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ABSTRACT 

Freshwater recreational angling is growing in popularity internationally. Due to the potential 

negative environmental impacts different regulatory systems exist.  In South Africa, freshwater 

recreational angling is regulated through a complex legal framework, consisting of national as 

well as provincial legislation dating back to the 1960s. Moreover, the legislation also relates to 

current and historical provincial boundaries that adds to the regulatory complexity. Due to this 

complexity the question arises whether freshwater recreational anglers are aware of the 

legislation applicable to them. Low levels of awareness would suggest an ineffective regulatory 

system. The aim of this research is to test the regulatory awareness of freshwater recreational 

anglers. Firstly, a literature review was conducted of the national and provincial legislation, 

together with the rules applicable to organized freshwater recreational angling. Secondly, an 

online questionnaire testing awareness was distributed, targeting members of the South African 

Freshwater Bank Angling Federation (SAFBAF). The results from the survey indicate that the 

regulatory awareness of freshwater recreational anglers is low. However, the low level of 

awareness of legislation can be ascribed to the complex regulatory system and not an 

unwillingness of anglers to comply. This is supported by the finding that awareness and 

willingness to adhere to the SAFBAF rules (which is not legislation) is high. It is recommended 

that a single set of legislation regulating freshwater angling be drafted and implemented across 

South Africa, to improve awareness and thereby regulatory compliance. 
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CHAPTER 1:  INTRODUCTION 

This chapters introduces the research by providing background and context (section 1.1) as well 

as substantiation of the problem statement (section 1.2) that underpins the research aim and 

objectives (section 1.3). The final section explains the structure of the dissertation to assist the 

reader in navigating the different chapters and sections in relation to the research aim and 

objectives (section 1.4). 

1.1 Background 

Internationally, freshwater recreational angling is a popular pastime with approximately 25 million 

participants in Europe and 30 million in the United States of America (Hickley & Tompkins, 

1998:139). It is estimated that a tenth of the population in developed countries engage in 

recreational angling, resulting in it being a significant economic contributor, as well as providing 

social and ecological benefits and impacts (Hickley & Tompkins, 1998:137). Given the popularity 

of freshwater recreational angling, the regulation thereof is necessary to manage and minimise 

the possible environmental impact. Generally, the regulation of freshwater recreational angling is 

effected by implementing creel limits (bag limits), size limits, angling gear restrictions and 

seasonal angling restrictions (Rahel & Taniguchi, 2019:275). However, Arlinghaus et al., (2017:1) 

argue that it is time to move away from such a fixation with command and control based 

approaches, as freshwater fisheries are complex ecological systems with many variables that 

have to be taken into account and therefore require a more adaptive management approach. 

Notwithstanding, command and control based approaches remain the bedrock of recreation 

angling management. (Arlinghause et al., 2017:10-12) 

Freshwater recreational angling in South Africa refers to the pursuit of angling for fish using a rod, 

reel and hooks and is usually done for recreational purposes with no commercial benefit (Van Zyl, 

2010:12). Freshwater angling can generally be divided into bank angling, fly fishing, bass fishing 

and boat fishing. Despite the fact that participants do not pursue recreational angling for economic 

gains, the sport is an important industry and contributor to the South African economy with an 

estimated 2.5 million recreational anglers participating in the sport in 2008 (Van Zyl, 2010:43) and 

collectively spending approximately R18.8 billion annually (Leibold & Van Zyl, 2008:9).  

Organised recreational angling in South Africa started in the late 1940’s. Initially the SA Hengel 

Unie was established in 1947 and thereafter the Transvaalse Hengel Unie in 1948. Although the 

focus of the two unions were on saltwater angling, the various clubs affiliated with Transvaal 

Hengel Unie mainly focussed on freshwater angling. Between 1951 and 1952, most of the inland 

provincial angling unions were established. In 1971 the Department of Sport requested that the 
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various angling unions and disciplines be consolidated and governed by a single entity, the SA 

Hengel Unie. However, the marine discipline and the freshwater discipline still had to be governed 

separately under the auspices of the SA Hengel Unie. In light thereof, the South African 

Freshwater Bank Angling Federation (SAFBAF) was established as the overall co-ordination body 

specifically concerned with organised freshwater recreational bank angling. 

(https://www.safbaf.org.za/home/about-us). Bank angling typically constitutes casting baited 

hooks into the water in an attempt to catch fish. 

Undoubtedly, South Africa’s unique fish diversity and exceptional range of fish habitats have 

contributed to the rich history and popularity of freshwater recreational angling and its subsequent 

economic importance for the country (Hickley & Tompkins, 1998:139). However, this combination 

of unique freshwater fish diversity and the popularity of recreational angling present various 

management and regulatory challenges. In particular, designing and implementing an effective 

regulatory regime for freshwater recreational angling, which is the focus of this research, as 

explained in the next section. 

1.2 Problem Statement 

The main aim of this dissertation is to determine the regulatory awareness of freshwater 

recreational anglers. While the principle of “ignorance of the law is no excuse” is not strictly applied 

in South African law, the court found in S v De Blom (1977): 

“…that it can be expected of a person who, in a modern state, wherein many facets of the acts 

and omissions of the legal subject are controlled by legal provisions, involves himself in a 

particular sphere, that he should keep himself informed of the legal provisions which are 

applicable to that particular sphere…” 

Considering the above court statement, it must reasonably be expected of freshwater recreational 

anglers that they have sound regulatory awareness of the laws and regulations applicable to their 

sport. This is also confirmed by Schneider and Ingram (1990:527), who indicated that policy goals 

can only be reached when targeted populations are aware of and comply with the policy directives 

applicable to them. The Oxford Dictionary of English (Stevenson, 2010) defines awareness as 

“knowledge or perception of a situation or fact.”, thereby also making the link between awareness 

and knowledge. In line with the latter definition and for the purpose of this research, we 

understand the level of knowledge about regulatory requirements as a measure of ‘awareness’. 

Britz (2015:631) indicates that, given the economic importance and popularity of  
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water recreational angling in South Africa, policy and legislation must be developed and 

implemented to ensure the long term sustainability and viability of inland fish populations for 

recreational and small scale fisheries. According to Grilli et al. (2019:2), certainty in respect of the 

legislation applicable to freshwater recreational angling would be an important prerequisite to 

successfully manage natural resources from a regulatory and legal compliance perspective. 

Unfortunately, the current legislation relating to freshwater recreational angling in South Africa is 

highly fragmented, resorting under various governmental departments without being guided by a 

coherent overall policy (Weyl et al., 2007:503; Viljoen, 2010:204). The current situation can be 

summarised as follows: 

  Relevant angling legislation dates back as far as Ordinances from 1969, that relate to old 

provincial boundaries stretching across current (post 1994) provincial boundaries and 

catchment areas;   

  certain angling legislative requirements are contained in national legislation such as the 

National Environmental Management: Biodiversity Act, Act 10 of 2004, the lists of Critically 

Endangered, Endangered, Vulnerable and Protected Species (Threatened and Protected 

Species – TOPS) Regulations, No.151 of 2007; 

  certain angling legislative requirements are contained in Provincial Legislation such as 

the Limpopo Environmental Management Act, Act 7 of 2003 and the Mpumalanga Nature 

Conservation Act, Act 10 of 1998; and  

  each province has its own separate angling regulations relating to certain restrictions such    

as bag and size limits. 

Anecdotal evidence suggests that this current complex regulatory context leads to low levels of 

awareness and subsequent non-compliance by freshwater recreational anglers, culminating in an 

ineffective regulatory regime. The Vaal Dam scenario serves as an example to illustrate this 

regulatory complexity as part of the problem statement for this research. The Vaal Dam is a large 

impoundment in the Orange-Vaal River System, approximately 90km from Johannesburg and is 

located in one of the most popular recreational angling catchments in South Africa. It has a 

surface area of approximately 320 square kilometres and a circumference of around 880 km 

(Engineering news, 2018). This man-made lake is located in three provinces namely the Free 

State, Gauteng and Mpumalanga (see Figure 1.1). 
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Figure 1-1: Location of the Vaal Dam in the Orange-Vaal River system, South Africa  

Depending on the specific geographic location of a recreational angler along the banks of the 

Vaal Dam, a different set of legislation, rules and or regulations will apply. The different pieces of 

legislation relating to each province is set out below and will be further discussed under the 

literature review (Chapter 2): 

 Free State: Nature Conservation Ordinance, No.8 of 1969; Nature Conservation 

Regulations, No. 184 of 1983; National Environmental Management: Biodiversity Act, Act 

10 of 2004; Threatened or Protected Species Regulations, No.151 of 2007; Alien and 

Invasive Species List, No. 864 of 2016; 

 Mpumalanga: Mpumalanga Nature Conservation Act, Act 10 of 1998; Mpumalanga Nature 

Conservation Regulations, No. 2 of 1999; National Environmental Management: 

Biodiversity Act, Act 10 of 2004; Threatened or Protected Species Regulations, No. 151 

of 2007; Alien and Invasive Species List, No. 864 of 2016; 

 Gauteng: Transvaal Nature Conservation Ordinance, No.12 of 1983; Transvaal Nature 

Conservation Regulations, No. 2030 of 1983; National Environmental Management: 

Biodiversity Act, Act 10 of 2004; Threatened or Protected Species Regulations, No. 151 

of 2007; Alien and Invasive Species List, No. 864 of 2016. 
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In the Vaal Dam scenario one of the regulatory requirements is that a freshwater recreational 

angler must be in possession of a valid angling licence issued for the particular province, when 

angling. In this case it is easy to imagine potential confusion by anglers around the exact location 

of provincial boundaries especially in situations where the angler will be traveling along the shore 

of the Vaal Dam. Moreover, another major pervasive problem identified in respect of the issuing 

of provincial angling licences, is that they are not readily obtainable from the authorities (Viljoen, 

2010:27, 61). Furthermore, when it comes to the catching of certain fish species, for example the 

Smallmouth yellowfish, Labeobarbus aeneus, it also means that depending on where the angler 

will be fishing, the bag limit and size limit in respect of each province may differ. An angler may 

inadvertently be in contravention of legislation, merely due to the fact that the angler is unaware 

of the exact geographic location. Should the angler, for instance, angle at the Vaal Dam on the 

Mpumalanga shore, legislation allows a maximum of six Smallmouth yellowfish to be taken. If the 

angler, however, angles on the Gauteng or Free State sides of the Vaal Dam, the maximum 

number of Smallmouth yellowfish allowed to be caught and taken home, is ten. Therefore, if the 

angler is unaware of the exact geographic location, the angler may, unintentionally, catch and 

remove more Smallmouth yellowfish than what is allowed by the legislation applicable to the area.  

