with piscivores as per recommended EMPr. 
Prey availability for penguins. Some stakeholders have expressed concern that the proposed ADZ would reduce 
prey availability for penguins as finfish farm operations would compete with penguins for anchovies and sardines 
to feed the finfish.  Indeed, pellet feed for finfish is made from fishmeal produced from anchovies and sardine off 
cuts and these species are an important food source for the endangered penguin. However, individual operators 
will be required to purchase fish meal from existing right holders (fishing right applications are not included in the 
application).  To ensure a sustainable fishery, DAFF determines the Total Allowable Catch (TAC) for each species. 
The TAC will therefore not increase to meet an increased demand in the aquaculture sector. Even if individual 
operators were allocated their own fishing quota, the quota would have to be allocated from the total national 
quota. Due to the proclamation of the Addo MPA, which includes the St Crox Island group, feeding grounds of 
penguins and other seabirds will be protected in from over exploitation in future. DAFF has the mandate to 
regulate the fishing sector and the aquaculture sectors alike and will not jeopardise the one sector to promote 
the other. 

20 Adv. Radia Razack – Department of Environmental Affairs: Oceans and Coasts – Integrated Coastal 
Management 

Comment submitted: 17 October 2019 

A five-page document was submitted by this stakeholder, which is included in Appendix F5 of the Stakeholder 
Consultation Report (Appendix F of the Basic Assessment Report). 

1. The applicant must take note that the Branch Oceans and Coasts in DEA has the mandate to ensure that the 
use of natural resources in the coastal zone and development associated with the coastal zone is ecologically 
sustainable as well as being socially and economically justifiable to ensure the achievement of objectives of 
the ICM Act, 2008. These considerations would apply throughout all phases of the proposed project. 

2. Considering that the proposed Algoa Sea-based Aquaculture Development Zone with it associated activities 
will be taking place within the coastal zone, the competent authority is advised take into account the 
objective and goals of the coastal protection zone, and further adhere and implement Section 63 of the ICM 
Act by taking into account all relevant factors. These, include ensuring that the proposed Sea-Based Algoa 
Aquaculture development Zone together with appropriate mitigation measures, will not significantly impact 
the marine environment in a negative manner or be contrary to the conservation and protection of the 
coastal zone. 

3. The report states that "the outcomes of the social preference study, the expert opinion as stated above, as 
well as the comments provided by the public to date (which are mostly congruent with the Britz et al. 2016 
study) have guided the EAP towards concluding that Alternative Option A (finfish farming and bivalve culture 
at Algoa 1) is not recommended". After the review of the report and associated documentations, this Branch 
O&C Branch concurs with the findings of the this study and the EAP recommendation that (finfish and 
bivalve) in Algoa 1 is not feasible due to accumulative negative impacts marine (deterioration of water 
quality), economic (loss of jobs and opportunities), and social (potential shark attacks) associated with it, 
therefore recommends the applicant and competent authority  exclude  Algoa 1 as part of the ADZ for finfish 
activities, with it remaining a bivalve farming only site (with the proposed mitigation measures). In other 
words Option A is not supported, whilst Option B could be supported with appropriate mitigation.  

4. Regarding the possibility of shark attacks at beaches (or in the ocean areas) closest to Algoa 1, the report 
finds that this possibility has been accompanied by strong negative perceptions and publicity in the context 
of Algoa 1 being approved as a finfish farming site. It finds tourism and recreational activities would be 
impacted in a strong negative manner. This is also because it is not just the beaches that are used for 
recreation, but sports tourism activities also take place, including open water and life saver events. In view of 
these findings, the Department concurs mitigation is not viable. 

5. In some instances, the draft BAR states that the Addo MPA was promulgated on the 28th of May 2019, 
however it must be noted that the MPA was declared on the 23rd of May 2019. 

6. Taking note that the objectives of the MPA include the protection of the ecosystems and threatened species. 
The potential impacts of chemical therapeutants and the impacts of genetic contamination of wild stocks 
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with possible escapees from finfish cage culture need monitoring and response plans ensure that the risk to 
the resources of the MPA are negligible. Best practice measures for mitigating potential interactions 
between the aquaculture activities and seabirds and marine mammals need to be in place, and their efficacy 
monitored 

7. It is recommended that areas identified as No-Go areas or Offsets and should be implemented. The 
competent authority must ensure that these conditions forms part of the approval. 
 

8. It is the findings of this Branch that the cages will also restrict wild benthic feeders who feed in the 
proposed areas from assessing those sites. The EAP must provide the findings of the assessment on how 
will benthic feeding will be affected. 
 

9. DEA: O&C is of the view that cultivated fish may also escape from the cages and may have detrimental 
effects on wild stocks especially if they have diseases, therefore negatively impacting on the biodiversity 
in the area. The competent authority must take this into account when making decision. 
 

10. According to the draft BAR for Algoa Bay Sea-Based Aquaculture Development Zone, the activities will 
not be taking place within an estuaries, however, the spread of diseases may have potential of reaching 
the estuaries adjacent to the proposed areas. 
 

11. Should the competent authority decide to grant an authorization for this proposed project, the applicant 
is advised to consult with this DEA: O&C before driving in the coastal zone 
ORVPermltting@environment.gov.za. 
 

12. Should the competent authority decided to issue a positive authorization in favour of finfish farming in 
Algoa 7, strict conditions and monitoring programmes must be put in place during the early pilot phase 
of the proposed project to ensure the opportunity to avoid, mange, rectify adverse negative impacts that 
can arise as a results of implementation of the proposed project. Therefore this branch concurs with the 
findings of the specialist study that the development of the ADZ should be phased in so that cumulative 
impacts can be detected as they arise, and adaptive management implemented, and recommends for 
the competent authority to put measures that will ensure implementation in order to conserve and 
protect the marine environment. 

13. From the assessment of activities associated with the proposed Algoa Sea-based Aquaculture 
Development Zone it is the conclusion of this Branch that the project has potential of causing adverse 
impacts on the marine environment if carried out in cautious approach. To ensure that the coastal zone 
is protected, managed and conserved the applicant is advised to familiarize themselves with Section 28 
Duty of Care under the National Environmental Management Act, 1998 (Act No 107 of 1998), ("NEMA") 
by taking reasonable measures to prevent pollution or degradation to the coastal zone throughout all 
proposed project phases. 

14. The applicant is reminded of Section 24F of the National Environmental Management Act, Act No 107 of 
1998, as amended, that no listed activity may take place in the coastal zone prior to an environmental 
authorization and additional activities that have not been assessed that requires authorization (either in 
support or not of the proposed project) may take place within the coastal zone without an authorization 
from the competent authority to avoid causing adverse effects on marine environment. Failure to adhere 
to this requirement may result in statutory enforcement measures being taken against the applicant. 

15. Please update the consultation database. Officials within DEA O&C responsible for EIA is Ms Funanani 
Ditinti and Ms Nontsasa Tonjeni 

16. The Branch Oceans and Coasts requests that its comments and recommendations be taken into 
consideration and implemented in order to avoid, minimize and mitigate impacts in the marine zone. 
DEA: O&C preferred option include (i) Exclusion of finfish farming from Algoa 1, (ii) and Bivalve farming 
in Algoa 6 and 7, plus finfish farming from Algoa 7 subject  to the detail comments. 

Response to comment: 

1. Comment noted. The applicant is aware of the madate  of the Branch Oceans and Coasts in DEA as 
provided for in the ICM Act (2008). 

2. Comment noted. Mitigation measures for each impact (recommended in the Basic Assessment Report 
and the specialist studies) have been included in the Environmental Management Programme in 
Appendix A of the Basic Assessment Report). 

3. The comment regarding finfish at Algoa 1 is noted. The EAP also concluded that bivalve farming at Algoa 
1 would be socio-economically and marine ecologically acceptable. The marine specialist assessment 
(Appendix D3 of the BAR) shows that all impacts during the operational phase are of low significance 

mailto:ORVPermltting@environment.gov.za
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after the implementation of mitigation measures (Table 6 in Chapter 2 of the BAR).  Visual impacts are 
also considered low after mitigation (Table 7 in Chapter 2 of the BAR).  Impacts on water sport 
participants and SCUBA diving is considered very low after mitigation. The negative economic impact on 
Port Elizabeth has been rated as low after mitigation. The above demonstrates why the EAP supports 
bivalve farming at Algoa 1 (Summerstrand site). 

Only Algoa 1 and 6 are indicated as grow out areas for bivalves with low risk. If one excludes bivalves at 
Algoa 1 you are limited to bivalve production at Algoa 6 which is a shallow area and limited production 
as well as at higher risk of land-based contamination. Algoa 1 could provide a suitable area alternative 
area to reduce land-based contamination risks on bivalve production 

4. The comment is largely accurate, but an important distinction between perception and reality is 
missing. The report highlights the perceived risk of an increased probabilty of shark encounters by the 
public and concludes that perception alone (whether the risk is real or not) could lead to a high 
negative economic impact on Port Elizabeth as a result of finfish farming at Algoa 1 (Summerstrand). 
Harmful or fatal shark encounters are rare and stochastic events and hence very difficult to predict. 
Finfish cages have the potential to attract sharks (BAR Section 10.5.2.4). Data on the influence of fish 
cages on large shark behaviour is scarce, however. They are undoubtedly attracted to fish cages at 
times, but how this potentially translates to the risk to bathers and swimmers is unknown. This issue is 
discussed at some length in the "Description of the affected environment Section 9.5.2.1". Excerpt from 
the marine specialist study in Appendix D of the BAR p31: "Algoa Bay is the eastern most distribution of 
the Cape fur seal and breeding takes place on Black Rocks (Mills & Hes, 1997).  The presence of this 
breeding colony may act as an important factor for the aggregation of Great white sharks (Carcharodon 
carcharias), which are known to target seal breeding colonies as feeding grounds (Kock et al 2013, 
Hewitt et al 2018). While a range of sizes of white sharks can be found around Seal Island, the inshore 
areas of Algoa Bay are home to the greatest proportion of young-of-year sharks (Dicken & Booth 
2013)". 

Furthermore, it should be noted that well-known ‘shark nets’ are not the same as ‘predator nets’. Shark 
nets are not considered as a mitigation measure in this Basic Assessment report. Shark nets are not 
exclusion nets and don't provide a barrier to the inshore waters used for recreation. Instead, shark nets 
are intended to catch sharks with the ultimate goal to reduce shark populations and thereby reducing 
the probability of a shark attack. Shark nets have a very high impact on marine life due to bycatch, aside 
from pressures on the sharks themselves that are often the apex predators and keystone species in 
marine ecosystems. Mitigation measures that are recommended are explained below. The marine 
specialist study assesses the impact of the development on shark populations (predators in general) 
and recommends the installation of predator nets, which prevents sharks from gaining access to the 
cages (these nets form part of the cage design and are a primary exclusion barrier net fitted to the 
outside of the cage). Monitoring of shark movements and implementing a shark spotter programme 
would constitute further mitigation measures (specific to water sport activities). It should also be noted 
that it is in the fish farmer's best interest to prevent predators (predatory fish including sharks, 
cetaceans, seals and birds) from gaining access to the cages as stock losses would significantly impact 
their business.  Research by the leading South African shark scientists has shown that positive 
conditioning can only arise if white sharks gain significant and predictable food rewards (Johnson and 
Kock 2006: South Africa’s White Shark cage-diving industry -is their cause for concern?) 

5. Comment noted. This will be corrected in the Final BAR. 

6. Comment noted. The predicted medium and high significance impacts on marine ecology, particularly 
on sea birds, seals, sharks associated with the St Croix and Bird islands, as well as the position relative 
to the recently promulgated Addo MPA (thus contrary to conservation objectives) requires that a risk 
adverse, precautionary and adaptive management approach be adopted for finfish farming at this site 
should environmental authorisation be granted which has been included in the mitigation measures. 

Please note that genetic and therapeutant impact on wild stock was assessed as LOW and MEDUIM 
respectively after mitigation. It is DAFF opinion, that the use of therapeutants and anti-foulants can be 
readily managed.  While the EAP assessed the risk of entanglement of piscivorous animals as medium 
after mitigation, it should be noted that this impact is reversible and should the impact prove to be 
significant the infrastructure could be adapted or the project stopped entirely 

7. A buffer area around a reef identified by drive operators has been identified at Algoa 1 
(Summerstrand). This is detailed in the Marine Specialist Study in Appendix D3 of the BAR and has been 
included in the Environmental Impact Statement (Chapter 2 of the BAR) 

8. This comment is unclear. Finfish cages suspended at the water surface will not restrict benthic feeders.  
The benthic macrofauna was described for all sites in a standalone specialist report included in 
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Appendix D1 of the BAR (Dawson et al. 2019). The Marine Specialist Impact Assessment included the 
assessment of impacts as a result of organic pollution (organic waste produced by the farm (bivalve and 
finfish were assessed separately) on water quality and underlying benthos (Section 4.1.5) 

9. The risks of fish escapes were assessed in Section 4.1.5.1.1 and .3 of the Marine Specialist Study in 
Appendix D3 of the BAR. The main concern of escapes is genetic contamination of wild fish stocks 
(mixing of bread genes and wild genes). This impact was rated of low significance after the 
implementation of mitigation measures. The transfer of diseases (that does not require fish to escape 
as transfer can happen through the netting) was rated of high significance after implementation of 
mitigation measures. Alien finfish species are not proposed as part of the ADZ and this impact was 
therefore not assessed. 

The main risk is not the introduction of a new disease but that wild fish will infect the indigenous 
farmed fish with existing diseases present in the environment already. The farmed fish could create a 
reservoir for the diseases if the diseases are not managed or treated properly which could increase the 
natural disease levels in the wild populations. Considering the economic impact of disease on farming 
operation, it is critical the any diseases are managed quickly and effectively to reduce economic loss. 
Vaccination, where possible, is becoming one of the key disease management strategies and treatment 
is expensive and not as effective 

10. Estuaries are important fish nursery sites and the spread of diseases would be of negative consequence.  
The transfer of diseases from farmed to wild fish was assessed in Section 4.1.5.1.1. of the Marine 
Specialist Study in Appendix D3 of the BAR and due to the proposed sites lying adjacent to sensitive 
sites (MPA and reef systems), the impact was rated of high significance after implementation of 
mitigation measures. 

See response to 9. Also note that as fish are highly migratory, it is unlikely this impact will change much 
based-on location within the Bay or proximity to the ADZ or the estuary, unless it was directly at the 
mouth of an estuary which it is not. 

11. There will be no driving in the coastal zone. Sea-based aquaculture sites will be accessed from the Port 
of Port Elizabeth and Port of Ngqura. No ORV permit will therefore be required 

12. The marine specialist study has recommended strict mitigation measures and a phased approach in 
implementing finfish farming in Algoa Bay.  The recommendations of the marine specialist (and other 
specialists) have been included in the Environmental Management Programme (Appendix A of the 
BAR). 

The Branch should note that a pilot kob and yellowtail fish cage farming project has previously been 
undertaken in the Bay and did not show any significant negative environmental impacts. 

13. Comment noted. EMPr (Appendix A of the BAR) would be implemented on ADZ level and individual 
farm level should environmental authorisation be granted. The applicant will be made aware of Section 
28 of NEMA 

Please note many of the high risk impacts are reversible and can therefore be addressed by stopping 
the project if found to be significant. 