The reality that the same catchment area is subject to at least nine different pieces of legislation 

exacerbates the difficulty recreational anglers have in complying with the law. If the legislation 

relating to “Alien and Invasive Species” and the regulations relating to “Threatened and Protected 

Species” are also considered in as far as they are applicable to recreational angling, it adds even 

more complexity to the compliance burden on recreational anglers.  

This complex legislative framework may cause regulatory uncertainty for recreational anglers, as 

the existence of a variety and sometimes contradicting legislation applicable to freshwater angling 

further confuses anglers. Not only is it difficult to be enforced by authorities, it is also difficult for 

anglers to understand and comply. Page and Radomski (2006:167) confirm this view in their 

discussion on the various regulations in place across the lakes of Minnesota.  

The question arises to what extent freshwater recreational anglers are aware of the regulatory 

requirements applicable to freshwater angling? Low levels of regulatory awareness imply low 

levels of regulatory compliance and ultimately an ineffective regulatory regime. Although the 

research was done on the awareness of shore anglers in KwaZulu Natal, Kramer et al. (2017:330) 

proved that the anglers’ awareness of regulations is generally poor and this begs the question 

whether it will be the same for South African freshwater recreational anglers? This is something 

South Africa can ill afford given the pressure on the country’s already stressed freshwater 

resources from various users (Oberholster & Ashton, 2008:1), including recreational angling. 
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1.3 Research Aim and Objectives 

In the light of the aforementioned problem statement, the aim of this study is to test the level of 

environmental regulatory awareness of freshwater recreational anglers in South Africa. In order 

to achieve the overall aim, the following four research objectives are identified: 

Objective 1: To determine from national and international literature why freshwater 

recreational angling needs to be regulated. 

Objective 2: To determine from policy and legislation how freshwater recreational angling 

is regulated in South Africa. 

Objective 3: To conduct a survey to test the regulatory awareness of freshwater 

recreational anglers in South Africa. 

Objective 4: To make recommendations to improve the freshwater recreational angling 

regulatory regime in South Africa. 

1.4 Structure of the dissertation 

The structure of this dissertation is set out in this section and summarised in Table 1.1. where the 

research aim and objectives are linked with the methods and chapters / sections. This was done 

to assist the reader to navigate the dissertation. 

Chapter 1: Introduction - This chapter introduces the research by providing the background to the 

research, presents the problem statement, introduces the research aim and objectives and 

concludes by setting out the structure of this dissertation. 

Chapter 2: Literature Review - In this chapter, international literature relating to the regulation of 

recreational angling, is reviewed and discussed. All South African policy and legislation applicable 

to freshwater recreational bank angling across all provinces are reviewed to determine the 

regulatory framework, together with relevant peer-reviewed publications on the subject. Lastly, 

the relevant rules of the South African Freshwater Bank Anglers Federation (SAFBAF) are 

reviewed. It was necessary to first clarify why and how freshwater recreational angling is regulated 

as basis for the design of the survey questionnaire. 

Chapter 3: Methodology - In this chapter the requirements for regulatory and legislative 

compliance by freshwater recreational bank anglers are identified and used to draft a 

questionnaire. The legislative criteria are also compared with the SAFBAF rules to identify any 

gaps between the actual legislative requirements and those used by the organised recreational 

bank angling fraternity. A survey was conducted by means of an online questionnaire containing 

multi-choice questions, testing the regulatory awareness of freshwater recreational bank anglers. 
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Interviews with provincial and / or national management of organised recreational bank angling 

federations regarding application of legislative requirements and training of members on 

regulatory compliance were conducted. 

Chapter 4: Questionnaire Results - The data collected through interviews and the questionnaires 

are analysed and interpreted in this chapter. 

Chapter 5: Conclusion - In this chapter conclusions are drawn in relation to the research aim and 

objectives. Recommendations are made and areas of future research identified. 
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Table 1-1: Summary of the structure of the dissertation 

Aim: 

To test the level of environmental regulatory awareness of freshwater recreational anglers in 

South Africa 

Objectives Method Section / Chapters 

Objective 1: To determine 

from national and international 

literature on why freshwater 

recreational angling needs to 

be regulated. 

Literature review:  

International and national 

peer reviewed literature 

(explained in section 3.1.1) 

Chapter 2 (Section 2.1) 

Objective 2: To determine 

from policy and legislation on 

how freshwater recreational 

angling is regulated in South 

Africa. 

Literature review: South 

African policy and legislation 

(explained in section 3.1.1) 

Chapter 2 (Section 2.2) 

Objective 3: To conduct a 

survey to test the regulatory 

awareness of freshwater 

recreational anglers in South 

Africa. 

 

SAFBAF Member survey 

(explained in section 3.3) 

SAFBAF Management 

Survey (explained in section 

3.4) 

Chapter 4 

 

Objective 4: To make 

recommendations to improve 

the freshwater recreational 

angling regulatory regime in 

South Africa. 

SAFBAF Management 

Survey  

Literature review 

Chapter 4 (Section 4.2) 

Chapter 5 
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CHAPTER 2:  LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter aims to address the first two research objectives described in Chapter 1. It starts by 

exploring reasons for regulating freshwater recreational angling based on international and 

national literature (section 2.1). This is followed by a discussion on the freshwater recreational 

angling regulatory regime in South Africa based on a critical analysis of the relevant policy and 

legislation (section 2.2). Unfortunately, the fact that legislation has been promulgated, does not 

mean that it is necessarily complied with (Loussouarn 1957:235; Paterson et al., 2009). Although 

the reasons for not complying to legislation may be broad ranging, including factors such as 

ignorance, complexity of legislation and lack of enforcement, the aim of this research focuses on 

testing regulatory awareness and what this might mean for regulatory compliance. However, 

before the level of awareness can be tested a clear understanding is required on why and how 

freshwater recreational angling is regulated.  

2.1 Reasons for regulating freshwater recreational angling 

If not regulated by governments, recreational angling is potentially open to anybody in society, 

with possible negative effects on the environment and more specifically potentially over 

exploitation of fish populations. Clark and Lackey (1975:368) found that the effective regulation 

of anglers through command and control based instruments and sound management policies is 

important to ensure the sustainable long term use of resources and to optimize benefits from such 

resources for communities (Arlinghaus et al., 2019:5210). In reviewing the relevant literature, the 

following four main reasons for regulating freshwater recreational angling were identified, namely 

environmental protection, commercial interest, recreational activities and ethical consideration. 

2.1.1 Environmental protection 

The history of regulating recreational angling has its roots in environmental protection policies 

and the need to manage the potential over exploitation of fish stocks, as confirmed by Johnston 

et al. (2013:2). This is why much focus is given to bag limits, size limits, equipment specifications, 

etcetera. in the design of regulatory requirements. However, the detail and level of guidance 

varies between countries and even between freshwater and marine environments. In the South 

African context, Britz (2015:624) describes the legislation regulating freshwater angling as: 

“rudimentary fishing ‘effort control’ regulations” that offers little guidance to the relevant authority. 

Whilst legislation such as National Environmental Management Act, Act 107 of 1998, is consistent 

with the environmental protection obligations contained in the Constitution of the Republic of 

South Africa, Act 108 of 1996, it does little to assist in managing the environmental impacts of 
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recreational angling. Therefore, the effectiveness of the South African regulatory mechanisms to 

ensure environmental protection is questioned. 

Barkhuizen et al., (2017:442) refer to case studies done at the Hartbeespoort and Gariep dams 

where the results of those case studies indicate that angling, including recreational and 

subsistence angling, can have a significant impact on fish populations in the form of overfishing. 

This is also confirmed by international studies, such as Welcomme et al., (2010:2886) who 

determined that overfishing “substantially alters the species composition, abundance and ecology 

of the fish communities”. Overfishing by recreational anglers, may therefor lead to the depletion 

of fish populations with resulting negative environmental impacts.  

A possible response to depletion of fish populations, is the stocking of fish. However, Rahel and 

Taniguchi (2019:274) indicate that stocking is not the only answer. It is also necessary to regulate 

the harvesting of fish to effectively manage fish populations, as recreational angling influences 

fish communities and ecosystems (Arlinghaus et al., 2017:2), as well as food webs of certain fish 

species (Arlinghaus et al., 2019:5210), how the ecosystem functions and the biodiversity thereof 

(Lynch et al., 2016:120). 

2.1.2 Commercial interests 

As already indicated in Chapter 1, the commercial contribution of recreational angling is 

significant, not only internationally but also in South Africa.  Therefore, in addition to the need to 

regulate freshwater recreational angling to protect the environment, it is also necessary to 

regulate it to protect the commercial value and sustainability of recreational angling. The 

commercial interests include the various secondary services along the value chain such as gear-

making and retail industries, bait production, media (printed and television) industries and the 

tourism industry. Many of these industries are reliant on the continued existence of freshwater 

recreational angling (Lynch et al., 2016:117). Van Zyl (2010:26) distinguishes between the 

following two categories as part of the value chain related to freshwater recreational angling, 

namely: i) expenses directly related to angling and ii) non-angling expenses. Direct expenses will 

include gear, tackle, bait and other equipment necessary to physically catch fish on a recreational 

basis. Non-angling expenses include travelling costs, accommodation and food expenditure. Van 

Zyl (2010:43) further calculates that based on the results of his survey, the estimated total 

economical contribution by recreational anglers to the South African economy is in the region of 

R18 billion per year.  

Recreational angling, therefore, should be regulated to ensure its continued sustainability. 

Unfortunately, the commercial contribution of freshwater recreational angling is seemingly not 
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always recognized by policy makers in South Africa, especially when compared to other similar 

outdoor recreational activities such as hunting (Leibold & Van Zyl, 2008:26).  

2.1.3 Recreational activities 

At the 10th General Assembly of the European Anglers Alliance held in Dinant, Belgium on 25 – 

28 March 2004 (EAA-Europe, 2004), the European Anglers Alliance defined recreational angling 

as line fishing using hooking as a method to catch or attempt to catch fish, by using a rod, line 

and hook for non-commercial purposes.  The latter explanation emphasises the importance of 

angling for leisure and recreational purposes. Arlinghaus et al., (2019:5209) found that one in ten 

people in developed countries, angles for recreational purposes.  

In the South African context Britz et al., (2015:100), points out that from an angling perspective 

most inland impoundments are extensively used by recreational anglers who either formally 

belong to an angling club or merely enjoy informal recreational angling. As explained in paragraph 

1.1, the informal freshwater angling sector, exceeds 2,5 million people. Britz et al., (2015:169), 

however, indicate that the relevant environmental management authorities do not seem to 

consider this sector as generating a significant societal benefit that may explain the lack of 

urgency in drafting relevant policies.  

2.1.4 Ethical considerations 

Recreational angling is also regulated due to certain ethical considerations. There are two main 

approaches to regulating freshwater angling from an ethical perspective, namely: the pragmatic 

approach and the suffering-centred approach (Arlinghaus et al., 2009:2448). Where the pragmatic 

approach is followed, the possible factors that can influence the physical welfare of the fish during 

recreational angling is determined and then measures are put in place to avoid or to mitigate such 

impacts. All of this can be done by implementing rules regarding the correct gear, the correct 

procedures, size and bag limits. (Arlinghaus et al., 2009:2451). With the suffering-centred 

approach the focus is on the potential pain and suffering caused by freshwater recreational 

anglers to the fish when being caught. In such instance, for example, recreational angling will only 

be allowed if the intention is to ultimately utilise the fish for personal consumption (Arlinghaus, 

2007:162). Even with this approach, certain rules and regulations must be implemented to 

regulate the freshwater recreational angler’s behaviour. 

From a South African regulatory perspective, the issue of ethical considerations is not explicitly 

addressed, save for the fact that the use of fish as live bait in freshwater is generally prohibited. 

The only exceptions are in KwaZulu-Natal and the areas formerly part of Transkei, Ciskei and 

Bophuthatswana. However, the SAFBAF rules (2019) (Annexure 1), rule 7.4 and 7.5, take ethical 
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considerations into account. The rules stipulate that an angler is not allowed to land or drag a fish 

on the ground. Such a fish will not be weighed. An angler is also not allowed to drag a fish onto 

the bank or to handle a fish with dry hands. These rules imply ethical considerations and 

standards but do not constitute legislation and only applies to members during official events. 

2.2 Regulating freshwater recreational angling in South Africa 

Internationally there are three general approaches to regulate freshwater angling (Rahel & 

Taniguchi 2019:275). These are i) creel limits (or bag limits as it is called in South African 

legislation), ii) size limits for fish and iii) angling gear restrictions. The gear is normally limited to 

the number of hooks and lines, restrictions or prohibition of certain methods such as the use of 

explosives, electricity and toxins. Arlinghaus et al., (2019:5210) highlight a fourth regulatory 

approach that is to introduce harvesting slots or angling seasons. The latter is commonly used to 

manage recreational angling in the marine environment in South Africa. However, the regulation 

of freshwater angling is mainly limited to bag and size limits (Sutinen, 1993:1183). Typically, these 

requirements are regulated through a licencing regime mandated through specific policy and 

legislation.  

However, these regulatory approaches can become very complex and anecdotal evidence 

suggest that many anglers are sometimes not aware and do not understand the legislation 

applicable to them (Cardona & Morales-Nin, 2013:146; Schill & Kline, 1995:721). The 

effectiveness of regulating recreational angling is further affected by weak enforcement by the 

relevant authorities (Paragamian, 1984:228). 

Lewin et al., (2006:326) propose certain management principles to guide the adoption of 

recreational angling regulations: 

1. “Active adaptive management practices”, which entails periodic assessments of the fish 

population, as well as social and ecological goals. 

2. “Integration of human dimensions”, which recognizes that humans form part of the 

ecosystem and proposes that angler involvement in management decisions reduces non-

compliance issues. 

3. “Protection of large fish and genetic diversity” requires that the proportion of older fish in 

the age structure in fish populations (30-40%) be protected to ensure that all fish have the 

opportunity to spawn before being caught, ensuring the sustainability of the population 

and protecting its genetic diversity. 

4. “Ecosystem based management” aims to strike a balance between biodiversity and 

resilience in an ecosystem. 
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In view of the above, attention is now given to the South African legislation regulating freshwater 

recreational angling. 

2.2.1 Overview of South African legislation regulating freshwater recreational angling 

To address the aim and objectives of this research, the following overview only focuses on the 

sections in the South African legislation applicable to freshwater bank angling. As indicated by 

Viljoen (2010:204), South African freshwater angling legislation is very complex and may be 

difficult to understand by the anglers. Following the adoption of the Constitution of South Africa 

(Act 108 of 1996), South Africa’s provincial structure changed from the original four provinces 

(Figure 2.1) to the current nine provinces, namely Limpopo, Mpumalanga, Gauteng, KwaZulu-

Natal, North-West, Northern Cape, Eastern Cape, Western Cape and Free State. (See Figure 

2.2) 

 

Figure 2-1: Provinces and homelands related to angling legislation before 1996 
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Figure 2-2: Provinces of South Africa post 1996 

New provinces were created and the former “homelands” such as Bophuthatswana, Ciskei and 

Transkei were incorporated into the new provincial structures. Despite these changes, not all 

legislation related to freshwater angling were updated and as will be discussed below, some of 

the pre-constitutional era legislation is still valid.  

Set out below is an overview and discussion of the South African freshwater angling legislation. 

The focus is on the various regulatory approaches, namely licences, bag and size limits, 

equipment limitations and seasonal angling that are contained in the various pieces of provincial 

legislation. Adding thereto are the applicable national legislation, with special reference to the 

alien, invasive and protected species. For ease of reference, the provincial legislation applicable 

to freshwater bank angling is summarised in Table 2.1.  
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Table 2-1: Summary of South African Provincial legislation applicable to freshwater angling 

Provincial Legislation 
License requirement (Section 

2.2.1.1) 

Bag limit requirement 

(Section 2.2.1.2) 

Size limit requirement 

(Section 2.2.1.3) 

Angling equipment (Section 

2.2.1.4) 

Closed seasons (Section 

2.2.1.5) 

LIMPOPO 
No, unless with equipment other 

than rod & reel or in National Park 
No No 

Yes, 2 lines and 2 single hooks 

per line 

Yes, but not yet 

promulgated 

Limpopo Environmental Management Act, Act 

7 of 2003 
Section 54(1) – – Section 54(1)(g) 

Section 54(1)(d) & Section 

56 

      

MPUMALANGA Yes, if older than 16 years Yes – see Table 2.2 Yes – see Table 2.2 
Yes, 2 lines and 2 single hooks 

per line 

Yes, but not yet 

promulgated 

Mpumalanga Nature Conservation Act, Act 10 

of 1998 
Section 56(1)  – – Section 54(1)(a) Section 52 

Mpumalanga Nature Conservation 

Regulations, No 2 of 1999 
– 

Mpumalanga Nature 

Conservation Regulations, 

No 2 of 1999 

Mpumalanga Nature 

Conservation Regulations, No 

2 of 1999 

– – 

      

GAUTENG Yes, if older than 16 years Yes – see Table 2.2 Yes – see Table 2.2 
Yes, 2 lines and 2 single hooks 

per line 

Yes, but not yet 

promulgated 

Transvaal Nature Conservation Ordinance, No 

12 of 1983 
Section 74(1) – – Section 72(1)(b) Section 68 

Transvaal Nature Conservation Regulations, 

No 2030 of 1983 
– 

Transvaal Nature 

Conservation Regulations, 

No 2030 of 1983 

Transvaal Nature Conservation 

Regulations, No 2030 of 1983 
– – 

      

KWA-ZULU NATAL Yes – no age restriction / limit Yes – see Table 2.2 Yes – see Table 2.2 
Yes, 2 lines and 3 single hooks 

per line 

Yes, but not yet 

promulgated 
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Nature Conservation Ordinance, No 15 of 1974 

(Natal Ordinance) 
Section 145(1) (Natal Ordinance) – – – 

Section 143 (Natal 

Ordinance) 

Transkei Decree, No 9 of 1992 Section 47(1) (Transkei Decree) – – – – 

Natal Freshwater Fish Regulations, No 141 of 

1974 
– 

Natal Freshwater Fish 

Regulations, No 141 of 1974 

Natal Freshwater Fish 

Regulations, No 141 of 1974 

Natal Freshwater Fish 

Regulations, No 141 of 1974 
– 

      

NORTH WEST Yes – no age restriction / limit Yes – see Table 2.2 Yes – see Table 2.2 
Yes, 2 lines and 2 single hooks 

per line 

Yes, but not yet 

promulgated 

Transvaal Nature Conservation Ordinance, No 

12 of 1983 (Transvaal Ordinance) 

Section 74(1) (Transvaal 

Ordinance) 
– – 

Section 72(1)(b) (Transvaal 

Ordinance) 

Section 68 (Transvaal 

Ordinance) 

Nature and Environmental Conservation 

Ordinance, No 19 of 1974 (Cape Ordinance) 
Section 53 (Cape Ordinance) – – Section 56(e) (Cape Ordinance) 

Section 52 (Cape 

Ordinance) 

Bophuthatswana Nature Conservation Act, Act 

3 of 1973 

Section 11(a)(i) 

(Bophuthatswana Nature 

Conservation Act) 

– – 
Section 11(c) (Bophuthatswana 

Nature Conservation Act) 
– 

Nature Conservation Regulations, No 2030 of 

1983 (North-West Regulations) 
– 

Nature Conservation 

Regulations, 2030 of 1983 

(North-West Regulations) 