14. Comment noted. The applicant is aware of this requirement. 

15. Ms Tonjeni (including Deputy Director General Judy Beaumont and admin, Lindelani Mudau, Yazeed 
Peterson, Nitasha Baijnath-Pillay, Siyabonga Dlulisa, Tenjiwe Selani) has been registered on the 
database from the onset of this Basic Assessment process (December 2018). Ms Ditinti was added in 
July 2019. 

16. Comment noted.  Bivalve farming at Algoa 7 is not an option that is included in the application for 
environmental authorisation and has therefore not been assessed as part of this Basic Assessment 
process. 

It should also be noted that if finfish is not approved for Algoa 7 there are no alternative sites left as this 
is the second EIA around the matter and the other sites identified in the  bay are an issue for Transnet 
National Port Authority,  with regards to shipping. Algoa 7 being the last option and Algoa 5 (within the 
MPA) was not found to be feasible. 

21 Gary Koekemoer - Wildlife and Environment Society of South Africa (WESSA) 

4 September 2019 

Hereby in brief our key concerns with the Draft Basic Assessment Report as circulated to I&AP’s by Anchor 
Environmental: 
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1. Status of the application: we have raised this concern with the EAP to refer to DEA/DEFF and received no 
conclusive answer. In 2015 the appeal on the original process was suspended and DAFF agreed to fulfilling 
certain conditions before submitting a new application. Our concerns are as follows: 

a. The conditions of the appeal, specifically the socio-economic study (see 4.2.2 of the appeal) that would 
compare jobs lost vs. jobs gained and revenues likewise, were never met, yet a new process was 
initiated. 

b. The new application was a term of the suspension, so arguably should have occurred as an extension of 
the original application and thus subject to the same regulatory conditions (a full EIA) as the original 

c. If the DEA considered the study (Appeal 4.2.2) of importance during the appeal, why would it not require 
the same in a new consideration. 

d. The Minister expressly in the appeal (see 4.3) does not make a ruling on the grounds the parties that 
appealed have raised. Thus, those original concerns remain unconsidered. Either those should have been 
considered before a new application was launched, or included specifically in the new application. This 
has in our view only happened in part. 

2. Algoa 1 Option 1: while the change in proposal to exclude finfish farming (and exclusion of the southern 
component) is welcomed, we remain concerned about the following: 

a. The cumulative impact of waste products of intensive bivalve farming has not been assessed.  

b. The impact on sailing events is absolute. Given the geographic and weather specifics of the Bay, the 
location of the bivalve farms and restriction of access/through fare will prevent competition sailing 
courses from being set that allow for spectating from the beach. Locating bivalves at that location 
effectively negates any future possibility of any competitive sailing (yachts, catamarans, windsurfing, 
etc.) events being secured for the Bay 

c. In Westerly gale force winds, the fishing fleet seek shelter offshore in the exact location of the revised 
Algoa 1 Option 1. The most recent weekend is an example thereof, we can provide the EAP with 
photographic evidence if required. Why does the fleet seek shelter specifically there, and where will the 
fleet seek shelter if not in that location? 

d. The language in the Basic Assessment Report at times can be interpreted as allowing for the possibility 
that the DEA may decide on Alternative A (finfish farming at Algoa 1). This needs 
clarification/confirmation that the appellant will NOT seek permission for that possibility. 

3. Algoa 6: Our concerns remain that the impact of effluent (industrial and human waste) from both the 
Papenkuils River/Canal and Fishwater Flats wastewater works has not been assessed on the economic 
viability of bivalve farms at Algoa 6. Given the input from the Zwembesi Farm on the measures they have to 
take to ensure compliance with consumption standards, we question the viability of any additional bivalve 
farms in that area until the municipal wastewater infrastructure is licensed for discharge and shown to be 
consistently within acceptable levels. 

4. Algoa 7: Our concerns with regards this site are as follows: 

a. The alternative of bivalve farming for this site has not been considered. We consider this a failing of the 
Basic Assessment Report. It is clear from the Basic Assessment Report that bivalve farming is likely to 
have a far less negative impact on the natural environment and seemingly offer more job opportunities 
than finfish. It would seem that consideration of this as an alternative activity is both obvious and 
necessary?  

b. While the nearshore sea usage of Algoa Bay’s northern beaches is not comparable to the southern 
beaches, the actual risk of fatal shark encounters has not been considered by the Basic Assessment 
Report. St George’s Strand is the site of the last shark bite fatality in Algoa Bay. We believe that a local 
shark expert, familiar with the Bay’s shark activity must be consulted as a minimum requirement. 
Bluewater Bay does have a lifesaving club, thus swimming at sea does occur. 

c. We consider the threat to African Penguins located on St Croix and Jahleel Islands of such an importance 
that the EAP must consider the potential impact of finfish farming on penguins specifically. 

d. Several studies have been done that track the movements of Kob in the Swartkops Estuary. What is clear 
from these studies is that the range of Kob extends far out to sea. Given the high likelihood of 
disease/parasite transfer between caged and wild stock and the proximity of Algoa 7 to the estuary we 
believe this threat to the estuary as a Kob nursery must be scientifically assessed. We can refer the EAP 
to the relevant studies/scientists.   

e. The Basic Assessment Report refers to the implementation of “sustainable feeding practices” at several 
points with regards to finfish farming. Our understanding is this requires more frequent feeding of caged 
fish using lesser quantities at a time. However as per the Basic Assessment Report, sea conditions will 
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prohibit daily access to cages, and in our view negate the possibility of such feeding practices. Thus, the 
likelihood of excess food dropping through the cages is not mitigated. 

f. The Basic Assessment Report at several points refers to a waste settlement parameter of 200m beyond 
the cages. In discussing the matter with aquaculture experts from Nordic countries our understanding is 
that they use a benchmark of 1000m settlement and confirm that the waste from cages effectively 
kills/smothers any biodiversity under the cages. We therefore question the validity of the 200m estimate 
given the dynamic nature of water movement in Algoa Bay. We can refer the EAP to the necessary 
experts. 

g. We remain unclear as to what studies were specifically conducted for Algoa 7 and how that compares to 
studies done for Algoa 1. We would argue that both sites require the same studies to appropriately 
inform the decision-maker  

5. We remained convinced that if the purpose of the ADZ is ultimately to ensure the protection of wild fish 
stocks, the sustainability of the fishing industry and providing food security (see page 55 of the Basic 
Assessment Report) then the feasibility of restoring the Swartkops Estuary must be assessed/evaluated as an 
alternative activity by the EAP. In addition, this alternative to be considered is raised as a specific request 
both through the online petition (over 3100 signatures) and the “no fish farm” demonstration that involved 
roughly 2500 citizens as noted in the Basic Assessment Report. The EAP has been provided with a copy of 
the memorandum in the City Hall public meeting, but we can supply a copy if such is required. 

6. We remain concerned that the most vulnerable/disadvantaged sectors of our community have not been 
consulted adequately on the ADZ proposal. We refer specifically to consultations with the Eastern Cape 
Black Fishers Association and the South African NGO Coalition that represents numerous township based 
NGO’s and co-operatives.  

7. We remain concerned that the municipal infrastructure does not support the necessary monitoring and 
evaluation required to make commercial aquaculture viable. We refer specifically to water quality 
monitoring and the recent cancellation of shark-movement tracking. We do not believe the industry can be 
initiated unless the municipal infrastructure has the necessary capacity to support it.  

8. While we welcome the more realistic assessment of potential employment emanating from the proposed 
ADZ as per alternative B, we urge the EAP to reconsider the calculations of jobs as per pages 143 – 145 of 
the Basic Assessment Report. Specifically we think the EAP has erroneously included temporary staff in its 
calculation and also refers to 16 bivalve farms at Algoa 6, whereas the application itself refers only to 5 
farms at Algoa 6?  

9. We would have hoped for more time to prepare detailed comments and input into the Basic Assessment 
Report. Given the questions we have raised that have not been responded to, the short time since the public 
meetings and the volume of documentation to process our ability to input is limited. 

In summary it is our considered view that any aquaculture activity at Algoa 1 is unfeasible, that Algoa 6 isn’t 
viable given the presence of pollutants, that Algoa 7 has unanswered questions as to the impact of finfish 
farming, thus bivalve should be considered as an alternative, and that overall the restoration of the Swartkops 
Estuary is a far better suited activity to realise the intent of the applicant and the sustainable development 
interests of Algoa Bay citizens and its eco-system. 

Response to comment 

1. Status of the application for Environmental Authorisation.  

Regulation 46 of the Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations promulgated in terms of the National 
Environmental Management Act (Act No. 107 of 1998) states that: “No applicant may submit an application 
which is substantially similar to a previous application which has been refused unless the appeal on such refusal 
has been finalised or the time period for the submission of such an appeal has lapsed.” 

The appeal period was indeed concluded by way of the Appeal Decision of the Minister dated 18 August 2015 
(the Appeal Decision is included in Appendix H of the Final Basic Assessment Report).  

The Appeal Decision stated: 

"4.6.12. Following further consultations between officials from the Department and the applicant, on 3 August 
2015, the applicant submitted a request that it be afforded an opportunity to further explore the feasibility of 
Algoa 5 as a preferred location and to do a comparative assessment between Algoa 1 and Algoa 5. The applicant 
submits furthermore that following that process, it would resubmit an application for EA to the Department. 

4.6.13 As a result of the foregoing, the matter is herewith reverted to the Directorate: Integrated Environmental 
Authorisations of the Department for reconsideration, as per the requirements in terms of 4.2 above." 
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4.2 states that: "Having considered the above Information, and in terms of section 43 (6) of NEMA, I have decided 
to revert the matter to the DOG: LACE of the Department for reconsideration, following the undertaking by the 
applicant of the following: 

4.2.1 A detailed assessment of the feasibility of Algoa 5 as a preferred alternative; 

4.2.2 A detailed analysis of the projected revenue and employment opportunities likely to be created by the 
proposed project, measured against the perceived loss in revenue and employment opportunities as a result of 
the proposed project at Algoa 1; and 

4.2.3 A detailed comparative assessment on the feasibility of Algoa 1 and Algoa 5." 

As far as the EAP understands the above, the Minister made a decision (i.e. appeal decision and appeal process 
was concluded) and referred this case back to the Competent Authority (CA) following the undertaking of the 
above-mentioned studies. 

In 2016 DAFF commissioned three studies, which have been included in Appendix D5 of the Basic Assessment 
Report. A detailed costing of the potential socio-economic impact (i.e. externalises) of the ADZ has indeed not 
been completed. Instead, a social choice trade-off survey was undertaken by Britz et al. 2016 (refer to Appendix 
D5 of the BAR, Socio-economic specialist study and review of the Bloom 2013 study).  Peter Britz from the Rhodes 
University, as the lead author on the comparative studies, responded to the concern that a quantitative cost-
benefit analysis would be require by stating that: “The socio-economic report consisted of two components 
which need to be read together, visibly 1) the social choice survey which modelled the perceived 
negative/positive environmental and recreational effects establishing an Aquaculture Development Zone and 2) a 
detailed economic analysis of the feasibility of aquaculture in Algoa Bay which included a realistic projection of 
the production potential of the sites, income, costing, and jobs. The economic feasibility analysis which was 
compiled by aquaculture industry experts is quantitative and considered robust based on market demand, real 
costs and prices.  Read together, the two components of the socio-economic report substantively address the 
Minster’s brief and provide a basis for her making a decision.” 

When DAFF contacted the CA prior to this current application process, DAFF was requested to submit a new 
application in terms of the 2014 EIA Regulations (as amended). The EAP therefore concludes that the 
requirements listed in Regulation 46 have been met by the applicant as otherwise the Competent Authority 
would not have accepted a new application for Environmental Authorisation  The EAP has been informed by DAFF 
of the emailed notification sent to DEA and 28 apellants, of the closure of the appeal process on the 6 April 2018. 
The DEA was also informed in this email of the DAFF’s intention to apply for a new BA process (see Appendix H 
for the closure of appeal letter dated 5 April 2018 and email dated 6 April 2018).  

On request by WESSA, the EAP forwarded the comment provided by WESSA to the Competent Authority. To date 
the CA has not yet responded to the comment provided by WESSA, however. 

 

2. Algoa 1 Option 1:  

(a) Cumulative impacts of bivalve farming: The existing bivalve operation within Algoa 6 precinct is included in 
the assessment of impacts. No similar activities or impacts currently occurring in Algoa Bay were identified. 

(b) The impact on sailing events is absolute. The statement made is correctly summarised from the Basic 
Assessment Report. 

(c) Shelter taken by fleets. The Chokka squid fishing fleet is known to take shelter from strong winds and rough 
seas in the area proposed for Algoa 1 (original extent). The main squid fishing grounds are situated west of Cape 
Recife where the coastline is very exposed. The location of Algoa 1 is comparatively sheltered and therefore 
taken advantage of during unsuitable weather conditions.  The reduction to Algoa 1 Option 1 means that the fleet 
still has sufficient sea space to shelter and continue fishing during adverse weather conditions.  

(d) DAFF preferred option. The EAP confirms that DAFF has submitted an application for environmental 
authorisation for the preferred Alternative Option B, which excludes finfish farming at Algoa 1 Option 1. The 
Competent Authority is unlikely to issue an option that has a higher environmental impact than the option 
applied for.  It must be noted, however, that Option A is still assessed as an alternative option. The wording in the 
BAR will be amended to remove ambiguity. 

Algoa 6.  

DAFF (and the industry) is aware of the risks posed by existing land-based activities in Algoa Bay and has 
nevertheless decided to go ahead with the application for environmental authorisation for the proposed ADZ 
(Refer to Chapter 8 of the BAR).  DAFF is working together with DEA, DWS and the Metropolitan municipality to 
ensure co-ordinated monitoring of water quality in the bay and ultimately work towards improved situation. Any 
current challenges around water quality need to be improved for all users in the Bay, not just aquaculture and 
cannot therefore be accepted as status quo. Deterioration of water quality at Algoa 6 is related to a sewage 
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pipeline and that this outfall is being legally investigated.  The applicant recognises the need to improve water 
quality at this site in order to support the proposed scale of bivalve farming. 

Algoa 7. 

(a) Bivalve farming not considered. The applicant did not include bivalve farming at this site.  Algoa 7 precinct is 
considerably more exposed than the two sites (Algoa 1 and 6) where bivalve culture is proposed. Increased 
exposure to the prevailing south westerly swell direction, Algoa 7 is probably not suitable for bivalve culture 
infrastructure. Furthermore, the applicant is trying to diversify the aquaculture sector by developing as many 
species as possible. Marine finfish culture is currently poorly developed in South Africa due to environmental and 
technological challenges. As technologies are rapidly developing, DAFF is taking a forward-looking approach in 
facilitating the development of the aquaculture sector in South Africa. 

Although estimated job opportunities for finfish farming are much lower than what has been estimated for 
bivalve farming in Algoa Bay, this estimate is based on best available information which comes from international 
sources where fish cage farming is established e.g. Norway. Due to high unemployment in South Africa a lot more 
people tend to be employed and automation of processes is avoided as far as possible when compared to 
developed countries. It is therefore anticipated that the number of jobs estimated for finfish farming is currently 
underestimated.  The finfish farming sector is still in its infancy and within the South African context, a reliable 
estimate is therefore difficult to derive.  Furthermore, after shrimp, finfish is considered a high value product and 
has economic growth potential. 