Nature Conservation 

Regulations, 2030 of 1983 

(North-West Regulations) 

– – 

      

NORTHERN CAPE Yes – no age restriction / limit Yes – see Table 2.2 Yes – see Table 2.2 
Yes, 2 lines and 2 single hooks 

per line 

Yes, but not yet 

promulgated 

Nature and Environmental Conservation 

Ordinance, No 19 of 1974 (Cape Ordinance) 
Section 53 – – 

Section 56(e)  

 

Section 52 

Nature and Environmental Conservation 

Regulations, No 955 of 1975 
– 

Nature and Environmental 

Conservation Regulations, 

No 955 of 1975 

Nature and Environmental 

Conservation Regulations, No 

955 of 1975 

– – 
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EASTERN CAPE Yes – no age restriction / limit Yes – see Table 2.2 Yes – see Table 2.2 
Yes, 2 lines and 2 single hooks 

per line 

Yes, but not yet 

promulgated 

Nature and Environmental Conservation 

Ordinance, No 19 of 1974 (Cape Ordinance) 
Section 53 (Cape Ordinance) – – Section 56(e) (Cape Ordinance) 

Section 52 (Cape 

Ordinance) 

Transkei Decree, No 9 of 1992 Section 47(1) (Transkei Decree) – – – – 

Nature Conservation Act, 1987 of Republic of 

Ciskei 
Section 56(1) (Ciskei Act) 

Schedule 10 and 11 of Ciskei 

Act 

Schedule 10 and 11 of Ciskei 

Act 
Section 56(1) (Ciskei Act) Section 54(2) (Ciskei Act) 

Nature and Environmental Conservation 

Regulations, No 955 of 1975 
– 

Nature and Environmental 

Conservation Regulations, 

No 955 of 1975 

Nature and Environmental 

Conservation Regulations, No 

955 of 1975 

– – 

      

WESTERN CAPE Yes – no age restriction / limit Yes – see Table 2.2 Yes – see Table 2.2 
Yes, 2 lines and 2 single hooks 

per line 

Yes, but not yet 

promulgated 

Nature and Environmental Conservation 

Ordinance, No 19 of 1974 (Cape Ordinance) 
Section 53  – – Section 56(e) Section 52 

Nature and Environmental Conservation 

Regulations, No 955 of 1975 
– 

Nature and Environmental 

Conservation Regulations, 

No 955 of 1975 

Nature and Environmental 

Conservation Regulations, No 

955 of 1975 

– – 

      

FREE STATE Yes – no age restriction / limit Yes – see Table 2.2 Yes – see Table 2.2 
Yes, 2 lines and 2 single hooks 

per line 

Yes, but not yet 

promulgated 

Nature Conservation Ordinance, No 8 of 1969 

(Free State Ordinance) 
Section 23(1) – – Section 26(2) Section 25 
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Nature Conservation Regulations, No. 184 of 

1983 (Free State Regulations) 
– 

Nature Conservation 

Regulations, No. 184 of 1983 

(Free State Regulations) 

Nature Conservation 

Regulations, No. 184 of 1983 

(Free State Regulations) 

– – 
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2.2.1.1 Licences 

As indicated in Table 2.1, the possession of a licence is a basic requirement for freshwater angling 

in most provinces, with Gauteng and Mpumulanga having the additional requirement for a person 

to be 16 years or older, to be issued with a licence. Thus, a person younger than 16 years, does 

not have to be in the possession of a licence in these provinces. 

However, the requirement in the Limpopo province is different. The Limpopo Environmental 

Management Act, Act 7 of 2003, Chapter 6, deals with the catching of fish. Section 54(1) states: 

“No person may without a permit 

(a) Catch fish in any aquatic system otherwise than by means of angling; 

(l) angle in a Provincial Park, a Site of Ecological Importance or a Protected Natural 

Environment.” 

This means that you do not need a permit to catch fish if you are doing it by means of angling 

(with rod and reel) in Limpopo, unless you are angling in a Provincial Park. If, however, you are 

catching fish by means of a net, you will have to obtain a permit. 

Some of the ordinances containing the licencing requirement date back to 1969 and as indicated 

in Section 1.2, it could therefore be expected of a person angling in a specific location to keep 

abreast of the legal requirements applicable in that location. However, being aware of the 

requirement and complying to the requirement are two different matters (Kerr et al., 2003:11). For 

example, Barkhuizen et al., (2017:447) found that most subsistence anglers are not in possession 

of an angling licence. 

Knowledge of the basic regulatory requirement to possess a licence, would be an indicator of 

regulatory awareness of an angler. If an angler is unaware of the obligation to possess a licence, 

it may be an indicator that his/her overall regulatory awareness may be low. In a study done in 

North Carolina, it was found that anglers belonging to an angling club, were more knowledgeable 

of the requirement to possess a licence, and more willing to pay for such a licence (Whitehead et 

al., 2001:188). Therefore, targeting the members of the SAFBAF is aimed at reaching more 

knowledgeable participants.  

Although the mere possession of a licence does not have a direct effect on the protection of the 

environment, it may assist the relevant authorities by providing information such as the number 

of anglers in a province that in turn would assist with managing the environment and resource in 

that province (Barkhuizen et al., 2017:448). Moreover, only if the requirement of an angling licence 
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is properly registered and enforced, will environmental regulating agencies be able to determine 

the number of freshwater anglers that may have an impact on the environment. With this 

information, authorities may be able to improve freshwater recreational angling regulatory 

requirements in order to enhance environmental protection. 

2.2.1.2 Bag limits  

Recreational angling is freely accessible and therefore exceedingly difficult to actively manage or 

control the number of fish actually caught and kept (Attwood & Bennett, 1995:241). For that 

reason, it is important to implement measures or rules to mitigate the impact of recreational 

angling on fish populations through bag limits.  As described in the Transkei Decree No. 9 of 1992 

a bag limit is defined as: 

“in respect of any fish in any waters, means the greatest number or mass of such fish, as may be 

prescribed, that shall be possessed at any particular time.” 

Thus, a bag limit refers to the maximum number of fish an angler is allowed to catch and keep 

per day, but is not necessarily applicable to all species and also differs depending on the province 

or the exact geographical catchment area.  

Although South African legislation contains bag limits determining the allowable bag limits per 

day (see Table 2.1 and 2.2), as a measure to protect the environment, these limitations may be 

outdated. Furthermore, Abbott (2015:1) indicates that size and bag limits very often fail to protect 

fish populations. In order to effectively use bag limits as an environmental protection measure, it 

would be necessary to determine the actual populations of fish in a catchment area and link this 

to bag limits to ensure that the bag limit will actually assist in the protection of fish populations. As 

indicated by Ellender and Weyl (2014:124 &128), however, there is a distinct lack of data relating 

to the distribution range of fish species in South Africa. Furthermore, many fishery managers, 

however, do not consider bag limits to be an effective tool for the management of fish populations 

and indicate that bag limits are often implemented without any scientific basis (Radomski et al., 

2001:7). It is proposed that angler fish preferences, values and behaviour should also be taken 

into consideration when formulating regulations around bag limits (Radomski et al., 2001:15). 

Prescribing catch-and-release as a method to regulate the impact of angling on fish populations 

is increasingly being considered internationally by regulators (Bartholomew & Bohnsack, 

2005:130). The effectiveness thereof is, however, highly dependent on various factors that 

include handling time and air exposure of the fish caught. Smit et al., (2009:258) indicated that 

the blood lactate levels of caught (rod and reel) fish are significantly higher than free swimming 
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fish and that it is possible that the physiological stress on a fish that is caught and released, have 

a negative influence on its ultimate survival. 

The applicable bag limits as contained in the legislation of South Africa, is summarised in Table 

2.2. It is important to note that the summary only includes the fish species applicable to freshwater 

recreational bank angling. There are other species to which bag limits apply, but for the purpose 

of this research, the focus was on the species that are commonly pursued and caught by 

freshwater recreational bank anglers. From Table 2.2 it is clear that each province has its own 

description of applicable fish species, as well as its own requirement regarding bag limits. Some 

provinces refer to the yellowfish species (large cyprinids of the genus Labeobarbus) in general, 

while other provinces differentiate between the different yellowfish species. Limpopo province 

however, does not make provision for bag limits at all, meaning that a person can catch any 

number and any size of fish of any species at any given time (see Table 2.1 and 2.2).
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Table 2-2: Summary of bag and size limits applicable to selected bank angling species 

 Limpopo Mpumalanga Gauteng KwaZulu-

Natal 

North West Northern Cape Eastern Cape Western Cape Free State 

Fish species as referred to in 

legislation 

Bag Size Bag Size Bag Size Bag Size Bag Size Bag Size Bag Size Bag Size Bag Size 

Yellowfish (All Barbus* 

species) 

_ _ 6 300mm 10 300mm _ _ _ _ _ _ 10 

(Old 

Ciskei) 

300mm 

(Old 

Ciskei) 

_ _ _ _ 

Largemouth yellowfish 

(Labeobarbus kimberleyensis) 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 0 – 

catch & 

release 

NA None 300mm None 300mm None 300mm 10 450mm 

Smallmouth yellowfish 

(Labeobarbus aeneus) 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 2 300mm _ _ _ _ _ _ 10 450mm 

Large scale yellowfish 

(Labeobarbus marequensis) 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 4 300mm _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Small scale yellowfish 

(Labeobarbus polylepis) 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 2 300mm _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Yellowfish (Barbus capensis**) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ None 400mm None 400mm None 400mm _ _ 

Scalies (Labeobarbus 

natalensis) 

_ _ _ _ _ _ 10 None _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Kurper (Oreochromis 

mossambicus (****), 

Serranochromis meridianus 

(*****), Tilapia rendalii (***)) 

blue kurper, largemouth kurper 

and red breasted kurper 

_ _ 20 150mm 20 150mm _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Mozambique tilapia 

(Oreochromis mossambicus) 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 20 150mm _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

American / Black Bass 

(Micropterus species) 

_ _ _ _ 6 200mm _ _ _ _ 10 250mm 10 250mm 10 250mm _ _ 
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Footnotes: (*) & (**) Yellowfish were renamed from Barbus (*) to Labeobarbus; (**) now Labeobarbus capensis, (***) Tilapia rendalli were renamed to Coptodon rendalli, (****) Also known as Mozambique 

tilapia, (*****) Also known as Lowveld largemouth 
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2.2.1.3 Size limits 

The size limit restrictions in regulations refer to the minimum allowable size of a fish, measured 

from head to tailfin. If a fish is shorter than the allowable limit, it must be released immediately. 

The reasons behind this restriction are to restrict fish mortality rates, increase the average size of 

fish and improve recreational angler’s experience (Allen & Pine III, 2000:672). This also allows 

the fish to reach fertility age and be given the opportunity to reproduce. It is also a convenient 

management method, as it is easy to measure and implement (Gwinn et al., 2015:261). If the 

restriction is not applied and all the younger fish are caught, the population may decline as the 

fertile fish will disappear from the population. Similar to bag limits, size limits apply only to specific 

fish species and therefore only the legislation applicable to species regularly targeted and caught 

by bank anglers are included in the present study (see Table 2.2). 

In respect of size restrictions, Birkeland and Dayton (2005:357), propose that larger specimens 

must rather be protected to ensure reproductive success for following generations. Removing the 

apex predators may have ecological side effects and that the removal of larger specimens in the 

long run causes a decrease in the average body size of the whole population. 

The legislation and regulations applicable to size limits in South Africa, is summarised in Table 

2.2., which shows that each province has its own description of fish species, as well as its own 

requirements regarding size limits. Again the reader’s attention is drawn to the difference in size 

limits by the various provinces, as well as the different naming of the same species. 

2.2.1.4 Angling equipment specifications 

The regulations that prescribe which fishing gear or methods are allowed, are set out in Table 2.1 

and as a general rule, stipulates two lines with two single hooks per line per angler. The exception 

to this is the KwaZulu-Natal regulations, which also allows two lines per angler, however, it allows 

three single hooks per line.  

As per the various pieces of legislation, certain methods of catching fish are, as a general rule, 

either prohibited or require a special permit. These methods include using a net, a set line, a trap, 

spearing, explosives and electroshocking. The strict regulating of these methods are most 

probably based on ethical reasons, but also on the basis of protecting the fish population and 

broader ecosystem as they may be more effective ways of catching fish. Arlinghaus et al., 

(2017:361) further indicate that certain angling methods and equipment may have a negative 

impact on the targeted fish species. This impact is called the “timidity syndrome” and is defined 

as “the emergence of fish populations that are consistently more timid when exploited compared 

to unexploited populations of the same species.” 
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2.2.1.5 Seasonal angling 

It is clear from Table 2.1, that legislation applicable to each and every province makes provision 

for a closed season during which angling is prohibited, either in total or per species. However, the 

North West Province is an exception with the latest regulations not making provision for a closed 

season. Older legislation such as the Transvaal Nature Conservation Ordinance, No. 12 of 1983, 

Bophuthatswana Nature Conservation Act, No. 3 of 1973 and Nature and Environmental 

Conservation Ordinance, No. 19 of 1974 (Cape Ordinance), seems to be more prone to this 

requirement and do make provision for angling seasons. 

Although each province makes provision for such open / closed angling seasons as a protective 

measure, no such angling seasons have yet been promulgated. This means for time being that 

anglers can fish at any time of the year for any species with no restriction, except for the bag and 

size limit restrictions already discussed. 

2.2.1.6 Alien and invasive species 

An alien species refers not only to alien species that did not naturally occur within the Republic of 

South Africa, but also to indigenous fish species that occur in a certain catchment area where it 

did not originate from (Section 1 of National Environmental Management: Biodiversity Act, 10 of 

2004). If no control over an alien species is implemented it may result in the species having a 

negative impact on the ecosystem (Weyl et al., 2015:1), which may result in such species also 

being classified as an invasive species. For that reason, regulations are implemented to control 

alien and invasive species by regulating the catching and releasing of such species and in some 

instances permit requirements, as discussed in section 2.2.2. Similar measures have been 

introduced in the USA and Japan where regulations require an angler to harvest certain species 

of fish in certain catchment areas, due to the fact that they are non-native and threaten indigenous 

fishes of those catchment areas (Rahel & Taniguchi, 2019:277). 

2.2.1.7 Threatened or protected species 

The threatened or protected species (TOPS) regulations define certain species as endangered, 

vulnerable, threatened and / or protected species. Such a species needs protection to prevent 

extinction. These regulations are of importance to bank anglers mostly in respect of certain 

yellowfish species that are often caught by bank anglers and that may require a permit (Section 

57(1) of National Environmental Management: Biodiversity Act, Act 10 of 2004) as explained 

further in section 2.2.2 below. 
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2.2.2 National Legislation 

In addition to all the provincial legislation discussed above, it is also important to note that 

freshwater angling is further also impacted by the National Environmental Management: 

Biodiversity Act, Act 10 of 2004. Under this act, two lists are promulgated that have an influence 

on freshwater angling namely the Alien and Invasive Species List, No. 864 of 2016, and the Lists 

of Critically Endangered, Endangered, Vulnerable and Protected Species, No. 151 of 2007. Both 

these lists contain species that must be taken into consideration when angling as there are 

specific restrictive activities listed regarding these species. 

In respect of List 7: National List of Invasive Freshwater Fish Species of the Alien and Invasive 

Species List No. 864 of 2016, (the common carp (Cyprinus carpio) (no. 3 on the list)) catch and 

release in any catchment where the common carp occurs is allowed, except in National Parks, 

Provincial Reserves, Mountain Catchment Areas and Forestry Reserves declared in terms of the 

National Environmental Management: Protected Areas Act, Act 57 of 2003. This means that an 

angler angling in a Provincial Reserve such as is common around most impoundments, for 

example Bloemhof Dam in the Orange-Vaal River system (Figure 2.2), is not allowed to catch and 

release a common carp. 

One of the freshwater bank angling fish species listed in the Threatened or Protected Species 

List, No. 151 of 2007, is the Largemouth yellowfish (Labeobarbus kimberleyensis) that is classified 

as a vulnerable species. This means that an angler must obtain a specific permit from the relevant 

authority to be able to catch Largemouth yellowfish. It also means that an angler inadvertently 

catching a Largemouth yellowfish is strictly speaking contravening the law. The latter is 

problematic because anglers have no idea of knowing exactly which fish species they might catch. 

A point also highlighted by Viljoen (2010:157). 

2.2.3 South African freshwater bank angling rules: SAFBAF  

As explained earlier, the focus of the present research is on organised freshwater recreational 

bank angling. The South African Freshwater Bank Angling Federation (SAFBAF) is the 

representative body that organizes this form of angling. The SAFBAF issued their own rules 

regarding freshwater bank angling (SAFBAF Rules, 2019). The rules are attached hereto as 

Annexure 1. Although the rules do not refer to bag and size limits specifically, the following rules 

apply: 

“Rule 8.1 – Permissable (sic) Fish 
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All freshwater fish species caught may be weighed-in provided that such fish comply with the legal 

limitations (ordinance) of the host. NB: Yellow fish (sic) is excluded here and is subject to the 

current applicable AD-HOC rule.” 

“Rule 8.4 – Fish controlled by ordinance 

Fish may be caught and placed into a keep net if it complies with the ordinance wrt (sic) length 

and quantity. NB: Yellow fish (sic) is excluded here and is subject to the current applicable 

AD_HOC rule.” 

“Rule 12.6 – Ordinance 

If any of these rules are in conflict with ruling ordinance or regulations of a local government, then 

the juridical (sic) regulation will be applicable.” 

“Rule 12.7 – Know your rules 

All registered (affiliated) members must know and study the content of these rules as described 

by SAFBAF. Any violation or deviation of these rules on account of ignorance will not be accepted 

as an apology.” 

It is clear from the above that SAFBAF prescribes compliance to the relevant provincial and 

national legislation regarding freshwater angling, especially any limitations on bag and size limits. 

Although it is a requirement to know and comply with the rules of the host province, the need to 

possess a licence is surprisingly not mentioned at all. 

Most recently, in July 2019 SAFBAF issued an Ad Hoc rule pertaining to yellowfish (Annexure 2). 

In terms hereof anglers are not allowed to catch or keep any Largemouth yellowfish. In respect 

of Smallmouth yellowfish, an angler is only allowed to catch and keep a maximum of 10 fish with 

a size limit of 300mm, measured from nose to caudal fin (total length). This size and bag limits 

are applied irrespective of the hosting province’s regulations that might be in conflict with some 

of the provincial regulations mentioned above. It is not clear if the Provincial requirements will 

override the SAFBAF rules if stricter. 
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CHAPTER 3:  METHODOLOGY 

This Chapter presents the methodology followed to achieve the research aim introduced in 

Chapter 1. The first section explains the justification for the method (section 3.1) followed by an 

explanation of the questionnaire survey design (section 3.2). In order to validate the survey results 

the next section reports on the realised survey sample and profile (section 3.3 and section 3.4). 

The chapter concludes by highlighting methodological limitations (section 3.5).  

3.1 Method justification 

The aim of this research is to test the environmental regulatory awareness of freshwater 

recreational anglers in South Africa. Since no such research have previously been conducted in 

South Africa no methodological blue print exists and the method therefore had to be designed 

from scratch. However, testing environmental awareness has been conducted in relation to other 

environmental management fields such as waste management, water management and 

sustainable infrastructure design (see research done by Zengerink, 2018 and Tolsma, 2018). 

Subsequently, this research could borrow and learn from other related fields. Moreover, what 

made this research less complicated, from a methodological perspective, is that it tested direct 

knowledge of specific provisions in policy and legislation and not as in other studies, ‘softer’ levels 

of awareness that are less measurable against for example best practice requirements or 

community preferences. In the present research the participants’ knowledge of regulatory 

requirements is considered a direct reflection of their level of awareness, as also explained in 

section 1.2. 

In terms of methodological design two main challenges had to be addressed namely: i) what to 

measure awareness against and ii) how to test awareness. This meant that for this research a 

literature review of the relevant policy and legislation had to be conducted followed by a survey 

questionnaire to be administered to a purposefully designed population, as explained in the 

following sections.   