(b) Assessment of the potential increased risk of shark encounters (real risk, not perceived). Anchor consulted 
Dr Alison Kock during the initial 2013 EIA, who is a prominent Great White Shark expert in the country.  Fatal 
shark encounters are rare and stochastic events and hence very difficult to predict and Dr Alison Kock was unable 
to provide definitive answers. For example, following a series of fatal shark encounters in False Bay the public 
claimed that the culprit of these fatal incidents was the shark cage diving industry, as operators lure sharks to the 
cages with food.  Research projects were initiated to investigate residence times of sharks around shark cage 
diving boats (residence time indicating habituation) when food was used to lure the sharks closer to the cages but 
were not rewarded with food.  It was concluded that without a predictable reward, sharks showed no signs of 
habituation.  Anchor would welcome input from Dr Malcolm Smale (Bayworld) a local expert regarding how he 
thinks finfish farming at Algoa 7 would influence the risk of a fatal shark encounter at St Georges Beach. 

(c) Threat to African Penguin should be assessed separately. The Marine Specialist Impact Assessment in 
Appendix D3 of the Basic Assessment Report evaluated all impacts based on the most sensitive environmental 
component (i.e. endangered species and sensitive habitats). It is not feasible to conduct a separate impact 
assessment for individual species (one could argue that it should be done for the Humpback Dolphin as well). The 
impacts are assessed according to categories of impacts, i.e. entanglement, habitat modification, use of chemicals 
and antifoulants etc. It should be noted that mitigation measures are critical in the impact assessment process 
and that these would not change if penguins are assessed separately. It is the considered opinion of the specialist 
that the impact assessment in its current scope is adequate for the environmental process. 

(d) Disease transmission. This very concern with regards dusky kob and other estuarine species was identified in 
Section 4.1.5.1.1 of the Marine Specialist Study (Appendix D3 of the Basic Assessment Report) and the risk of 
disease transmission to wild stocks is assessed as "high" even with mitigation (‘very high’ without mitigation).  
This impact assessment considers potential impacts at a regional scale throughout all life stages of the affected 
fish species and therefore includes the impact on dusky kob nursery area (Swartkops Estuary). 

(e) Sustainable feeding practices. Sustainable feeding practices are not limited to increasing the feeding 
frequency but is also related to the feed quality. Farmers will prefer pellets which have a slower settling rate (i.e. 
feed is retained in the water column for longer) for example. Furthermore, the quality of food can also be 
improved by increasing the nutritional value of feed per kg, which can reduce the amount of food required (this is 
also related to achieving best possible food conversion ratios which minimises waste). 

(f) Finfish farming: waste settlement parameter of 200 m.  The Marine Specialist Study in Appendix D3 and 
Dispersion Modelling Study in Appendix D2 reviewed current published information on dispersion of waste 
produced by finfish cages. It was found that impacts on benthic habitat below the finfish cages tends to be 
localised and recovery generally occurs within 15 months after closure. Most studies indicate that the effect is 
usually contained within a few hundred meters (i.e. Porrello et al. 2005), but one Mediterranean study was able 
to detect changes up to 1000 m away (Sara et al. 2004).  The amount of settable faecal solids, total nitrogen and 
total phosphorus appears highly dependent on the type (brand, size, floating/sinking) and quality of pellet feed 
used (Moran et al. 2009). Modelling of waste (nutrient and chemical) dispersal from a single proposed 
commercial scale fish farm at Mossel Bay (an area with similar current speeds to Algoa Bay) was conducted 
(Mead et al. 2009). Settable waste was expected to sink to the sea floor within 200 m of the cages (Mead et al. 
2009). 

(g) What studies have been completed for Algoa 7? 
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Specialist assessments: 

1. Benthic Habitat Assessment (Dawson et al. 2019 in Appendix D1 of the BAR) 
2. Dispersion Modelling (Wrigth et al. 2019 in Appendix D2 of the BAR) 
3. Marine specialist study (Hutchings et al. 2019 in Appendix D3 of the BAR) 
4. Maritime Heritage specialist study (Gribble 2019 in Appendix D4 of the BAR) 

Impact assessment as part of the BAR: 

1. Visual impact assessment (Section 10.4 of the BAR) 
2. Socio-economic impact assessment (Section 10.5 of the BAR) 

5. Purpose of Aquaculture Development Zone to protect wild fish stocks 
The purpose of an ADZ is to facilitate investment into the aquaculture sector in South Africa. Natural fish stocks 
are unlikely to support the increasing food demand over time and aquaculture is one way to continue providing 
food for people (note, the emphasis is not on food security of poor communities). The mandate of DAFF is to 
manage fisheries and aquaculture and one should not occur at the cost of the other. However, it is not technically 
correct to say that the purpose of an ADZ is to protect natural fish stocks and the wording in the BAR will be 
amended. Marine Protected Areas have the purpose to protect fish stocks (and biodiversity). It is widely 
recognised, however, that environmentally responsible aquaculture holds the potential to contribute towards 
alleviating pressure on wild fish stocks (Stotz 2000) (Section 6.1 of the BAR). 
Restoration of the Swartkops estuary. Rehabilitation of the estuary cannot be included in the scope of this 
project, as the mandate for estuary rehabilitation is held by the Department of Environmental Affairs and not the 
Department of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (note that although these two departments were combined in 
May 2019, the Fisheries Branch would likely not hold the mandate for estuary restoration and its focus would 
likely remain to manage fisheries and aquaculture). There is currently a rehabilitation project underway for the 
Estuary, however.  Estuary rehabilitation usually occurs guided by estuarine management plans, which are 
drafted in terms of the National Environmental Management: Integrated Coastal Management Act (Act 24 of 
2008) (as amended).  Estuary management involves all stakeholders, including DAFF (other stakeholders usually 
include local and district municipalities, Department of Water and Sanitation, ratepayer associations etc.). 
6. The most vulnerable/disadvantaged sectors have not been consulted adequately. The EAP disagrees with this 
statement, as stakeholders involved in the public participation process included previously disadvantaged 
communities in the area and the said Eastern Cape Black Fishers Association. A meeting was held at Motherwell 
Community Hall on 1 August 2019 where concerns were raised and responded to. The community is in support of 
the proposed Aquaculture Development Zone and are interested in employment and business opportunities 
emanating from the proposed development should Environmental Authorisation be granted.  Specifically, small-
scale fishermen are interested in getting involved in aquaculture. DAFF would embark on a public awareness 
campaign should Environmental Authorisation be granted. The Socio-economic impact assessment provides the 
following benefit enhancing measures to enhance the positive economic impacts: 

• Use local and regional labour (Nelson Mandela Bay Municipality, Sarah Baartman District Municipality). 
• Preferentially employ previously disadvantaged individuals. 
• Develop a strategy to engage local businesses and communities. 
• Procure services from small businesses within the Algoa Bay area or from other areas within the NMB 

Municipal area or the Eastern Cape as far as possible. 
7. Municipal infrastructure does not support the necessary monitoring and evaluation required to make 
commercial aquaculture viable in Algoa Bay. Comment noted. The applicant recognises that water quality must 
be improved should environmental authorisation be granted for the proposed ADZ. 
8. Revise estimated job numbers. As per minutes of the public meeting held on 1 August 2019, the EAP herself 
pointed out that temporary jobs should not be included in the calculation of jobs and that this would be updated 
in the Final BAR. It is unclear what application this comment refers to. The number of farms would have not been 
specified in the application for environmental authorisation as it is currently unknown how many farms will be 
established at Algoa 6 (many small ones versus fewer large ones). 
9. More time for providing comment would have been required. 
It should be noted that stakeholders had the following amount of time to comment on the BA process: 

1. Pre-application phase (not part of the legal commenting period) = 28 March and 30 April 2019 = 33 
days. This period included 2 public holidays on working days, namely on 19th and 22nd April 2019. 

2. Application-phase (legislated commenting period) = 23 July 2019 and 4 September 2019 = 43 days. This 
period included 1 public holiday on working days, namely on 9th August 2019. 

In total stakeholders had 76 days to provide comment. Although the BAR itself was amended significantly 
following the pre-application process, the specialist studies (bulk of the documentation) remained mostly 
unchanged. 
We believe that stakeholders were provided with sufficient time (way in excess of the legal requirements) to 
provide informed comment. 
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22 Shaun Fitzhenry – Nelson Mandela Bay Tourism 

Comment submitted: 4 September 2019 

A two-page document was submitted by this stakeholder, which is included in Appendix F5 of the Stakeholder 
Consultation Report (Appendix F of the Basic Assessment Report). 

Summerstrand & Humewood areas – Algoa 1 

As the organisation representing most tourism and accommodation product owners in Nelson Mandela Bay, 
Nelson Mandela Bay Tourism must oppose any form of aquaculture, whether bivalve or finfish, on the Port 
Elizabeth beachfront. It stands to reason that aquaculture, in any form, will lead directly to a significant drop in 
numbers of visitors to Nelson Mandela Bay, since the Summerstrand/Humewood beachfront is the metro’s 
primary attraction – hence the high density of hotels, guesthouses and Bed & Breakfast establishments. An entire 
tourism economy will be severely impacted by any form of aquaculture off the Summerstrand and Humewood 
beaches, leading to significant job losses and closure of business. There is no way that aquaculture can replace 
those jobs. 

Given the undeniable fact that national, provincial and local government have pushed tourism as the most 
effective, sustainable way of creating long-term, meaningful employment, it is our considered opinion that the 
impact of aquaculture has been grossly underestimated, and that it requires a full Scoping and Environmental 
Impact assessment process rather than a Basic Assessment, as proposed by Anchor research and monitoring. 

The proposed area of development is in direct view of the Summerstrand and Humewood beaches and the 
coastal areas that are frequented by holiday makers, sportsmen and women competing in marathons, triathlons 
and the like, lifesavers, surfers, stand-up paddlers, kayakers, snorkelers, scuba divers, fishermen, sailors or just 
ordinary people, local and visitors alike, enjoying the natural beauty of our bay. Bivalve aquaculture will destroy 
this. 

All forms of leisure activity related to our beach and ocean environment will be negatively impacted by the fish or 
bivalve cages in the water as well as the movement of people to and from the aquaculture farm. During 
harvesting a substantial amount of traffic will occur in front of Summerstrand and Humewood, spoiling the 
natural aesthetic beauty of the sea, and making it unsafe to perform sports in the sea. In addition, the excess 
food in the area is likely to attract other ocean wildlife, including sharks, to the area, making the practice of 
water-based sports and activities unsafe and questionable. This will have a direct negative impact on the growth 
of tourism. 

Hotel rooms in hotel buildings along the beachfront, which earn premium rates because of their exceptional 
views, will have these views disturbed by unsightly cages. This will result in a drop in bookings at these hotels, 
with the increased likelihood of further job losses. 

There are also very serious concerns about the smell. It has been mentioned that hydrogen sulphide is likely to be 
produced by decaying food present in the water. When the easterly wind blows, the smell generated by this is 
very likely to be picked up by Summerstrand inhabitants and tourists. Hydrogen sulphide smells like rotten eggs 
and can be detected by smell in concentrations as low as 0.30 ppm. This will have a very significant negative 
impact on Summerstrand and Humewood beachfront and other restaurants, bars and entertainment areas, again 
leading to possible job losses and business closures. 

An additional factor to be considered is aviation safety. The bivalve farm proposed for Algoa 1 Option 1 is 
essentially on the Port Elizabeth Airport flight path. Any form of aquaculture will lead to increased marine bird 
activity in the flightpath, which will lead to heightened aviation safety risks in the form of potential bird strikes. 
We will raise this issue directly with the Airports Company of South Africa and the South African Civil Aviation 
Authority. 

Any form of aquaculture will have a severe negative impact on the aesthetic beauty of the bay (visual and 
olfactory), as well as impacting visitors and residents in other ways, such as increased danger while participating 
in watersports because of increased boat traffic and the increased presence of marine predators such as sharks. 
Because this will definitely have a negative impact on existing tourism as well as the potential growth of tourism, 
we are definitely OPPOSED to the development of any form of aquaculture off the Summerstrand and 
Humewood beaches. There is NO benefit, economic or ecological, to such practices, which can outweigh the 
massive loss to tourism which will be the result of bivalve aquaculture off these key tourist and watersports 
beaches. 

Port Elizabeth Harbour – Algoa 6 

The farming of abalone is already taken place here. We do not know what the impact the introduction of a 
different bivalve to the area will be. We can only support the growing of local species, not foreign species of 
bivalves. We do not believe that the development will create substantial numbers of employment, and any 
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employment created will be seasonal. Studies will have to be done to determine the suitability of this area for 
bivalve farming. 

Due to the low number of jobs that will be created, the debatable economic benefits and the negative impacts on 
the environment, we only partially support aquaculture here, and then on the proviso that only indigenous 
species be cultivated. 

Port of Ngqura harbour – Algoa 7 

The MPA that has been recently promulgated, and which falls under the authority of SANParks, is directly 
adjacent to the Algoa 7 area. The MPA is of extreme importance to NMB tourism. The protected islands where 
the endangered penguins and gannets breed are situated near Algoa 7 area. This is where most of the eco-tours 
take place to view the penguins, whales and dolphins. The endangered humpback dolphin is often observed in 
and around the harbour wall of the Port of Ngqura. Any release of excess food, excretions, etc. will move into the 
MPA because of existing water movement patterns and impact negatively on marine biodiversity. 

Because of the ecological impact, risk to marine biodiversity and negative impact on tourism we do not support 
development here and believe that the environmental sensitivity of this area again reinforces the need for a full 
Scoping and Environmental Impact study. 

It would therefore appear that the only attractive option for NMBT is Option D – the “no-go” option. 

Response to comment 

Summerstrand & Humewood areas – Algoa 1 

Visual impacts: Algoa 1 (Summerstrand site) is currently utilised by Chokka fishing boats for taking shelter from 
strong winds and high seas. The addition of maintenance vessels are similar-sized to Chokka fishing vessels and 
certainly smaller than large cargo vessels currently utilising Algoa Bay and would therefore not be considered a 
significant change from the current visual character at this site.  Bivalves (oysters and mussels) can be farmed on 
longlines or mussel rafts.  Longlines comprise of a surface rope with floats, which are moored at each end to fix 
the line in position.  The production ropes for mussels or oyster racks are then suspended from the surface rope.  
Visual impact of long-lines suspended by buoys can be mitigated well by ensuring that colourful buoys are only 
used for safety purposes.  Pictures included in the report are shown below. The first picture shows oyster long-
lines at Algoa 6 (PE Harbour site, Zwembesi Farms (Pty) Ltd.), which is located 2 km from the shore. At the closest 
point to the shore Algoa 1 will be situated the same distance offshore. The second picture shows mussel long-line 
culture in Saldanha Bay and shows the types of vessels that will be used for the harvesting of mussels and oysters. 
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The potential impact on the seascape character at Algoa 1 Option 1 by bivalve farming was assessed in Section 
10.4 of the Draft Basic Assessment Report. The impact was rated as low after the implementation of mitigation 
measures. In comparison, the visual impact of finfish farming at Algoa 1 was rated as high after the 
implementation of mitigation measures. 