3.1.1 Literature review 

As already explained in Chapter 2, the legislation regulating freshwater recreational angling is 

complicated and fragmented (Viljoen, 2010:132). This research focussed on the specific sections 

in the legislation that directly relate to freshwater recreational bank anglers (angling from the shore 

of the impoundment and not by boat) to develop the criteria used to test regulatory awareness, 

with a specific focus on the species typically targeted by freshwater recreational bank anglers. 
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Legislation regulating freshwater recreational angling is promulgated in terms of what can broadly 

be categorised as environmental legislation. This means that the purpose of such legislation 

would be to protect the environment and or manage environmental impacts caused by humans, 

in this instance freshwater recreational angling. It is assumed that all aspects contained in such 

legislation that deals with issues such as licences, permits, bag limits and size limits serve some 

form of environmental management or protection purpose.  

3.1.2 Survey questionnaire 

The experimental research part of the study consisted of the development of an appropriate 

questionnaire, as it is widely accepted as a method to collect data (Rowley, 2014:308). The survey 

design and methodology employed in the administration of the questionnaire is discussed below 

and is based on the findings from the literature study and discussions with industry experts. 

It was decided to use convenience sampling as a method of collecting data, due to factors such 

as i) time, cost and resource constraints ii) the potentially very large number of freshwater bank 

anglers as well as iii) the large geographical area covered by freshwater bank angling activities. 

Convenience sampling can be defined as: “a type of nonprobability or non-random sampling 

where members of the target population that meet certain practical criteria, such as easy 

accessibility, geographical proximity, availability at a given time, or the willingness to participate 

are included for the purpose of the study” (Etikan et al., 2016: 2). Subsequently, the questionnaire 

was aimed at affiliated freshwater bank anglers. 

It is important to design a questionnaire that explicitly addresses all the relevant research aims 

and objectives (Rowley, 2014:308). It is therefore important to use best practices when drafting a 

questionnaire, to ensure minimising errors in collecting the data up front (Krosnick & Presser, 

2018:263). In line with best practice the research aim and objectives were therefore used to 

structure and guide the data requirements (Acharya, 2010:2). This was followed by identifying the 

survey population and finally, the most efficient and effective way of collecting the data (Rattray 

& Jones, 2007:235). 

The structure of the questionnaire and the manner in which the data was collected are described 

below together with the process and interpretation of the data. The actual data analyses and 

findings are discussed in detail in Chapter 4. Based on the criteria identified in section 3.2, a 

questionnaire was drafted to incorporate the criteria and care was taken to ensure that the 

questions were framed in a manner that is unambiguous and easy to understand. 
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3.2 Questionnaire survey design 

The questionnaire (Annexure 3) was distributed as an online questionnaire to the SAFBAF 

members via the national SAFBAF management committee (members elected to the office). All 

the registered SAFBAF anglers, over the age of 18, were targeted to obtain sufficient data for the 

analysis. The questionnaires were drafted only in English to ensure consistency in the questions 

as well as the fact that much of the applicable legislation is written in English. 

The questionnaire starts by requesting information about age, where the participant lives and 

prefer to angle. The questionnaires were dealt with anonymously to encourage participation and 

no questions that were enable you to identify a person, were included. In order to increase the 

willingness to participate the questionnaire design consists mostly of multiple choice questions 

(Brace, 2018:3). In compiling the questionnaire (Annexure 3), the regulatory requirements as 

discussed in Chapter 2, were also considered with specific consideration given to its applicability 

to freshwater recreational bank angling. These requirements include: 

 Licence: The need and necessity regarding the requirement of an angling licence, is 

discussed in 2.2.1.1. Obtaining an angling licence is the first formal requirement that an 

angler needs to comply with, therefore the inclusion thereof in the questionnaire. 

 Bag Limit: The South African regulatory requirements regarding bag limits are 

summarised in Table 2.2 and were discussed in section 2.2.1.2. From Table 2.2, it is 

evident that the requirements regarding bag limits differ provincially. In addition to the 

South African regulations, the SAFBAF rules (2019) only make provision for a specific bag 

limit for Smallmouth yellowfish, which is applicable irrespective of the geographic location. 

It is therefore important to test the anglers’ awareness on bag limits applicable to other 

targeted species, as well as their knowledge of the influence of the geographic area where 

the fish are caught. Furthermore, only bag limits that relate to fish generally caught by 

freshwater bank anglers are taken into consideration. Species such as tigerfish, 

Hydrocynus vittatus, is for instance not considered for this research due to the fact that it 

is not targeted or readily caught using bank angling techniques. 

 Size Limit: Size limits regarding the South African regulations are discussed in section 

2.2.1.3 above. In Table 2.2 it is clear that there are differences in the various provinces 

regarding the allowable fish size before it can be caught and kept. The current SAFBAF 

Rules (2019) determine that all fish caught in a competition be weighed and the angler 

then receives points based on fish caught, irrespective of size. SAFBAF Rules (2019) also 

only apply size limits to Smallmouth yellowfish and this limitation is applied irrespective of 

the geographic area where the fish are caught. It is therefore necessary to test the anglers’ 

awareness of the legislative requirements over and above the rules imposed by SAFBAF. 
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 Angling equipment: There are specific requirements that anglers must comply with 

regarding angling equipment. As indicated in section 2.2.1.4, only two lines with two hooks 

each per angler are allowed to be used, although KwaZulu-Natal allows three hooks. 

Although the legislation only makes reference to lines, rule 5.1 of the SAFBAF rules refers 

to fishing rods and in order to avoid confusion, the question also refers to rods. Angling 

methods such as nets, explosives and toxins, for instance, are not allowed or requires a 

permit.  

 Alien and Invasive Species: The National Legislation regulating freshwater recreational 

angling is discussed in section 2.2.1.6. These regulations impact freshwater recreational 

bank anglers due to the fact that certain species such as the common carp, which is an 

invasive species (Notice 3 of National Environmental Management: Biodiversity Act, 10 of 

2004 Alien and Invasive Species Lists, 2016), is one of the main target species of bank 

angling. It is therefore necessary to test the awareness of bank anglers in respect of alien 

and invasive species and the restrictions imposed. 

 Threatened or Protected Species: It is important that freshwater recreational bank anglers 

know the list of freshwater threatened or protected species to ascertain whether they are 

aware of the permit requirement and alternatively, if any of the listed species are caught, 

it is released immediately with no injury. The SAFBAF rules (2019) in this respect only 

refers to Largemouth yellowfish, which may not be kept for weighing in during a 

competition and must be released immediately. 

3.3 SAFBAF members: Survey sample and analysis 

Of the more than 2.5 million recreational anglers in South Africa, only about 7500 belong to or is 

affiliated with some form of angling organisation or association (Britz et al., 2015:100). Organised 

freshwater recreational angling has many facets, with the best represented being so called 

freshwater bank angling. Barkhuizen et al., (2017:443) describe bank angling as “angling with 

rod-and-reel and baited hooks”, mostly from the shoreline of the impoundment. This facet falls 

under the auspices of the SAFBAF with some 5800 members. 

The scope of the research will focus on organised freshwater recreational bank angling mainly 

due to the fact that: a) anglers participating in formal organised angling activities are considered 

to be more knowledgeable and therefore at the higher end of the awareness spectrum; and (b) 

data collecting through organised structures is generally easier to manage. SAFBAF participants 

from all over South Africa (see Figure 3.1), 18 years and older (as indicated in Table 3.1), were 

targeted for the online survey. It was also important to determine the areas where the anglers 

normally fish (see Figure 3.2) to test awareness across provinces. 
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3.3.1 Age 

Anglers participating in the online questionnaire had to be 18 years and older. Of the 100 

responses received, the age distribution was as follows: 

Age range 18 - 20 21 - 30 31 - 40 41 - 50 51 - 60 61 - 70 70 + 

Number of 

Participants 

2 8 20 31 28 9 2 

Table 3-1: Age of participants 

Nearly 80% of the participants are between the ages of 31 and 60. The majority of participants 

being over 30 years of age, holds well for the research and implies possibly a longer term 

participation in the sport of angling and therefore a higher expectation around individual 

awareness. 

3.3.2 Residence and angling provinces 

Of the nine provinces of South Africa, the respondents are resident in seven (see Figure 3.1). No 

responses were received from anglers residing in Limpopo and the Eastern Cape. However, given 

that seven of the nine provinces were represented by respondents, it is reasonable to conclude 

that a broad range of provincial perspectives are covered by the sample. 

 

Limpopo (0) Mpumalanga (14) Gauteng (36) KwaZulu Natal (1) North West (13)

Northern Cape (7) Eastern Cape (0) Free State (19) Western Cape (10)
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Figure 3-1: Residence provinces of respondents 

Although the anglers that responded are not residing in all the provinces, they do angle in all nine 

provinces. This indicates that anglers travel to different provincial destinations to participate in the 

sport. Figure 3.2 represents the provinces in which the anglers angle most of the time, with the 

highest percentages being the Free State (66,7%), Gauteng (60,6%) and North West (54,5%). 

The two most popular destinations for freshwater recreational bank angling, are Bloemhof Dam 

and the Vaal Dam (Figure 2.2), which are, not surprisingly, situated in the three provinces with 

the highest percentages. 

 

Figure 3-2: Angling frequency across provinces 

3.3.3 Analysis of SAFBAF survey 

The questionnaire was drafted using Google Forms and was sent to the SAFBAF management 

committee for further distribution with the request to circulate it to the various provincial structures. 

Respondents were required to fill in their responses in electronic format on the Google Forms 

Platform. The responses were automatically captured on the Google Forms platform and were 

then captured in excel sheets. Using the excel spreadsheets, the percentage responses in terms 

of the questionnaire design were calculated and converted to charts and tables to determine and 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

Limpopo (21,2%)

Mpumalanga (46,5%)

Gauteng (60,6%)

KwaZulu Natal (8,1%)

North West (54,5%)

Northern Cape (12,1%)

Eastern Cape (5,1%)

Free State (66,7%)

Western Cape (13,1%)
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present the results. From the charts and tables drawn up, the awareness of the respondents could 

be ascertained and evaluated. 