Water sports and bivalve farming Section 9.5.2.2 of the Draft Basic Assessment Report describes all water sport 
events that occur on the Port Elizabeth beaches. The map below is included in Figure 31 of the Basic Assessment 
Report and shows that none of the events overlap with the proposed Algoa 1 Option 1 site.  At its furthest 
offshore, the Bell Buoy Challenge is situated just over 500 m away from the boundary of the ADZ. A mitigation 
measure has been included that the ADZ operators ensure that no maintenance or harvesting occurs on the day 
of the sport event. None of the other activities will be impacted by maintenance activities of ADZ vessels as they 
will launch from PE Harbour.  
Shark attraction: Bivalves (mussels and oysters) extract particles from the water column and are therefore 
referred to as filter feeders. Consequently, bivalves don’t have to be fed. Furthermore, bivalves are sessile (i.e. 
lodged to the ropes or inside baskets). Sharks have been shown to be attracted to activity in the water (thrashing 
fish in cages) and the smell of food (feed). Bivalve farms can act as Fish Aggregation Devices (Callier et al. 2017 - 
Attraction and repulsion of mobile wild organisms to finfish and shellfish aquaculture: a review). However, unlike 
finfish cages, bivalve farms have been shown to repulse larger marine animals. It has been suggested that it is 
possible that bivalve farm arrays are not conducive for hunting as navigation though longlines poses a challenge 
(Callier et al. 2017). In comparison to finfish culture, there is currently no evidence to support the claim that 
bivalve culture would attract sharks at Algoa 1 Option 1. 
The impact on recreational water sport participants was rated as very low after implementation of mitigation 
measures for bivalve farming at Algoa 1 Option 1. 
 

 
 

Smell. Aquaculture farming generally does not generate smells that are atypical of the marine environment. 
Hydrogen sulphide is produced if organic waste accumulates faster than can be consumed by aerobic bacteria 
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(aerobic bacteria use oxygen to grow and do not produce hydrogen sulphide as a by-product). Poor aquaculture 
facility management can lead to accelerated organic waste build-up on the seafloor, which creates an increasingly 
oxygen poor environment. This environment facilitates the growth of anaerobic bacteria (these consume sulfate 
for energy production), which produce hydrogen sulphide as a by-product which can bubble to the surface. The 
impact of deposition of organic material on the seafloor underneath bivalve farms was assessed in the Marine 
Specialist Study in Appendix D of the Basic Assessment Report (Section 4.1.5.2.4). The following mitigation 
measures have been recommended to minimise the build-up of organic material under the bivalve farm: 

• Select sites favouring well-flushed, deep and productive areas. 
• Implement monitoring of the immediate water column around the precincts or specific farms for key 

plankton (Chl a, phytoplankton abundance and species composition) parameters.  
• Implement monitoring of biodeposition and physico-chemical changes in seabed properties at the farmed 

site relative to undisturbed control sites and compile annual monitoring reports. 
• Minimise biofouling as much as possible. 
• Cleaning of biofouled infrastructure (ropes etc.) must be conducted in such a way as to minimise deposition 

to the seafloor beneath the farms (i.e. investment into infrastructure that allows for biofouling material to 
be collected on board the maintenance vessel, allowing disposal at a suitable onshore disposal facility).   

• Avoid high density culture (overcrowding). 

Currently there is no evidence that bivalve culture could cause emissions of nuisance smells (e.g. bivalve farming 
in Saldanha Bay). The Environmental Management Programme (EMPr) in Appendix F, however, makes provision 
for a complaint register. The EMPr requires that air emissions are minimised and requires corrective action if 
complaints about unpleasant odours are received. 

Impacts on aviation: This impact is assessed in Section 10.5.2.12 of the Draft Basic Assessment Report. The impact 
on aviation at Algoa 1 Option 1 for bivalve culture was rated as insignificant after mitigation for the following 
reasons: 

a. 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 marine aquaculture farms. 

b. Johnston et al 2014 modelled flight heights of marine birds to more accurately assess collision risk with 
offshore wind turbines.  They found that for all 25 seabird species investigated, the majority of flights 
occurred within 20 m of the sea surface.  The risk of collision with seabirds is therefore improbable 
even without mitigation measures. 

c. Existing large sea bird colonies which perform daily migrations to and from the roosting sites and these 
flocks are likely currently passing Algoa 1 and 7 sites daily and are not impacting aircrafts.  Essential 
mitigation measures to prevent seabirds from gaining access to food are proposed in the marine 
specialist assessment.  The additional risk posed by the finfish cages is considered relatively small, as 
the cages are unlikely to alter flight path height of the bird flocks. 

Where possible, existing processing plants will be utilised by the individual investors should the development be 
granted environmental authorisation. Land-based structures are not considered in the impact assessment and 
positioning of the plants can therefore not be provided (they are currently unknown).  It must be noted however, 
that processing will occur inside buildings and should not attract birds. Furthermore, it would be easy to 
recommend that birds should be prevented from gaining access to biological waste (i.e. waste management). 

Algoa 6 – Port Elizabeth Harbour 

Species to be farmed. Please note that abalone is not currently farmed at this site. The only existing sea-based 
aquaculture in Algoa Bay is Zwembesi Farms (Pty) Ltd and they are farming Pacific oyster Crassostrea gigas 
(Section 9.5.2.6 provides more information). The proposed ADZ includes Pacific oyster farming at this site. 

Alien species concerns. The potential impact of farming Mediterranean Mussel (Mytilus galloprovincialis) and 
Pacific Oyster (Crassostrea gigas) have been assessed in the marine specialist study Section 4.1.5.2.1. The 
Mediterranean Mussel is widespread along South Africa’s coastline. The impact of farming Mediterranean Mussel 
was rated as very low, since mussels are not actively seeded onto ropes, which means that no additional 
organisms are introduced into the marine environment. The ropes will be left to be colonised by naturally 
occurring offshore mussel larvae pools (part of the mussel life history is spent offshore).  Larvae pools are carried 
inshore by (1) upwelling-related circulation, (2) internal tidal waves and bores, (3) the local diurnal (or diel) sea 
breeze, and (4) waves and ocean swell (Pfaff 2015). The potential impact of introducing Pacific oyster was rated 
as 'medium' before and 'low' after the implementation of mitigation measures. It is noteworthy that despite at 
least a decade of oyster mariculture in the vicinity of Algoa 6, wild populations of the Pacific oyster have not yet 
been detected in Algoa Bay and associated estuaries suggesting that conditions are not ideal for the 
establishment of this species in the wild in this area (note that in order to establish and spread, alien species must 
be able to reproduce in nature without the interference of humans. Farmed Pacific oysters are hatched in land-
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based facilities and seeded in baskets when reaching a robust size to grow until they are harvested.). 
Furthermore, Section 4.1.5.2.2 assessed the impact of introducing alien fouling species to the wild and provision 
of habitat for alien fouling species (applicable to both bivalve species). The impact was rated as low after the 
implementation of mitigation measures. 

• The impact was rated as 'medium' before and 'low' after the implementation of mitigation measures. 
Mitigation measures include: 

• Produce oysters from own stock as far as possible and minimise importing of spat. 
• Spat must undergo a visual inspection and pressure cleaning if necessary, to remove fouling organisms 

prior to transfer into quarantine tanks.  
• Spat must be quarantined after import prior to release into the grow out baskets 
• Spat must be accompanied by health and veterinary certificates and guarantees from the supplier 

country’s delegated authority. (this mitigation measure is primarily important for release of alien 
pathogens and parasites, not marine species) 

• Do not discard fouling organisms and debris removed from farming structures, oysters or mussels into 
the marine environment (molluscs may have alien fouling organisms growing on their shells).  Dispose 
biological waste at a registered Waste Management Facility/landfill site. 

• Undertake routine surveillance for indications of non-native fouling species on and around marine farm 
structures and associated vessels and infrastructure. 

• Clean structures and hulls regularly to ensure eradication of pests before they become established. 
Employment. The positive impact of creating additional employment opportunities was assessed in Section 
10.5.2.2. of the Draft Basic Assessment Report. The impact significance was rated as high after the 
implementation of benefit enhancing measures. It should be noted that compared to the tourism sector, 
aquaculture provides employment all year around as maintenance of farms occurs throughout the year. 
 
Algoa 7 – Port of Ngqura. 
The comment is noted. The marine specialist supports marine ecological concerns. The marine specialist report 
describes the conservation status and biodiversity importance of Algoa Bay and takes cognisance of sensitive 
habitats in the assessment of impacts. Marine ecological impacts are in some instances higher for Algoa 7 than 
for Algoa 1 due to its position adjacent to the MPA (refer to Marine Specialist Study in Appendix D3 of the Basic 
Assessment report). Section 4.1.5.1.4 considers the impact of chemical pollution arising from finfish cages. Here, 
the risk of these chemicals bioaccumulating up the food chain is considered higher for Algoa 7 due to its position 
adjacent to the Addo MPA. The impact of organic waste discharge from finfish cages is considered 'high' before 
and 'medium' after the implementation of mitigation measures. This rating takes into account the proximity of 
Algoa 7 to the adjacent Marine Protected Area. 
 

Full Scoping and Environmental Impact study should be conducted. The proposed development does not trigger 
listed activities contained in the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Regulations Listing Notice 2, which 
requires a Scoping and Environmental Impact Reporting (EIR, commonly referred to as a 'Full EIA'). Aquaculture 
was removed from the list of activities in this notice in the 2014 amendments of the EIA Regulations. However, it 
should be noted, that the comprehensive Scoping phase that was conducted as part of the previous process 
(Strategic Environmental Assessments of 2009 and further site selection and elimination since 2011) and 
specialist studies conducted since 2011 (see list below) are comparable to a full S&EIR process. For example, 
Algoa 7 was subjected to the same marine ecological baseline study when compared to Algoa 1 (See Benthic 
Habitat Mapping specialist study in Appendix D1). Furthermore, the public consultation process is also extensive 
(two rounds and a number of measures are undertaken in addition to the minimum requirements as per EIA 
Regulations. Stakeholder Consultation Report in Appendix F of the Draft Basic Assessment Report). In short, a full 
S&EIR process would not mean that more studies or more public consultation would be undertaken. 

• Marine specialist study 2019 (Algoa 1, 6 & 7) 
• Dispersion modelling 2019 (Algoa 1, 6 & 7) 
• Benthic habitat mapping 2019 (Algoa 1, 6 & 7) 
• Maritime and Underwater Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment 2019 (Algoa 1, 6 & 7) (ACO Associates) 
• Comparative Assessments (Rhodes University 2016) (Algoa 1 and 5, although 5 has been screened out) 

o Socio-economic Report 
o Ecological Report 
o Feasibility study 

• Marine specialist study 2013 (Algoa 1) 
• Visual specialist study 2013 (Algoa 1) 
• Socio-economic specialist study 2013 (Algoa 1) 

23 Mapu Mvuleni – Executive Director: Human Settlements (Contact M Msimanga) 
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Comment submitted: 5 September 2019 

The Spatial Planning and Land Use Management Act, 2013 entrenches the Municipality as the authority of first 
assistance with regard to land use and land development applications. The Municipality may require that 
applications for land use rights to be submitted in the event that the proposed development falls on the 
Municipal planning jurisdiction. Furthermore the Municipality may require site development plans, especially on 
land based farming and processing of fish/bivalve, wherein issues related to traffic management, parking, health , 
reticulation services, amongst others will be assessed by various Municipal Departments. 

The National Building Regulations and Building Standards Act No. 103 of 1977 states that no building can be 
erected without the approval in writing from the Local Authority. Therefore, it is submitted that the Municipality 
may require the submission of plans for any structures contemplated in the National Building Regulations and 
Building Standards Act. 

Response to comment 

It should be noted that land-based activities are not included in this application for Environmental Authorisation 
and a separate application would be required should land-based infrastructure be proposed (this would be 
applicable to individual operators and the applicant alike). The applicant will be made aware of their 
responsibility to comply with the Spatial Planning and Land Use Management Act, 2013 and Municipal 
requirements for any land-based infrastructure in support of the Aquaculture Development Zone proposed by 
DAFF. 

24 Andrew Pritchard 

Comment submitted: 9 September 2019 

Algoa 1 (off Pollock Beach) The zoning has been updated to Bivalves at the Pollock Beach site, and although a 
slight improvement on the original finfish farm it still poses potentially significant risks. 

• Eco-system disruption: bivalves’ species they will farm are not from SA and they are invasive so the danger is 
that they will replace our native species on the Rocky shore and shallow reef systems in the bay. The EIA peeps 
reckon these invasive species are already present, but this has not been verified and a comprehensive inventory 
should be done before they are farmed. Also, the high level of fouling that occurs on ropes and other structures 
may be a stepping stone for other invasive marine invertebrates to make a home for themselves, and in turn then 
spread to the neighbouring reefs (Philips reef, bell buoy and the extensive reef system from flat rocks to 
Whitesands reef). All in all not good! 

• Lines/rafts from the installation can break and these wash up onto our beaches 

• Still a pollution risk affecting water quality from huge concentrations of bivalves (faeces falls below them onto 
the seafloor, changing the nutrient content of the water) 

• Installation can act like a fish aggregating device (FAD) which in turn creates an eco-system in that area, and the 
presence of many smaller fish may as a consequence increase the risk of predators in the area, 

• Visual impact on tourism, even though installation will probably be lower than fin fish cages still something the 
size of 300 rugby fields right close offshore 

Algoa 7 (New fin fish zone proposed for near Coega harbour) 

• All the same objections that were initially raised are still pertinent. The predator issue is the greatest concern. 
Great Whites transverse huge distances regularly, so having the possibility of drawing them to congregate in an 
area still within close relative proximity to our bathing beaches is not acceptable 

• The added issue of farmed fish in close proximity to a marine protected area, and the genetic issues that arise 
from possible cross breeding of wild fish and escapees. 

Response to comment 

Introduction of alien species. The potential impact of farming Mediterranean Mussel (Mytilus galloprovincialis) 
and Pacific Oyster (Crassostrea gigas) have been assessed in the marine specialist study Section 4.1.5.2.1. The 
Mediterranean Mussel is widespread along South Africa’s coastline. The impact of farming Mediterranean Mussel 
was rated as very low, since mussels are not actively seeded onto ropes, which means that no additional 
organisms are introduced into the marine environment. The ropes will be left to be colonised by naturally 
occurring offshore mussel larvae pools (part of the mussel life history is spent offshore).  Larvae pools are carried 
inshore by (1) upwelling-related circulation, (2) internal tidal waves and bores, (3) the local diurnal (or diel) sea 
breeze, and (4) waves and ocean swell (Pfaff 2015). The potential impact of introducing Pacific oyster was rated 
as 'medium' before and 'low' after the implementation of mitigation measures. It is noteworthy that despite at 
least a decade of oyster mariculture in the vicinity of Algoa 6, wild populations of the Pacific oyster have not yet 
been detected in Algoa Bay and associated estuaries suggesting that conditions are not ideal for the 
establishment of this species in the wild in this area (note that in order to establish and spread, alien species must 
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be able to reproduce in nature without the interference of humans. Farmed Pacific oysters are hatched in land-
based facilities and seeded in baskets when reaching a robust size to grow until they are harvested.). 
Furthermore, Section 4.1.5.2.2 assessed the impact of introducing alien fouling species to the wild and provision 
of habitat for alien fouling species (applicable to both bivalve species). The impact was rated as low after the 
implementation of mitigation measures. 