3.4 SAFBAF management: Survey sample and analysis 

In addition to testing the regulatory awareness of the freshwater recreational anglers, a more 

open ended questionnaire was also sent to SAFBAF management (National), as well as provincial 

management as representatives of organised freshwater bank angling (Rowley, 2012:260) to 

obtain their view on the existing regulatory framework and how it might be improved. Questions 

and responses are discussed in section 4.2.1 to section 4.2.7 – Annexure 4. A consolidated 

response was received from the SAFBAF national management committee, which consists of 

elected members. From the provincial side, a consensus view was received from the North West 

Province (North West falls under the top three angling provinces – Figure 3.2). More insight was 

also gained on specific aspects and justification of their own rules relating to for example 

yellowfish. The responses were analysed by discussing the questions and the responses received 

in section 4.2.1 to section 4.2.7. 

3.5 Limitations to the methodology  

The following limitations to the research are highlighted: 

 During the development of the research proposal, it was initially envisaged that the online 

SAFBAF member questionnaire be supplemented with interviews at official bank angling 

competitions. However, due to the national state of disaster caused by the Covid 19 

pandemic and the resultant nationwide lockdown at the time of the research, interviews 

could not be conducted and the questionnaire was therefore distributed as an online 

questionnaire only.  

 As per an e-mail, dated 18 May 2020, received from Mr Andries Maree, secretary of 

SAFBAF, the membership numbers ending 2018/2019, were a total of 4 278. It was 

requested that the online survey be sent to all members, however, the author had no 

control over who actually received the survey and had to rely on SAFBAF to administer 

the sending and receipt of questionnaires. Due to the Protection of Personal Information 

Act, Act 4 of 2013, the secretary of SAFBAF could not provide the researcher with the 

personal contact details of the members. The total number of people that actually received 

the survey to complete, is therefore unknown. However, a total of 100 responses were 

received from the SAFBAF 4 278 members which is a valid and meaningful sample. 
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CHAPTER 4:  RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

This chapter presents the results from the data analysis. The membership survey results are 

presented first (section 4.1) followed by the results from the open ended questions to SAFBAF 

national and provincial management (section 4.2).  The discussion is structured around 

awareness of the different regulatory mechanisms to also align with the literature review 

discussion in Chapter 2.   

4.1 Survey Results 

This section deals with the SAFBAF membership survey results. 

4.1.1 Angling licences and legislation 

In section 2.2.1.1 the requirement for a freshwater angling licence is highlighted as a basic 

regulatory measure in most of the provinces. Of the 100 responses received, 98 responded to 

this question. Eighty-Two (82) anglers responded correctly by confirming that an angling licence 

is required. The balance (16) indicated that it is not a requirement, or ignored (two (2)) the 

question. The fact that there are any respondents unaware of the need for a licence is concerning 

since it is such a basic requirement. This seems to confirm the view of Whitehead et al., 

(2001:188) that anglers belonging to a club are more knowledgeable about the requirement to 

possess a licence.  

To further test anglers’ awareness of the specific legislative requirements in different geographical 

locations a scenario was presented of angling along the Vaal Dam. This dam (Vaal Dam) is 

located across three different provinces and therefore presents an ideal example (see Figure 1-

1). Figure 4.1 indicates that 50% of the respondents, are aware that you need to follow national 

legislation, as well as the provincial legislation applicable to the shore from where you cast your 

line. This indicates that even amongst anglers that are aware of the basic requirement to possess 

a licence, there is significance uncertainty and a lack of understanding of the complexities that 

exist between national and provincial regulatory requirements. This is not a good state of affairs 

from a regulatory effectiveness perspective with less than half the respondents having a correct 

understanding of the licencing regime.  
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Figure 4-1: Awareness of applicable licencing legislation 

4.1.2 Bag Limits 

Bag limits refer to the maximum number of fish an angler is allowed to take home per day, as 

discussed in section 2.2.1.2.  As previously explained all the respondents that participated in this 

survey, are members of SAFBAF. Their focus is on freshwater bank angling and related 

competitions. During a freshwater bank angling competition, the fish are normally released after 

weighing. However, as they are still part of the freshwater recreational angling community, the 

anglers should know what a bag limit is, as well as the bag limit per province, of the various 

targeted fish species. 

According to the survey responses received, only 22% of the respondents actually knows what 

bag limits mean (see Figure 4.2). Seventy-four percent (74%) indicated that it refers to the 

maximum number of fish that you can catch per day.  

In the context of freshwater bank angling, bag limits are most probably not a significant or 

controversial issue. This is because i) the majority of freshwater angling species are not 

considered edible (and therefore there is limited interest in keeping fish) and ii) organised angling 

competitions rely exclusively on catch and release as confirmed by the SAFBAF competition 

No Response (1%)

None, for a dam you follow national legislation (4%)

All the provinces that the dam falls into (9%)

Only the province from where you cast your line (36%)

National legislation and the legislation of the province from where you cast your line (50%)
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rules. Thus, although the respondents are not knowledgeable on the actual meaning of bag limits, 

at least they are aware of the fact that it refers to a maximum number of fish to be caught. 

 

Figure 4-2: Awareness of the meaning of ‘Bag Limits’ 

4.1.2.1 Bag Limits per province 

Table 2.2 summarises the required bag limits per species per province. Firstly, it is clear that the 

description of fish species for the same species are not consistent across all the provinces. Some 

provinces refer to yellowfish in general, while other provinces specify the different yellowfish 

species and set a bag limit for each. This being said, the bag limits vary between the different 

provinces and there is no consistency that complicates the regulatory requirements. The 

responses received are shown in Table 4.1.

Minimum number of fish I can catch per day (1%)

Minimum number of fish I can catch and take home per day (3%)

Maximum number of fish I can catch per day (74%)

Maximum number of fish I can catch and take home per day (22%)
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Table 4-1: Summary of responses on bag limits per province 

 Limpopo Mpumalanga Gauteng KwaZulu Natal North West Northern Cape Eastern Cape Western Cape Free State 
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Yellowfish (All 
Barbus* 
species) 

N
o
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it
 

6 80 14 6 13 72 15 10 61 12 27 - - - - - - - - - - - - 10 - - - - - - - - - - - 

Largemouth 
yellowfish 
(Labeobarbus 
kimberleyensis) 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

0 
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h
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e
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e 48 18 34 

N
o
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m

it
 

19 29 52 

N
o

 li
m

it
 

19 29 52 

N
o

 li
m

it
 

19 29 52 10 78 19 3 

Smallmouth 
yellowfish 
(Labeobarbus 
auneus) 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2 6 69 25 - - - - - - - - - - - - 10 78 19 3 

Large scale 
yellowfish 
(Labeobarbus 
marequensis) 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 4 2 60 38 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Small scale 
yellowfish 
(Labeobarbus 
polylepis) 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2 6 57 37 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Yellowfish 
(Barbus 
capensis**) 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

N
o

 li
m

it
 

12 58 30 

N
o

 li
m

it
 

12 58 30 

N
o

 li
m

it
 

12 58 30 - - - - 

Scalies 
(Labeobarbus 
natalensis) 

- - - - - - - - - - - - 10 43 27 30 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Kurper 
(Oreochromis 
mossambicus**

- - - - 20 29 44 27 20 28 47 25 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
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**, 
Serranochromis 
meridianus****
*, Tilapia 
rendalii***, 
[blue kurper], 
largemouth 
kurper, red-
breasted 
kurper) 

Mozambique 
tilapia 
(Oreochromis 
mossambicus) 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 20 23 40 37 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

American / 
Black Bass 
(Micropterus 
species) 

- - - - - - - - 6 11 54 35 - - - - - - - - 10 4 55 41 10 4 55 41 10 4 55 41 - - - - 

 

Footnotes: (*) & (**) Yellowfish were renamed from Barbus (*) to Labeobarbus; (**) now Labeobarbus capensis, (***) Tilapia rendalli were renamed to Coptodon rendalli, (****) Also known as Mozambique tilapia, (*****) 

Also known as Lowveld largemouth 

Note: All correct answers over 50% marked green 
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From Table 4.1, it is evident that around 50% of the respondents are aware of the bag limits 

applicable in Gauteng and the Free State. That is in respect of yellowfish (all Labeobarbus 

species) for Gauteng (61%), as well as Smallmouth and Largemouth yellowfish for the Free State 

(78%). On all the other provincial bag limits for the different species, the percentage of 

respondents aware of the applicable bag limit, is less than 50%. 

The bag limit for yellowfish in the Gauteng and the Free State provinces is ten fish. This is also 

the maximum amount of yellowfish that an angler is allowed to weigh at the end of a competition, 

as prescribed in the SAFBAF rules. However, the SAFBAF rules only make provision for 

Smallmouth yellowfish. According to the SAFBAF rules you are not allowed to weigh a 

Largemouth yellowfish (except with a valid permit), while Smallmouth yellowfish can be weighed 

up to a total of ten fish. SAFBAF rules do not prohibit the catching of Largemouth yellowfish as 

prescribed by the the TOPS Regulations, just the weighing of the fish. This is to discourage 

catching them but on this point it is, however, difficult to understand how the catching of 

Largemouth yellowfish could be prohibited even if SAFBAF wanted to, because it is impossible to 

purposefully avoid catching them. Interestingly, 78% of the respondents correctly indicated the 

bag limit of Largemouth yellowfish in the Free State. The question remains if the respondents 

answered correctly due to their regulatory awareness, or due to their awareness of the similar 

SAFBAF rules? 

A total of 23 different bag limit related questions were asked, but only three of those questions 

were answered correctly by more than 50% of the respondents. On the other 20 bag limit 

questions, the percentage correctly answered, was less than 50%. It therefore seems that the 

respondents have limited regulatory awareness of the applicable bag limits for the freshwater 

angling species in the different provinces. The results indicate that the respondents have 

awareness of one “species” (yellowfish) in respect of Gauteng and the Free State, however, their 

awareness of the bag limits applicable in other provinces such as North West is poor. For 

example, only 48% of the respondents correctly indicated that the province requires catch and 

release for Largemouth yellowfish.  Clearly the pervasive practice of catch and release promoted 

by SAFBAF makes the low levels of awareness around bag limits less concerning, as it results in 

a limited impact on the environment. Nevertheless, bag limits represent an important regulatory 

requirement that relies on high levels of awareness if it is going to be effective to protect fish 

populations, even in the recreational freshwater bank angling context.  