• The impact was rated as 'medium' before and 'low' after the implementation of mitigation measures. 
Mitigation measures include: 

• Produce oysters from own stock as far as possible and minimise importing of spat. 
• Spat must undergo a visual inspection and pressure cleaning if necessary, to remove fouling organisms prior 

to transfer into quarantine tanks.  
• Spat must be quarantined after import prior to release into the grow out baskets 
• Spat must be accompanied by health and veterinary certificates and guarantees from the supplier country’s 

delegated authority. (this mitigation measure is primarily important for release of alien pathogens and 
parasites, not marine species) 

• Do not discard fouling organisms and debris removed from farming structures, oysters or mussels into the 
marine environment (molluscs may have alien fouling organisms growing on their shells).  Dispose biological 
waste at a registered Waste Management Facility/landfill site. 

• Undertake routine surveillance for indications of non-native fouling species on and around marine farm 
structures and associated vessels and infrastructure. 

• Clean structures and hulls regularly to ensure eradication of pests before they become established. 
Debris on beaches. Should Environmental Authorisation be granted, the Environmental Management Programme 
(Appendix A of the BAR) becomes a legally binding document and contains clauses that instruct the holder of the 
Environmental Authorisation to ensure that solid waste is managed carefully. Equipment lost offshore must be 
cleaned up immediately by the operator (refer to environmental management measures for the operational 
phase in Section 7.3 of the EMPr). 

Fish Aggregating Device (FADs). It is correct that bivalve farms act as Fish Aggregation Devices (Callier et al. 2017 
- Attraction and repulsion of mobile wild organisms to finfish and shellfish aquaculture: a review). However, 
unlike finfish cages, bivalve farms have been shown to repulse larger marine animals. It has been suggested that 
it is possible that bivalve farm arrays are not conducive for hunting as navigation though longlines poses a 
challenge (Callier et al. 2017). 

Visual impacts: Algoa 1 (Summerstrand site) is currently utilised by Chokka fishing boats for taking shelter from 
strong winds and high seas. The addition of maintenance vessels are similar-sized to Chokka fishing vessels and 
certainly smaller than large cargo vessels currently utilising Algoa Bay and would therefore not be considered a 
significant change from the current visual character at this site.  Bivalves (oysters and mussels) can be farmed on 
longlines or mussel rafts.  Longlines comprise of a surface rope with floats, which are moored at each end to fix 
the line in position.  The production ropes for mussels or oyster racks are then suspended from the surface rope.  
Visual impact of long-lines suspended by buoys can be mitigated well by ensuring that colourful buoys are only 
used for safety purposes.  Pictures included in the report are shown below. The first picture shows oyster long-
lines at Algoa 6 (PE Harbour site, Zwembesi Farms (Pty) Ltd.), which is located 2 km from the shore. At the closest 
point to the shore Algoa 1 will be situated the same distance offshore. The second picture shows mussel long-line 
culture in Saldanha Bay and shows the types of vessels that will be used for the harvesting of mussels and oysters. 
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The potential impact on the seascape character at Algoa 1 Option 1 by bivalve farming was assessed in Section 
10.4 of the Draft Basic Assessment Report. The impact was rated as low after the implementation of mitigation 
measures. In comparison, the visual impact of finfish farming at Algoa 1 was rated as high after the 
implementation of mitigation measures. 

Algoa 7 site and sharks:  

Fatal shark encounters are rare and stochastic events and hence very difficult to predict. Finfish cages have the 
potential to attract sharks (BAR Section 10.5.2.4). Data on the influence of fish cages on large shark behaviour is 
scarce, however. They are undoubtedly attracted to fish cages at times, but the risk to bathers and swimmers is 
unknown. This issue is discussed at some length in the "Description of the affected environment Section 9.5.2.1". 
Excerpt from Section 3.3.6 of the marine specialist study in Appendix D3 of the Basic Assessment Report: "Algoa 
Bay is the eastern most distribution of the Cape fur seal and breeding takes place on Black Rocks (Mills & Hes, 
1997).  The presence of this breeding colony may act as an important factor for the aggregation of Great white 
sharks (Carcharodon carcharias), which are known to target seal breeding colonies as feeding grounds (Kock et al 
2013, Hewitt et al 2018). While a range of sizes of white sharks can be found around Seal Island, the inshore areas 
of Algoa Bay are home to the greatest proportion of young-of-year sharks (Dicken & Booth 2013)". The marine 
specialist study assesses the impact of the development on shark populations (predators in general) and 
recommends the installation of predator nets, which prevents sharks from gaining access to the cages. 
Monitoring of shark movements and implementing a shark spotter programme would constitute further 
mitigation measures (specific to water sport activities). It should also be noted that it is in the farmer's best 
interest to prevent predators (predatory fish including sharks, cetaceans, seals and birds) from gaining access to 
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the cages as stock losses would significantly impact their business.  Research by the leading South African shark 
scientists has shown that positive conditioning can only arise if white sharks gain significant and predictable food 
rewards (Johnson and Kock 2006: South Africa’s White Shark cage-diving industry -is their cause for concern?). 

Algoa 7 adjacent to Marine Protected Area. The marine specialist report describes the conservation status and 
biodiversity importance of Algoa Bay and takes cognisance of sensitive habitats in the assessment of impacts. 
Marine ecological impacts are in some instances higher for Algoa 7 than for Algoa 1 due to its position adjacent to 
the MPA (refer to Marine Specialist Study in Appendix D3 of the Basic Assessment report). Section 4.1.5.1.4 
considers the impact of chemical pollution arising from finfish cages. Here, the risk of these chemicals 
bioaccumulating up the food chain is considered to be higher for Algoa 7, which is situated adjacent to the Addo 
MPA. The impact of organic waste discharge from finfish cages is considered 'high' before and 'medium' after the 
implementation of mitigation measures. This rating takes into account the proximity of Algoa 7 to the adjacent 
Marine Protected Area. Genetic impacts on wild fish populations were rated of low significance as this impact can 
be mitigated well (Section 4.1.5.1.3). Mitigation measures include: 

• Maintain genetic compatibility (similar levels of variation) between wild and cultured stock by implementing 
the “Genetic Best Practice Management Guidelines for Marine Finfish Hatcheries” developed by DAFF and 
ensure adequate genetic monitoring of brood stock rotation. 

• Reduce the number of escapees by maintain cage integrity through regular maintenance and replacement 
and training of staff. 

• Develop and implement recovery procedures should escapes occur. 
Potential impacts should be monitored annually (genetic monitoring) between indigenous wild caught indigenous 
and farmed fish to monitor for any significant differences. 

25 Johann Dreyer 

Comment submitted: 23 August 2019 

A three-page document was submitted by this stakeholder, which is included in Appendix F5 of the Stakeholder 
Consultation Report (Appendix F of the Basic Assessment Report). A summary of the comment is provided below. 

The stakeholder is in support of the proposed development and explained that East Cape Showcase (Pty) Ltd 
leases ( 50 year notarial lease registered in the deeds office) a vast stretch of land covering approximately 6000 
ha and along some 30 km of coastline from the highwater mark six kilometres inland.  This project is commonly 
known as Madiba Bay Leisure Park. 

He expressed concern that the state land he leases along Cape Recife had not been included in the proposed 
Aquaculture Development Zone area and that he had not been consulted early on in the application process. He 
therefore declared the application process as flawed. 

He insists that the waters surrounding Madiba Bay Leisure Park are ideal water for various maritime projects, 
including perlemoen farming. He emphasised that Madiba Bay Leisure Park would employ 30 000 people during 
construction and would create an excess of 2000 small business opportunities for people from previously 
disadvantaged communities. 

He requested a meeting to discuss the inclusion of the maritime reserve in the ADZ. 

Response to comment 

Please note that the competent authority is the National Department of Environmental Affairs and not the 
Provincial Department (DEDEA as indicated in the comment). 

The terms of reference provided by the applicant during the tender process (The Directorate: Sustainable 
Aquaculture Management of the Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry- DAFF)  was to act as the 
Environmental Assessment Practitioners for a Basic Assessment Process for the declaration of sea-based precincts 
within Algoa Bay (the closest  to land is ~2km offshore).  These precincts were defined by DAFF and it is not within 
the power of the EAP to expand the area under consideration in the current application. 

We do know that the Directorate: Sustainable Aquaculture Management, supported by Operation Phakisa is 
mandated to promote aquaculture development in South Africa, and one of their strategies is to pursue the 
declaration of ADZs. Should you wish to further investigate/ pursue the possibility of a land-based or sea-based 
ADZ on or adjacent to land leased by East Cape Showcase (Pty) Ltd we can recommend contacting the 
Directorate: Sustainable Aquaculture Management. Ms Zimasa Jika is the acting director and she indicated during 
the recent public meeting in Port Elizabeth (31 July 2019) that she would be willing to discuss options with you. 

It should also be noted that the land and sea below the high water mark is public coastal property as defined in 
the National Environmental Management Act (Act 24 of 2008). East Cape Showcase (Pty) Ltd would have to apply 
for a costal lease agreement in terms of the Sea Shore Act or for a Coastal Use Permit in terms of ICMA (currently 
permits are still issued in terms of the former. Please refer to the BAR Section 5.5 for more information). 

26 Dayalan (Jeff) Govender – Department of Economic Development, Environmental Affairs and Tourism 
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Comment submitted: 16 September 2019 

A seven-page document was submitted by this stakeholder, which is included in Appendix F5 of the Stakeholder 
Consultation Report (Appendix F of the Basic Assessment Report). 

1. Fauna: Interactions with Piscivorous Marine Animals (General) 

a) The prompt removal of dead fish is an over expectation, as the cages are not under constant observation. 
b) It must be noted that gulls will pick these off before an operator can get to the cages. 
c) The reference to Tori lines, having read up on Tori Lines, it was found that these don't necessarily work 

and serves more to prevent by-catch of sea birds in trawling. 
d) How will one maintain such a register of interactions considering that there is no permanent employee on 

the cages? 
e) Harvesting, references blood and entrails, will there be gutting of fish at the site? 

2. Sharks and the potential threat to humans 
"The establishment of the fish farms will create/modify ecological interactions, the concentration of fish within 
the cages and possible concentration of wild fish outside the cages which will likely be attracted to the feed will 
invariably create a food web with apex predators spending more time in the area." 

a) As mitigation, monitoring is proposed who will do the monitoring as this is a costly exercise? 
b) Will the longline shark operator be negatively influenced? 

3. Cetaceans 
a) The risk of entanglement to the operator has been ignored. 
b) The drowned/entangled cetacean will serve as shark bait 

The medium risk of entanglement seems to downplay these potential scenarios. 
c) The impacts on habitat is deemed to be low but the increased residency time of apex predators could 

increase potential interactions with cetaceans especially juveniles. The report does not consider this 
aspect. 

Port Elizabeth is known for drawing in a small group of killer whales. The increase in shark populations would lead 
to an increase in the presence of these whales. 

4. Diseases impacts on wild stocks 

a) The point that farmed fish are likely to be "infected" by wild stock surely that in itself is a massive risk 
any investor will have to carry, an entire operation could be decimated by a "wild fish pathogen", the 
report does not speak to this risk factor. 

b) The impacts must consider the receiving environment and what the receiving environment could bring 
to the operation i.e. "wild fish pathogen". 

5. Genetic Contamination 

a) How does one recover escapees? 
b) The reality is that any fish that escape (10 or 100) could genetically foul the wild population over time. 

6 Organic Waste & Chemical 
a) The impacts of organic waste and chemicals only speaks to the dispersion and the minuscule impacts 

but fails to consider the concentration of wild fish species around these cages. In essence, the chemicals 
(medicinals as an example) can in fact enter the wild system faster via this conduit of wild fish that will 
congregate outside the cages for food. 

7. Impacts on Recreational Activities, jobs, businesses and routes 

a) Surely, the fact that no information exists on shark distribution patterns in itself is a fatal flaw. Liability 
could be placed on the State if the EA is granted, despite a lack in crucial information pertaining to apex 
predators. 

b) Sporting events such as the Iron Man contributes substantially to the NMBM fiscus especially small 
businesses and the creation of jobs. 

c) The real risk is the loss of jobs for those employed in hotels, restaurants, shops, transport, cleaning and 
other businesses that rely on beaches being clean and safe. 

d) The building of the aqua culture could affect the routes of boats and ships. New routes would have to 
be taken and possible congestion could take place. 

8. Impact on commercial fisheries 
a) What will be the feed material? 
b) The report talks to reducing the footprint as a mitigation measure, what will be the final footprint as 

there are figures quoted as foot print sizes, 210 (Algoa 1) and 420 (Algoa 5). 
c) Will the dispersal of the feed material and faecal matter have possible impacts on the Chokka fishery 

especially the habitats and fishing areas? 
9. Addo MPA 
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a) The report is stating reducing the production, what will the footprint of the cages be once established 
even if the production is down scaled. 

b) As a matter of curiosity as the accumulative impacts of bird guano and nutrient loading been consider 
on the matter of algal blooms for Algoa 5. 

"Untreated wastes resulting mainly from uneaten food and faeces of fish in sea cages are discharged directly into 
the sea and are a significant source of nutrients. Sediments and benthic invertebrate communities under fish 
farms usually show chemical, physical and biological changes attributable to nutrient loading." 

c) Can this not be interpreted as ecological engineering/modification of benthic communities that will 
have a long-term impact on the various ecological entities that make up the system? 

10. Algal Blooms 
"Nutrient loading, of the water column along with the reduction of dissolved 02 concentrations, as a result of fish 
cages has been implicated in conditions that stimulate harmful algal blooms, which pose a threat to human 
health and shellfish mariculture operations. The south coast of South Africa, including Algoa Bay, has been shown 
to be susceptible to red tides, as demonstrated by the massive bloom of the dinoflagellate Lingulodinium 
polyedrum during the summer of 2013/14 [covering several hundred kms]. However, this bloom was shown to be 
a coastal rather than bay phenomenon and the development of such a bloom is unlikely to be influenced in 
anyway by wastes from a fish farm sited at Algoa". 

a) How will an algal bloom impact on an operation? 

b) Whilst it can be argued that the cages will not trigger an algal bloom the potential threat to an 
operation is not clearly stated. 

c) Eutrophication is a large concern when it comes to aqua culture. 
11. Anti-foulants 
"Do not apply antifoulants on site (at sea)", how will the growth of barnacle and algae be managed? as this 
growth equates to biomass/weight on the structure/cages. 
12. Marine Specialist Impact Assessment 

a) From a species perspective, the initial phase of the project showed that "Yellowtail has significant 
potential for commercial aquaculture in the country. The fish produced by the pilot project was sold to 
South Africa's premier retailer, indicating a high level of market potential for yellowtail.", which 
"premier retailer" was the outlet for sales of the fish? 

b) It's disappointing, whilst the idea is seeking out to grow affordable protein. Which retail options will be 
considered should the EA be granted? Can the EA prescribe? Or should that not be the 
recommendation? That the first option is ‘Shoprite' and 'Boxers' of the retail world and not premier 
retailers? 

c) Dusky kob and silver kob trials in Algoa Bay did not show promising results (extract from marine 
specialist study quoted). Why consider using the same failed species when pilot studies show they not 
worthwhile species? 

"The unavailability of yellowtail fingerlings prevented the successful implementation of the continuation phase of 
the DST Eastern Cape Sea Cage Finfish Farming Pilot Project which was abandoned in 2011." 

a) What is the status now with regards to fingerlings? 

b) The use of AIS should only be considered for land-based operations especially considering the risks and 
should be advocated via this process. 

c) Fish populations could become smaller through the process of adaption. As they continuously breed, 
they adapt in size in order to escape. This is the same for fisherman out at sea who overfish, the fish do 
not reach their full rate of growth and therefore over time the populations become smaller, allowing 
them to escape nets. 

13. Operational Phase Impacts 

"Incubation and transmission of fish diseases and parasites from captive to wild populations and vice versa." 
a) If one considers the findings on Salmon, it would infer that the cages would be breeding sites for 

parasites, any interaction with wild populations would invariably result in transmission. 
"Chemical treatment is not without further environmental impacts, whilst build-up of antibiotic and chemical 
resistance is becoming increasingly problematic (Staniford 2002)." 

b) Was there a parasite problem found during the I&J pilot project? A baseline study to determine what is 
the infection rate currently in wild stocks should be a priority for DAFF? 

c) If this project was land based would the parasitic infection rates be just as high or lower or non-
existent? 

"Dusky kob are migratory and yellowtail are regarded as nomadic, whilst silver kob within the vicinity (10-100 km) 
of future sea cages will also likely come into contact with farmed stock (Mann 2000). All three of these species 
(and any others with nomadic or migratory movement patterns) will therefore be at an increased risk of 
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contracting diseases and or parasites from stocked fish and spreading them through wild populations. Potential 
negative effects on wild stocks are particularly concerning as all three of these species are important in the 
commercial and recreational line fisheries and furthermore, the stocks of both South African, wild kob species are 
assessed as collapsed (Griffiths 2000). Dusky kob has recently been assessed using IUCN criteria and is considered 
Vulnerable in South Africa (Sink et al. in prep).” 

d) Is it worth sacrificing the wild stock if the findings are so dire? 
14. Mitigation advanced 
“Maintain strict bio-security measures within hatchery, holding tanks and sea cages.” 

a) How does one achieve such considering the ocean is a dynamic habitat? 
"Ensure all fry undergoes a health examination prior to stocking in sea cages." 

b) It is understood that parasitic infection will happen via wild stock interacting with cage stocks 
"Regularly inspect stock for disease and/parasites as part of a formalised stock health monitoring programme and 
take necessary action to eliminate pathogens through the use of therapeutic chemicals". 

c) How regular? 
"This will require focussed research effort into the identification, pathology and treatment of diseases and 
parasites infecting farmed species, both within culture wild stocks." 

d) The parasitic/disease transmission impact seems like a fatal flaw, with both wild stocks and caged 
stocks in jeopardy. 

e) Should this not be a Pilot Project like the I&J project and the research that needs to be done is 
undertaken on the pilot project, thereby removing/reducing the Risk? 

"Maintain comprehensive records of all pathogens and parasites detected as well as logs detailing the efficacy of 
treatments applied. These records should be made publically available to facilitate rapid responses by other 
operators to future outbreaks." 

f) The question is would one operator who operates efficiently want to share information with a 
competitor? 

"Pollution of coastal waters due to the discharge of organic wastes."  
"Implement a phased approach, starting with <1000 ti ADZ and do not exceed recommended stocking options as 
per Wright et al. (2019)." 

g) This mitigation measure is the best option but should be advanced as a "pilot project" to test the waters 
(pun intended). 

"Escape of genetically distinct fish that compete and interbreed with wild stocks that are often already depleted."  
"Independent monitoring of brood stock rotation, breeding programmes and cultured stock genetic diversity 
may, however, be required to ensure that mitigation is effective" 

h) Who pays for such? 
i) Is it possible to affect a DNA monitoring system considering the reproductive sterile fingerlings 

will/could become a reality in the future? 
"Develop and implement recovery procedures should escapes occur” 

j) How does an operator recover escaped fish? 

"Implement annual genetic monitoring between indigenous wild caught indigenous and farmed fish to monitor 
for any significant differences". This is supported.  

"Chemical pollution of marine food chains (& potential risk to human health) due to the use of therapeutic 
chemicals in the treatment of cultured stock and antifouling treatment of infrastructure." 

k) The potential threat to human health is a concern considering that a large number of subsistence fisher 
people live in the Bay. 

"The effects of chemical pollution arising from fish cages on Algoa 1 and Algoa 7 are anticipated to be local, that is 
confined to Algoa Bay." 

l) Local impacts on benthic fauna has this been assessed as the benthic fauna communities could be 
modified? 

"Physical hazard to cetaceans and other marine species that may become entangled in ropes and nets." 
m) Any entangled (drowned or drowning) cetacean will serve as an attractant to apex predators. 

"Piscivorous marine animals (including mammals, sharks, bony fish and birds) attempt to remove fish from the 
cages and may become tangled in nets, damage nets leading to escapes and stress or harm the cultured stock. 
Piscivorous marine animals may also be attracted to the cages that act as Fish Attractant Devices (FADs) and in so 
doing natural foraging behaviours and food webs may be altered. Internationally fish farmers tend to kill problem 
predators or use acoustic deterrents (Stickney and Mc Vey 2002)." 

n) The change in foraging behaviour and alteration in food webs are a critical environmental variable that 
is bound to have far reaching impacts, not just environmental but also socioeconomical and the report 
does not address this alteration of food webs in that sense. 
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"Install and maintain suitable predator nets (sufficient strength, visibility and mesh size, above and below water 
line." 

o) Predator nets especially below water line will result in none selective capturing. 
p) Will it keep out shoal predatory fish, like shad out? 

"Store feed so piscivores cannot access it and implement efficient feeding strategy." 
q) Will the feed be on site? 

“Develop a protocol for dealing with problem piscivores in conjunction with experts and officials (DAFF, DEA 
etc.).” 

r) Who will do this? 
15 Bivalve mariculture 
“However, despite at least a decade of oyster mariculture in the vicinity of Algoa 6, wild populations of the Pacific 
oyster C. gigas has not yet been detected in Algoa Bay and associated estuaries suggesting that conditions are not 
ideal for the establishment of this species in the wild in this area.” 

a) Please clarify this statement, if the environmental conditions are not suitable for the specie to invade 
then how will they "thrive" as a mariculture species in the Bay? 

b) Our very own prawn farms that are now a dilapidated ruin are clear examples of what could go wrong if 
we do not understand the whole ecosystem. 

16. Mitigation 
"Ensure a high level of biosecurity management and planning is in place to limit the introduction of new invasive 
species and to be able to respond quickly and effectively should biosecurity risks be identified." 

a) Reference to Bio security in an open ocean-based facility seems very unlikely, please clarify how this will 
work. 

"Routine surveillance on and around marine farm structures, associated vessels and infrastructure must be 
undertaken for indications of non-native species" 

b) Who does the monitoring and at whose cost, it must be borne in mind that operators may not be too 
keen on funding such surveillance as that should be the responsibility of the EA holder (if granted)? 

c) The mitigation measures to manage invasive species coming in via spat and whilst harvesting is 
supported and must form part of an OEMPr. 

"Direct effects on the seabed from shellfish farms could, under certain conditions, arise through shading from 
farm structures, potentially reducing the amount of light reaching the seafloor, with implications for the growth, 
productivity, survival and depth distribution of ecologically important primary producers (Everett et al. 1995; 
Crawford 2003; Huxham et al. 2006)". 

d) Surely, the shading factor is a crucial environmental variable for benthic creatures that needs to be 
mitigated? 

"Shellfish farm infrastructure could alter hydrodynamics and reduce flow rates and alter current velocities at the 
farm level." 

e) Again, not sure why an environmental variable such as hydrodynamics is not mitigated? 

Response to comment 

1. Fauna: Interactions with Piscivorous Marine Animals (General) 

a) It is true that cages will not be under constant observation, weather permitting however, the cages will be 
serviced daily and any dead fish should then be removed. 

b) The cages will need to be covered with bird exclusion nets (essential mitigation measure as stated in 
Appendix D3 section 4.1.5.1.6 of the BAR), gulls will therefore not be able to access dead fish. 

c) The mitigation measure in Appendix D3 section 4.1.5.1.6 of the BAR states “Install visual deterrents (e.g. 
tori line type deterrents for birds). “these are not tori lines specifically as used in the trawl and long line 
fisheries, but a similar type of visual deterrent e.g. streamers attached to poles that should be effective in 
all but calm wind conditions. 

d) The register should record all observed interactions or cases where evidence of interactions remains. 
e) Slaughter would typically occur on site (on the work boat) and blood will need to be contained on the ship, 

but gutting would take place at land-based processing facilities. The EMPr (BAR Appendix A) specifies that 
no blood or offal may be released into the Bay. 

2. Sharks and the potential threat to humans 

a) Monitoring of large shark movement patterns is proposed as a mitigation measure for bather safety and it 
is recommended that this monitoring is conducted at the ADZ level and is therefore implemented / 
coordinated by the DAFF / ADZ Management Committee (EMPr, section 9 Appendix A of the BAR).  

b) The proposed ADZ is not expected to reduce the abundance of target species of the shark longline fishery 
in Algoa Bay (single operator) but may restrict the availability through loss of fishing ground.  Algoa 1 
Option 1 and Algoa 7 overlap with areas where the shark longline operator is active with ~10% of the 
average annual reported catch and effort taking place within grid blocks that overlap with the proposed 
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ADZ (BAR section 9.5.2.4). Quantifying the impact of lost fishing ground on a fishery is, however, not 
straightforward as fishing effort is typically displaced to other areas (i.e. not all the catch that was 
historically made in an area is lost) and the economic costs are a function of travel distance and relative 
catch rates. Impacts of finfish farming on the commercial fisheries of Algoa Bay are assessed as medium 
negative significance (BAR section 10.5.2.9) 

3. Cetaceans 

a) The impact assessment considers impacts of the development on the environment / ecology, not the 
other way around. Nonetheless a whale entanglement will probably result in some damage to a cage or its 
moorings (possibly resulting in stock escape). But as the cage is constructed of floating material (See BAR 
report Section 4), it is unlikely to sink. 

b) A dead cetacean does attract sharks as it starts to decompose, this is unlikely if a whale becomes 
entangled in aquaculture infrastructure as mitigation is aimed at firstly prevention and secondly prompt 
release of the animal alive (BAR appendix D3, section 4.1.5.1.5). 

c) Presumably this comment is suggesting that if sharks are attracted to fish cages there may then be an 
increase in interactions with juvenile cetaceans. This is speculative, as although cetaceans are a significant 
component of white shark diet (found in 22% of stomachs analysed by the KZN sharks board – Cliff et al 
1989), it is not obvious how fish cages may increase interactions.  There is no clear evidence that fish cages 
will increase shark populations in Algoa Bay; available research indicates that in the absence of a food 
reward (sharks must not be able to access farmed stock), residency time of sharks is unlikely to change 
(BAR 9.2.5). 

4. Diseases impacts on wild stocks 
a) The possibility of disease transmission from wild stock to farmed stock (and vice versa) is a risk in sea-

based aquaculture globally. There are established methods and treatments to manage disease in 
aquaculture facilities (BAR Appendix D3, section4.1.5.2.3). In addition, farmed fish are stocked only after 
they are certified to be disease-free. A health certificate is provided with farmed fish. 

b) Disagree, the BA process assesses the impact of the development on the environment.  Feasibility 
assessment should include the risks posed by the environment to the development (BAR Appendix D5c). 

5. Genetic Contamination 
a) Recovery of escaped fish is difficult. Farmed fish are however, conditioned to feeding and many are 

gregarious, shoaling species that may well remain in the vicinity of the farm and it may be possible to 
recapture (net) escapees or to selectively harvest escaped fish adjacent to cages. 

b) Genetic contamination can be effectively mitigated by implementing Genetic Best Practice Management 
Guidelines (BAR Appendix D3, section 4.1.5.1.3). 

6. Organic Waste & Chemical 

a) Comment combines organic waste and chemical therapeutant impacts and questions the validity of the 
assessment as wild fish that may congregate outside of the cages are not included. The biomass of wild 
fish that is likely to be attracted to fish cages will constitute a negligible fraction of the farmed stock 
biomass and will receive much lower volumes of food or therapeutants (optimising feeding and veterinary 
treatments is desired by the fish farmer and required by the EMPr (BAR appendix 1). We believe that the 
assessment of these impacts is correct (BAR Appendix D3 sections 4.1.5.1.2 & 4.1.5.1.5). 

7. Impacts on Recreational Activities, jobs, businesses and routes 

a) The applicant is aware of the risk that liability could be placed on the Department. There are historical 
studies that have recorded shark movements in the bay and the DAFF can explore how further studies 
could be supported (if deemed necessary by the Consultative Forum). The applicant (DAFF) is aware that 
as the holder of the EA, there is a risk that liability could be placed on the Department. The DAFF will not 
be undertaking aquaculture operations themselves within the ADZ, but will be ultimately responsible for 
ensuring that the operators comply with  the EA and EMP.  

b) It is unlikely that sporting events will be cancelled as a result of bivalve farming at Algoa 1 Option 1. 
Section 9.5.2.2 of the Draft Basic Assessment Report describes all water sport events that occur on the 
Port Elizabeth beaches. The map below is included in Figure 31 of the Basic Assessment Report and shows 
that none of the events overlap with the proposed Algoa 1 Option 1 site.  At its furthest offshore, the Bell 
Buoy Challenge is situated just over 500 m away from the boundary of the ADZ. A mitigation measure has 
been included that the ADZ operators ensure that no maintenance or harvesting occurs on the day of the 
sport event. None of the other activities will be impacted by maintenance activities of ADZ vessels as they 
will launch from PE Harbour. Shark attraction: Bivalves (mussels and oysters) extract particles from the 
water column and are therefore referred to as filter feeders. Consequently, bivalves don’t have to be fed. 
Furthermore, bivalves are sessile (i.e. lodged to the ropes or inside baskets). Sharks have been shown to 
be attracted to activity in the water (thrashing fish in cages) and the smell of food (feed). Bivalve farms can 
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act as Fish Aggregation Devices (Callier et al. 2017 - Attraction and repulsion of mobile wild organisms to 
finfish and shellfish aquaculture: a review). However, unlike finfish cages, bivalve farms have been shown 
to repulse larger marine animals. It has been suggested that it is possible that bivalve farm arrays are not 
conducive for hunting as navigation though longlines poses a challenge (Callier et al. 2017). In comparison 
to finfish culture, there is currently no evidence to support the claim that bivalve culture would attract 
sharks at Algoa 1 Option 1. The impact on recreational water sport participants was rated as very low after 
implementation of mitigation measures for bivalve farming at Algoa 1 Option 1. 

 

 

 

c) Jobs could potentially be lost if tourism and water sports activities are negatively impacted by the 
proposed development. Job losses are a knock-on effect from visual impacts, water quality impacts, 
change in behaviour of ocean predators, ecosystem degradation etc. Job creation as a positive impact 
associated with the ADZ is therefore incumbent on preventing knock-on effects on existing jobs. The 
various impacts that could have a knock-on effect have been assessed in the Basic Assessment Report and 
mitigation measures are provided (essential and recommended). These mitigation measures are included 
in the Environmental Management Programme (EMPr, Appendix A of the BAR), which, should 
Environmental Authorisation be granted, become a legally binding document to be implemented by the 
Department of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries.  It has become apparent that the perceived higher risk 
of shark encounters alone could potentially have a profound impact on the local economy. In comparison 
to finfish culture, bivalve culture is, however, unlikely to attract sharks and stakeholders do not seem to 
associate bivalve culture with an increased risk of shark encounters.  Marine ecological and visual impacts 
could have knock-on effects on the economy; these are, however, much lower for bivalve farming when 
compared to finfish farming and specialist recommendations appear to effectively mitigate against 
economic losses. The impact of bivalve farming at Algoa 1 Option has therefore been rated as very low.  In 
comparison, the impact of finfish farming at Algoa 1 Option 1 on tourism was rated as high (mitigation not 
effective for perception). 

d) Yachting in Algoa Bay as a recreational user group is described in Section 9.5.2 of the BAR (including a map 
showing the area used regularly by the yacht club and competitions. It is acknowledged that yachting may 
be affected by ADZ development within Algoa Bay, however, the relatively large area utilised by yachts 
within Algoa Bay and relatively small proposed ADZ areas, means that these activities should not be 
mutually exclusive. Negative impact on vessel navigation routes (potential risk of collision of vessels, 
including sailing vessels with the aquaculture farms) have been assessed in Section 10.5.2.8. The impact on 
navigation is considered to be of low significance before and after the implementation of mitigation 
measures. It should be noted that the proposed ADZ sites are situated outside of the main shipping 
channels of the Port of Port Elizabeth and Port of Ngqura. 

8. Impact on commercial fisheries 

a) Finfish will be fed artificial pellet feed. Pellet feed for finfish is mostly made from fishmeal (some soya-
based feeds are available) produced from small pelagic fish such as anchovies and sardine off cuts. 
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However, feed manufacturers will be required to purchase fish meal from existing right holders (or 
international suppliers) and fishing right applications are not included in the application.  In South Africa 
management of small pelagic fish stocks by the DAFF is done via an operational management procedure 
that includes determination of the Total Allowable Catch (TAC) for each species. The TAC will therefore not 
increase to meet an increased demand in the aquaculture sector. DAFF has the mandate to regulate the 
fishing sector and the aquaculture sectors alike and will not jeopardise the one sector to promote the 
other. 

b) The final footprints for the three proposed precincts of the Algoa ADZ considered in this application are 
provided in the BAR section 3.5. These are Algoa 1 Option1: 312ha (reduced from 689 ha), Algoa 6: 479 ha 
and Algoa 7: 355ha. 

c) We do not know the potential impact of bivalve farming on squid breeding grounds per se, although the 
impact of organic pollution and habitat modification was rated as ‘medium’ before and ‘low’ after 
mitigation measures have been implemented (see: Marine Specialist Study in Appendix D3 of the BAR 
Section 4.1.5.2.4). Rigorous monitoring of water quality and benthic habitat health is recommended as per 
the EMPr (Appendix A of the BAR). Squid nursery areas are sensitive to increases in turbidity. Nursery 
areas are predominantly distributed between Plettenberg Bay and southern Transkei. The percentage 
nursery area impacted may be small, however, aquaculture at Algoa 1 Option 1 is likely to contribute to 
the cumulative impact on squid nursery sites (existing impacts by dredge spoil disposal near harbours and 
the fishing industry itself). 

9. Addo Marine Protected Area 

a) The proposed infrastructure type and footprint estimates are given in the BAR section 4.2. Any reduction 
in production in response to monitoring results indicating this is necessary would result in an 
approximately proportional reduction in footprint (leaving underutilized infrastructure in the water would 
require ongoing maintenance and would be costly). 

b) Nutrient loading of Algoa Bay from anthropogenic sources was considered in the assessment of organic 
pollution (cumulative) impacts (BAR Appendix D2, section 3; Appendix D3 section 4.1.5.1.2) Natural 
nutrient inputs (e.g. guano) were not.  

c) The impacts of organic waste deposition below aquaculture installations is expected to result in the 
modification of benthic communities directly below the cages/rafts and within the settlement footprint. 
This impact is assessed in Appendix D3 section 4.1.5.1.2 for fish farming and section 4.1.5.2.4 for bivalve 
farming. In both cases the impact is long-term (i.e. ongoing) for the project but is reversible – i.e. recovery 
is expected after closure/ fallowing. 

10. Algal Blooms 

a) and b) A harmful algal bloom could be catastrophic for sea based mariculture, possibly resulting in stock 
death. DAFF is aware of the potential risks to the proposed development by Harmful Algal Blooms (HABs 
or red tides). Potential risks posed by the environment have been considered in the feasibility phase of the 
proposed development and DAFF has decided to go ahead with the application for Environmental 
Authorisation. Red tides are managed continuously through the shellfish monitoring programme and 
farms are closed temporarily until the product is deemed fit for consumption. Chapter 8 of the BAR details 
potential environmental risks to the proposed development.  

b) Eutrophication is more of a risk in smaller, enclosed water bodies. The impact of organic waste discharge 
(which can lead to eutrophication) is assessed Appendix D3 section 4.1.5.1.2 for fish farming and section 
4.1.5.2.4 for bivalve farming (medium and low negative significance respectively). 

11. Anti-foulants 

Antifoulants should not be applied at sea, but rather on land. Antifoulants will still need to be applied to finfish 
farming infrastructure. Note that bivalve (mussel and oyster) farming infrastructure will not be treated with 
antifoulants due to the fact that bivalves assimilate these compounds from the water column. Biofouling will 
need to be removed manually here. 

12. Marine Specialist Impact Assessment 

a) I & J apparently as detailed in the BAR section 4.2.1. 
b) Sea based mariculture requires substantial investment and operating costs, it is not economically feasible 

to produce low-cost protein from offshore mariculture.  Globally this type of development farm high-value 
species and supplies premium market (e.g. salmon, oysters). NEMA does not (and arguably should not) 
provide mechanism for prescription of business practices such as end-markets etc. 

c) The potential species to be farmed are not prescribed in the BAR (aside of being indigenous fin fish 
species) and future operators are not limited to the species listed. It must be noted that this is an 
application for an ADZ, aimed at facilitating the development of aquaculture regionally and nationally, and 
is not for a specific aquaculture development for which all project details are known (and it is not the 
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intent to limit future development within the ADZ by being overly prescriptive).  Kob species did not do 
well at the location and under the conditions/operating protocol (feeding regimes etc.) during the DST 
pilot project, this may however not be the case at a different location or with improvements in operating 
procedures. 

d) South Africa does not have an established marine finfish aquaculture industry, there are therefore no 
hatcheries currently supplying fingerlings of indigenous finfish on a commercial basis. The technology 
however exists and has previously been developed to supply commercial land-based facilities with e.g. kob 
fingerlings for grow-out. The DAFF Directorate: Aquaculture Technical Services (D: ATS) can provide 
technical support to future fish farmers in the regard. 

e) AIS are not considered for finfish in this application. The potential impact of Introduction of alien bivalve 
species is assessed in BAR Appendix D3, section 4.1.5.2.1 as low significance. 

f) Natural selection for smaller size fish will not occur under aquaculture conditions as reproduction is 
controlled in the hatchery and broodstock are not exposed to mesh sizes (fish do not breed in the cages 
and cannot selectively evolve to escape the nets- appropriate mesh sizes are also selected for the size class 
of fish stocked). 

13. Operational Phase Impacts 
a) The potential transfer of diseases and parasites from farmed finfish to wild fish stocks (note this is not 

applicable to bivalve farming) is assessed in Section 4.1.5.1.1 of the Marine Specialist Report in Appendix 
D3 of the BAR.  The impact was rated as Very High before and High before and after mitigation 
respectively. 

b) No information on parasite problems were reported in the studies emanating from the I & J, DST, 
Stellenbosch University pilot project. DAFF Aquaculture research directorate does undertake ongoing 
research into diseases and parasites infecting potential aquaculture species. 

c) Control of parasites is easier in land-based facilities due to the greater ease of implementing biosecurity 
protocols and treatment regimes. 

d) No, it is not worth sacrificing the wild stock, this is not however, inevitable, but is a potentially impact that 
the marine specialist study has assessed as high negative significance (BAR Appendix D3, section 4.1.5.1.1). 

14. Mitigation advanced 
a) It is difficult to maintain biosecurity in open ocean aquaculture, but there are best management 

procedures (e.g. regular inspection of stock health, prompt treatment, isolation / culling of infected 
individuals) as identified in the mitigation measures BAR Appendix D3, section 4.1.5.1.1 and EMPr BAR 
Appendix 1. 

b) Yes, this can happen, but it is also required to ensure that no parasites or diseases (particularly ones that 
may be novel) are introduced into the environment from the hatchery. 

c) Regularity of stock inspections are dependent on the species, scale and intensity of the aquaculture 
operation. Visual inspection would be daily (weather permitting) and ongoing, actual sampling frequency 
(dissection of specimens, biopsies etc.) could be anything from daily to quarterly or even longer intervals 
which are to be defined in the formalised stock health monitoring programme (overseen by DAFF). 

d) This is not considered a fatal flaw but is assessed as a high significance potential impact BAR Appendix D3, 
section 4.1.5.1.1. 

e) Pilot projects have been completed, the ADZ declaration process aims to facilitate commercial scale 
aquaculture development.  Research into disease and parasites at a pilot scale would not necessarily 
remove or reduce a risk of transmission to wild stocks (it may actually occur during a pilot scale operation). 

f) Operators would be required in terms of their aquaculture permit conditions to divulge this information. 
Furthermore, it is in each individual operators’ best interests that efficient control and management of 
diseases takes place on all farms. State veterinarians or researchers will also be involved in pathogen and 
parasite detection and identification. 

g) As stated above commercial development is desired by the applicant, the phased approach can be 
considered a “pilot” if one wishes, its semantics really. 

h) Initially monitoring of these aspects will probably be undertaken by the DAFF, with costs recovered via 
levies etc. 

i) Monitoring of genetic diversity does require DNA sequencing. 
j) It is not always possible, but farmed fish are conditioned to feeding and many are gregarious, shoaling 

species that may well remain in the vicinity of the farm and it may be possible to recapture (net) escapees 
or to selectively harvest(fishing/ spearfishing) escaped fish adjacent to cages. 

k) The impact of chemical therapeutants and antifoulants in finfish cage culture (note that these chemicals 
are not used in bivalve culture) were assessed in Section 4.1.5.1.4. of the Marine Specialist Study in 
Appendix D3 of the BAR. The impact for Algoa 1 and Algoa 7 were assessed separately due to the 
proximity of Algoa 7 to the Addo Marine Protected Area. Without mitigation measures, the impact 
significance was rated medium for Algoa 1 and high for Algoa 7 with medium confidence in the 
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assessment. With the implementation of mitigation measures (provided in the impact table), the impact 
was reduced to low and medium for Algoa 1 and 7 respectively. The confidence in the efficacy of the 
provided mitigation measures is low. Should Environmental Authorisation be granted, the Environmental 
Management Programme (Appendix F of the BAR) becomes a legally binding document, which contains all 
mitigation measures required to reduce the impact ratings. 

l) Impacts on benthic communities as a result of chemical use are not assessed specifically apart from the 
ecosystem as a whole (most sensitive receptors are long-lived high trophic level species) but are 
considered in the assessment as per point k) above. 

m) Cetaceans entangled in fishing gears have not been noted to attract sharks (whilst dead and decomposing 
cetaceans certainly do). Decomposition of cetaceans trapped in aquaculture infrastructure is unlikely as if 
a cetacean becomes entangled in aquaculture infrastructure mitigation is aimed at firstly prevention and 
secondly prompt release of the animal alive (BAR appendix D3, section 4.1.5.1.5). 

n) The direct impacts on marine predators has been assessed in the Marine Specialist Report (Appendix D3). 
The marine specialist study assesses the impact of the development on shark populations (predators in 
general) and recommends the installation of predator nets, which prevents sharks and piscivorous 
cetaceans from gaining access to the cages. It should also be noted that it is in the farmer's best interest to 
prevent predators (predatory fish including sharks, cetaceans, seals and birds) from gaining access to the 
cages as stock losses would significantly impact their business.  Effective implementation of the 
recommended mitigation measures would make it unlikely that fish cage farming would lead to changes in 
foraging behaviour and alteration of food webs. 

o) Predator nets are designed with appropriate mesh sizes to act as exclusionary barriers, not fishing nets. 
Correct installation of the appropriate mesh size nets will effectively mitigate against non-selective 
capture/ entanglement (BAR Appendix 1, section 7.3). 

p) Yes, in cages where smaller fry are stocked, predator mesh size will need to keep smaller predatory fish 
like shad out of the cages. 

q) No feed will be stored at land-based facility (can’t store at sea). 
r) This would be the responsibility of the individual operator and the ADZ Management Committee (EMPr, 

section 9 Appendix A of the BAR). 

15. Bivalve mariculture 
a) Conditions in oyster baskets suspended in the water column are obviously good for Pacific oyster C. gigas 

in Algoa Bay, whilst they have not established in the bay or estuaries, suggesting that conditions in these 
natural habitats are not ideal. In order to establish and spread, alien species must be able to reproduce in 
nature without the interference of humans. Farmed Pacific oysters are hatched in land-based facilities and 
seeded in baskets when reaching a robust size to grow until they are harvested. 

b) The collapse of the land-based prawn farm aquaculture development apparently had multiple causes, not 
simply poor understanding of the ecosystem. 

16. Mitigation 
a) It is difficult to maintain biosecurity in open ocean aquaculture, but there are best management 

procedures (e.g. regular inspection of stock health, prompt treatment, isolation / culling of infected 
individuals) as identified in the mitigation measures BAR Appendix D3, section 4.1.5.1.1 and EMPr BAR 
Appendix 1. 

b) Monitoring would be the responsibility of both individual operators and the ADZ Management Committee 
(EMPr, section 9 Appendix A of the BAR). 

c) Yes it is. 
d) Shading is assessed in the marine specialist report (BAR appendix B3, section 4.1.5.2.4) as part of the 

habitat modification impact (low significance after mitigation).  There is little feasible mitigation for 
shading per se aside of limiting the density culture (overcrowding) and fallowing of sites (as 
recommended). 

e) Once again it is very difficult to mitigate against impacts such as hydrodynamic alterations due to the 
presence of infrastructure, aside of limiting the density culture. 

27 Adrian Smith – South African Squid Management Industrial Association 

Comments submitted: 18 September 2019 

A two-page document was submitted by this stakeholder, which is included in Appendix F5 of the Stakeholder 
Consultation Report (Appendix F of the Basic Assessment Report). 

Algoa 1 Option 1 (Summerstrand site): 
1. The Algoa 1 area bordered on squid breeding grounds on the south and was reduced from 689ha to 

312ha to exclude some of the breeding grounds and the reef in the middle of it, and the revised area is 
now referred to as Algoa 1 Option 1. 
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2. In the analysis of the options, you have reviewed 4 options, labelled A to D, with this area (Algoa 1 
Option 1) included in option A for Finfish and Bivalve and in option B for Bivalve only, while it is 
excluded in option C and D. 

3. In your conclusion after having assessed the options you recommend option B, which is for the bivalve 
in this area due to the fact that the risk of doing finfish too was assessed as high. 

4. We would prefer option C or D, which excludes this area totally, as anything that will impact on the 
squid breeding grounds or even adjacent to them can have a significant negative effect on the squid 
reproduction. 

5. We have yet to obtain information needed to ascertain what portion of this area the squid vessels have 
been catching in and what the potential loss of income to the squid sector will be from not being able 
to fish in this area. (As there are 123 vessels operating in the sector currently, most of which are busy at 
the moment, it is likely we will only get feedback on that in the closed season (Oct/Nov) this year.) 

6. This potential loss of fishing area will add to the loss we have just experienced in the Addo Elephant 
Park MPA, where a significant portion of productive squid fishing grounds have become restricted 
zones. 

7. There is also a question of how far north the squid breeding ground extends. 
a. Do we know where it ends and whether the proposed bivalve area covers some of the 

breeding grounds? 
b. Do we know what effect the bivalve production will have on any squid breeding grounds 

below or adjacent to it? 
Algoa 6 (Port Elizabeth Harbour): 

1. This 479ha area is proposed in options A to C for bi-valves. 
2. It is much closer to the PE harbour area. 
3. We do not anticipate this being a squid spawning area and do not believe there is much squid fishing 

that close to the harbour, but are following up on that with our members and will revert should fishing 
have taken place in that area. 

Algoa 7 (Ngqura Harbour site): 
1. This is on the edge of the Addo MPA and is being proposed as a finfish area despite the high risk of 

disease and parasite transmission to wild fish stocks and the medium risks of organic waste discharge 
on the edge of the MPA. 

2. It is not clear if the wild fish stocks referred to could include squid, but the area involved is 355 ha, 
which is also in an area currently fished by squid vessels. 

3. This would be a further area that would then become a no go zone for the squid vessels and with 
respect to all three areas the vessels would have to ensure they did not drift into the area and upset the 
aquaculture setup when fishing adjacently. 

With the Addo MPA, the estimated loss in value to the squid sector of over R30m per year which was raised by 
the Scientific Working Group was ignored in finalizing and implementing the MPA.  

We do therefore, on the basis that the areas are currently used by squid vessels to catch squid and may include 
some of the spawning areas, object to the Algoa 1 Option 1 and the Algoa 7 areas being used for aquaculture, 
whether for bivalve or finfish. We also refer to the Marine Spatial Planning legislation which is now in effect and 
must also be considered in this regard in finalizing the proposed areas.  

We are doing more homework on the volumes of fish landed in these areas in the past few years and will see 
whether we can confirm if there are spawning grounds in the areas and will then do a more comprehensive and 
quantitative response. 

Response to comment 

Algoa 1 Option 1. 

Points 1-3 Require no response, they are summarising the preferred alternative and understand it correctly. 

4. SASMIA indicate that they would prefer no aquaculture development of any sort on the reduced Algoa 1 
precinct, expressing concern that even activities adjacent to squid -nesting grounds can impact negatively on 
their reproductive success. This is a valid concern as although bivalve farming, which being extractive by nature, 
and therefore has a much lower water quality and benthic impact than fish farming, can still cause negative 
impacts due to waste excretion by the farmed stock, fouling organisms and biodeposition. The impact of organic 
pollution and habitat modification due to bivalve farming were assessed in the Marine Specialist Study in 
Appendix D3 of the BAR Section 4.1.5.2.4. The impact of organic pollution and habitat modification was rated as 
‘medium’ before and ‘low’ after mitigation measures have been implemented. It is not known at this stage if this 
“low” significance impact due to bivalve farming on the Algoa1 precinct will negatively impact squid spawning on 
adjacent breeding grounds. The Marine Specialist Study recommends monitoring of the immediate water column 
around the precincts or specific farms for key plankton (Chl a, phytoplankton abundance and species 
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composition) parameters; and monitoring of biodeposition and physico-chemical changes in seabed properties at 
the farmed site relative to undisturbed control sites. 

5. SASMIA indicates that they do not have access to the current season’s distribution of catch and effort as so 
cannot ascertain the potential economic impact (loss of income) should the ADZ exclude the fleet (currently 123 
vessels) from any fishing grounds.  Calculation of economic loss due to the displacement of fishing effort is not 
straightforward, as fishers typically move to other fishing areas with variable cost and catch rate implications. 
Nonetheless analysis of historical catch and effort data (2006-2011) and recent consultation with industry had 
indicated that the reduction in size of Algoa 1 would constitute partially effective mitigation and the assessed 
impact of the reduced Algoa 1  Option 1 remains MEDIUM negative significance (see BAR section 9.5.2.4 and 
section 10.5.2.9). 

6. SASMIA highlights that any loss of fishing ground due to Algoa 1 Option 1 would constitute a cumulative impact 
considering the recent proclamation of the Addo MPA where a significant portion of productive squid fishing 
grounds have become restricted zones. The BAR acknowledges that further restricting access to important fishing 
grounds may contribute to cumulative impacts experienced by the local fishing industry (see section 10.5.2.9).  
However, the overall contribution to reducing available fishing grounds is considered low due to the small size of 
the proposed ADZ compared to the extent of fishing grounds and the fact that the DAFF has decided to exclude 
the southern portion of Algoa 1 (Option 2) from the application process. 

7. A: Consultation with skippers active in the squid industry in 2013 indicated that the squid breeding area did not 
extend north into the proposed bivalve farming area (Algoa 1 option 1). This may, however, have changed and 
the industry themselves could supply information to confirm or debunk this.  

B: We do not know the potential impact of bivalve farming on squid breeding grounds per se, although the impact 
of organic pollution and habitat modification was rated as ‘medium’ before and ‘low’ after mitigation measures 
have been implemented (see: Marine Specialist Study in Appendix D3 of the BAR Section 4.1.5.2.4). Rigorous 
monitoring of water quality and benthic habitat health is recommended as per the EMPr (Appendix A of the BAR). 
Squid nursery areas are sensitive to increases in turbidity. Nursery areas are predominantly distributed between 
Plettenberg Bay and southern Transkei. The percentage nursery area impacted may be small, however, 
aquaculture at Algoa 1 Option 1 is likely to contribute to the cumulative impact on squid nursery sites (existing 
impacts by dredge spoil disposal near harbours and the fishing industry itself). 

Algoa 6: 

Comments 1 and 2 require no response, they are summarising the precinct and understand it correctly. 

3. SASMIA does not believe that Algoa 6 overlaps with a squid spawning area but will confirm after consultation 
with their members. Historical catch and effort data (2006-2011) suggest that this is correct, with an average 
annual effort of <1 hour fishing effort reported for this area (see BAR section 9.5.2.4). 

Algoa 7: 

1. Summarises the BAR and marine specialist findings, understanding is correct, and comment requires no 
response. 

2. SASMIA states that Algoa 7 potentially overlaps with squid fishing grounds, although analysis of historical catch 
and effort data indicates that this area is of relatively low importance to the sector (see BAR section 9.5.2.4). 

3. Nonetheless, the direct impact on local fisheries (including squid) as a result of competition for access to the 
market and for sea space was rated as medium for Algoa 7 (BAR section 10.5.2.9). The cumulative impact of loss 
of fishing area in this case, is however, considered a moot point as Algoa 7 was specifically excised from the 
proposed MPA for aquaculture (i.e. the area would have been restricted to wild capture fisheries regardless). 

Comment that SASMIA objects to both Algoa 1 Option 1 and Algoa 7 as squid fishing takes place within these 
precincts. This is responded to above. SASMIA indicates that they will provide more details on the quantities of 
squid landed in the two precincts and attempt to confirm presence or absence of spawning grounds in these 
areas. SASMIA were notified of the basic assessment process in January 2019 and have had opportunity to 
provide comment and information during the pre-application process. Available information indicates that these 
proposed precincts do not include significant squid spawning areas, should industry provide quantitative, 
contrary information at this stage, this would have to constitute part of an appeal. As a stakeholder, SASMIA will 
be notified of whatever decision is made by the competent authority and the legislated appeal period.  

General statement referring to Marine Spatial Planning Legislation. This is considered in section 5.10 of the BAR. 

28 Lesa La Grange – South African Heritage Resources Agency, Maritime and Underwater Cultural Heritage 

Comments submitted: 6 August 2019 

A three-page document was submitted by this stakeholder, which is included in Appendix F5 of the Stakeholder 
Consultation Report (Appendix F of the Basic Assessment Report). 
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The comments that SAHRA issued for the Pre-application Basic Assessment Report remain unchanged and 
support the mitigation measures set out in the Archaeological Impact Assessment specialist study (Appendix D of 
the Basic Assessment Report). The maritime AIA considered the historical significance of all three proposed areas 
and specifies mitigation measures for each area. These mitigation measures must be included in the 
Environmental Management Program and implemented during the construction and operational phases of the 
development should environmental authorisation be granted. 

Response to comment 

Comment is noted. The mitigation measures specified by the specialist are included in the Environmental 
Management Programme of the Basic Assessment Report (Basic Assessment Report) (Appendix A of the Basic 
Assessment Report). 

29 Sabelo Malaza – Chief Director: Integrated Environmental Authorisations, Department of Environmental Affairs 

Comments submitted: 16 August 2019 

A four-page document was submitted by the competent authority, which is included in Appendix F5 of the 
Stakeholder Consultation Report (Appendix F of the Basic Assessment Report). 

The comment provided was mostly procedural. Specific requests by the Department and the Environmental 
Practitioner’s response have been included below. 

A detailed description for the two expansion activities (i.e. activities 42 and 54) is needed as the description 
provided in both the Basic Assessment Report and the application form is deemed insufficient. Kindly expand on 
the connection between the oyster farm facility and the proposed aquaculture development zone, and whether 
the existing oyster farm facility was authorised if required and when authorisation was obtained. Furthermore, 
what is the current footprint of the oyster farm and what will the expanded footprint be for the two expansion 
activities (i.e. 42 and 54). 

It was requested that the comment and response report is to be included as a separate document in the Final 
Basic Assessment Report and in the format specified by the Department. 

It is noted with concern that a number of objections have already been received from various I&APs in relation to 
the impact the proposed project might have on activities that take place on the proposed ADZ sites. There have 
also been concerns raised with regards to the impact the proposed development might have on tourism and 
ultimately the economy of the area. 

Response to comment 

Detailed description of activities 42 and 54. The description will be amended as follows: 

Zwembesi Farms (Pty) Ltd (Knysna Oyster Company, hereinafter referred to as ‘Zwembesi’) Zwembesi Farms (Pty) 
Ltd (Knysna Oyster Company) has been operating in Algoa Bay since 1997 and is one of the oldest and largest 
oyster producers in South Africa. The farm falls within the southern portion of the proposed ADZ Algoa 6 (PE 
Harbour) site (Figure 11).  Zwembesi leases 6% of the Algoa 6 precinct (i.e. 27.7 ha) within the designated 
Transnet Aquaculture Zone. Zwembesi produces 100 tons annually on 13 ha (pers. comm. Simon Burton – Knysna 
Oyster Company 2019). 

The farm was established prior to the promulgation of the National Environmental Management Act (Act 107 of 
1998) and associated EIA Regulations and does therefore not have environmental authorisation for their 
aquaculture facility. 
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Comment and response report. The comment and response report has been extracted from the Stakeholder 
Consultation Report (Appendix F of the Basic Assessment Report) and has been included as Appendix G of the Final 
BAR. A separate table has been produced for the pre-application and application-phase stakeholder consultation 
periods as Appendix G1 and G2 respectively.  The layout suggested in the comment resulted in the reports G1 and 
G2 doubling in length due to the comprehensive response to comments by Anchor (relative to shorter comments 
provided by stakeholders, example is provided below).  The format as shown below in the example was chosen 
with the view to reduce the number of pages of the Basic Assessment Report. 

 

Comment 
# 

Comment details 
(name, affiliation, 
date) 

Comment Response 
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1 Mrs A 

Private citizen 

23 February 2019 

 

 

SPACE WOULD BE 
WASTED 

I am concerned about the 
endemic endangered penguins. 
How will they be affected by the 
proposed development? 

 

SPACE WOULD BE WASTED 

Finfish farming and marine 
ecological impacts: Section 4.1.5. of 
the marine specialist study in 
Appendix D3 of the Basic Assessment 
Report assesses the marine 
ecological impacts associated with 
the proposed Aquaculture 
Development Zone. These include 
(but are not limited to) organic 
pollution (water quality and 
benthos), disease transfer (applicable 
to finfish), entanglement and habitat 
modification (both bivalve and 
finfish), impact of chemicals used in 
aquaculture. A number of these 
impacts have been rated of 'medium' 
significance after the implementation 
of mitigation measures and disease 
transfer in finfish culture is 
considered 'high' after 
implementation of mitigation 
measures. 

Direct impacts on the endemic 
endangered African Penguin and 
other seabirds:  The impacts on birds 
(as well as mammals and turtles) 
with regards to entanglement and 
habitat modification were assessed 
in Section 4.1.5.1.5 of the Marine 
Specialist Study in Appendix D3 of 
the Basic Assessment Report. The 
impact has been rated as low after 
the implementation of mitigation 
measures. Mitigation measures 
include (note that some mitigation 
measures are specific to whales and 
dolphins (cetaceans)). …ETC (see 
comment #19, Verona Veltman to 
show additional information that 
would have been included 

 

Stakeholder concerns:  The comment is correct. A number of concerns were raised regarding the potential 
impact of the proposed development on the economy of Port Elizabeth and Addo area. The pre-application 
stakeholder consultation process and revised impact assessment demonstrated that for finfish farming at Algoa 1 
Option 1, the perceived higher risk of shark encounters alone could potentially have a profound impact on the 
local economy (note that this is not the case for bivalve farming).  It has been demonstrated that there are few 
mitigation measures available to influence the perception of water sport participants.  Furthermore, the beaches 
and marine environment near Algoa 1 Option 1 precinct constitute the main area where water sport events and 
activities take place in Algoa Bay (i.e. sensitive environment).  Thus, in the absence of a detailed, quantitative 
socio-economic study, it was decided that a precautionary approach should be applied and the impact 
significance rating for the negative impact on the economy of Port Elizabeth after mitigation was raised from 
medium to high (Table 37 of the BAR).  Based on the results of the impact assessments, comments received on 
the pre-application Basic Assessment Report and recommendations by the EAP, DAFF no longer intends to apply 
for finfish farming at Algoa 1 Option 1 and is applying for bivalve culture (oyster and mussels) only at this site (i.e. 
Alternative Option B was submitted as the ’preferred alternative’ by the applicant). 

 

 