4.1.3 Size Limit 

Size limit refers to the minimum allowable size of a fish in order for it to be taken home as 

discussed in section 2.2.1.3. The survey shows that 87% of the respondents know what a size 
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limit is, while 7% refers incorrectly to size limit as the ‘maximum’ size a fish needs to be before 

you can take the fish home. 6% did not respond to the question. It is, therefore, safe to conclude 

that the respondents have a high level of awareness regarding size limits. Once the basic 

awareness regarding size limits has been tested, it is necessary to test the awareness of the 

actual applicable size limit in relation to the various species per province. 

4.1.3.1 Size limit per province 

The prescribed size limit per species per province is summarised in Table 2.2. Similar to bag 

limits, provinces do not list species in the same way and the size limits applicable to species also 

vary from province to province. Such complexity typically results in low levels of awareness. The 

responses received on the various applicable size limits, are summarised in Table 4.2.  
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Table 4-2: Summary of responses on size limits per province 

 Limpopo Mpumalanga Gauteng KwaZulu Natal North West Northern Cape Eastern Cape Western Cape Free State 
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Yellowfish (All 
Barbus* 
species) 
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 1 84 15 

3
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m
 54 24 22 

3
0

0
m

m
 55 32 13 - - - - - - - - - - - - 

3
0

0
m

m
 - - - - - - - - - - - 

Largemouth 
yellowfish 
(Labeobarbus 
kimberleyensis) 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
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25 36 39 
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19 38 43 
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19 38 43 

4
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10 85 5 

Smallmouth 
yellowfish 
(Labeobarbus 
auneus) 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

3
0

0
m

m
 52 26 22 - - - - - - - - - - - - 

4
5

0
m

m
 10 85 5 

Large scale 
yellowfish 
(Labeobarbus 
marequensis) 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
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37 29 34 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Small scale 
yellowfish 
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polylepis) 
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 40 27 33 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Yellowfish 
(Barbus 
capensis**) 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

4
0

0
m

m
 2 62 36 

4
0

0
m

m
 2 62 36 

4
0

0
m

m
 2 62 36 - - - - 

Scalies 
(Labeobarbus 
natalensis) 

- - - - - - - - - - - - 

N
o

 li
m

it
 4 71 25 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
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Kurper 
(Oreochromis 
mossambicus**
**, 
Serranochromis 
meridianus****
*, Tilapia 
rendali***i, 
[blue kurper], 
largemouth 
kurper, red-
breasted 
kurper) 

- - - - 

1
5

0
m

m
 

56 23 21 

1
5

0
m

m
 

55 22 23 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Mozambique 
tilapia 
(Oreochromis 
mossambicus) 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

1
5

0
m

m
 

45 24 31 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

American / 
Black Bass 
(Micropterus 
species) 

- - - - - - - - 
2

0
0

m
m

 14 47 39 - - - - - - - - 

2
5

0
m

m
 3 58 39 

2
5

0
m

m
 3 58 39 

2
5

0
m

m
 3 58 39 - - - - 

 

Footnotes: (*) & (**) Yellowfish were renamed from Barbus (*) to Labeobarbus; (**) now Labeobarbus capensis, (***) Tilapia rendalli were renamed to Coptodon rendalli, (****) Also known as Mozambique tilapia, (*****) 

Also known as Lowveld largemouth 

Note: All correct answers over 50% marked green 
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In respect of the size limit of the various species, the only correct responses above 50% related 

to yellowfish and kurper (tilapia) species in Gauteng and Mpumalanga as well as Smallmouth 

yellowfish species in North West. In relation to the rest of the species, the percentage correct 

responses were below 50%. What is interesting to note, is that in respect of yellowfish species, 

the size limit is the same for the regulatory and SAFBAF rules (i.e. Smallmouth yellowfish – 

300mm). This again begs the question if the correct responses are the result of the respondents’ 

awareness of the legislation or awareness of the SAFBAF rules? The latter suggest that 

incorporating regulatory requirements into organisational rules could be one way of improving 

regulatory compliance because anglers are possibly more aware of local rules than national or 

provincial regulations. The responses in relation to size limits for yellowfish in the Free State 

(which is 450mm) seem to support this view because 62% of the responses indicated the 

prescribed size limit to be 300mm. Moreover, in Limpopo, where there is no size limit, 63% 

responded that the required size limit for yellowfish is 300mm. In the Eastern Cape, Western 

Cape and Northern Cape, where the size limit of yellowfish is 400mm the majority responded 

300mm (Clanwilliam yellowfish – 36 responded 300mm, Largemouth yellowfish – 19 responded 

300mm). Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that the respondents are strongly influenced by 

the SAFBAF rules. 

Of the 23 size limit related questions asked only 5 achieved more than 50% correct answers. It 

seems that, although the respondents have a basic awareness of what size limit refers to, their 

actual regulatory awareness of the required size limit per species and per province, is weak. 

4.1.3.2 Measurement of size limits 

Size limits and why it is important, was discussed in section 2.2.1.3. Measuring the size of the 

fish is typically done from the nose to the end of the tailfin (caudal fin), also referred to as total 

length. However, certain provinces, such as Mpumalanga and Gauteng (Section 23(2)(b) of 

Mpumalanga Nature Conservation Regulations, No 2 of 1999; Section 38(3)(b) of the Nature 

Conservation Regulations, No 2030 of 1983), measures size from the nose up to the fork of the 

tailfin (standard length). Other provinces, such as North West, Eastern Cape, Northern Cape and 

Western Cape (Section 44(3)(a) of Nature and Environmental Conservation Regulations, No 955 

of 1975), measure from the nose up to the end of the tailfin. Thus, how you measure size, depends 

on the province you are angling in. 

Fifty-three percent (53%) responded by indicating that you measure from nose up to the end of 

tailfin (total length), 33% indicated it is from nose up to the fork of the tailfin, while 13% indicated 

you can use both measures. According to the Ad hoc SAFBAF Rules (2019), the SAFBAF anglers 
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measure from the nose until the end of the tailfin. It is clear that the majority of the respondents 

answered the question with the SAFBAF rules in mind, as their responses correlates with the 

rules. However, the only respondents actually correct in their response, were the 13% that 

indicated both measuring methods to be correct. 

4.1.4 Angling equipment 

As discussed in section 2.2.1.4, all provinces, except for KwaZulu Natal, prescribe a maximum of 

two lines per person with two single hooks on each line. KwaZulu Natal, however, prescribes a 

maximum of two lines, but allows three single hooks on each line. As previously indicated, the 

question refers to rods instead of lines, to avoid confusion amongst respondents given the specific 

SAFBAF rules relating to angling equipment. 

 

Figure 4-3: Awareness of angling equipment requirements 

The respondents had an opportunity to mark more than one option in relation to the questions on 

angling equipment, as KwaZulu Natal has different requirements. 98% of the respondents 

correctly indicated that you may use two rods with two single hooks each (Figure 4.3). Although 

other options were marked, none of the other options are correct, and interestingly, nobody 

marked the ‘other’ option that was actually correct, namely the requirement of two rods with three 

hooks each. All in all, however, it seems as if the respondents have a high level of awareness of 

the regulatory requirement regarding the allowable angling equipment. This regulatory 

requirement also corresponds with Rule 5.1 of the SAFBAF Rules (2019) and therefore was 

probably an easy question for the participants. 

4.1.5 Indigenous, alien, invasive and threatened or protected species 

As discussed in sections 2.2.1.6 and 2.2.1.7 the terms alien, invasive and threatened or protected 

species are important for a freshwater recreational bank angler. All these definitions are 

0 20 40 60 80 100 120

2 rods with 1 hook each (16%)

1 rod with 1 hook (8%)

3 rods with 1 hook each (0%)

2 rods with 2 hooks each (98%)

1 rod with 2 hooks (12%)

3 rods with 2 hooks each (1%)

3 rods with 2 hooks each (0%)

1 rod with 3 hooks each (0%)

2 rods with 3 hooks each (0%)

Unlimited number of rods (1%)
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applicable to the freshwater bank angling regulations and the angler needs to know what the 

required actions in terms of legislation are and which are applicable to the fish caught or targeted. 

In addition, it is also important to know what an indigenous species means, as the knowledge 

thereof relates to the other definitions. Anglers thus need to know the difference between and 

meaning thereof, as well as the species affected by the various definitions. 

4.1.5.1 Indigenous species 

All 100 respondents responded to the question of what indigenous species mean. Ninety-Two 

percent (92%) of them know that it refers to a species that originated in South Africa. It can thus 

be concluded that the respondents have a high level of awareness on this topic. 

4.1.5.2 Alien species 

An alien species can either be an indigenous species found outside its original distribution range, 

or a species imported into South Africa. The online questionnaire includes both these as an option 

to the answer of what an alien species is, as well as the option “both”.  

 

Figure 4-4: Awareness of the meaning of alien species 

The correct answer to the question submitted online, was actually both options. Figure 4.4 shows 

that only 21% of respondents knew that it can also be an indigenous fish species. However, 

seeing that 65% indicated that it is a fish imported from another country and 11% indicated that it 

is an indigenous fish outside its distribution range, it supports the conclusion that the respondents 

are generally aware of what an alien species is.  

A fish species indigenous to South Africa, but found outside its natural distribution range (11%)

A fish species that is imported from another country to South Africa (65%)

Both (21%)

Unknown (3%)
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4.1.5.3 Invasive species 

An invasive species is a species that is found outside its original area and which is threatening 

the ecosystem. The responses on what an invasive species is are illustrated in Figure 4.5. The 

results show that only 50% of the respondents knew what it meant. 

 

Figure 4-5: Awareness of the meaning of invasive species  

Considering sections 4.1.5.1, 4.1.5.2 and 4.1.5.3, it seems that the respondents have varying 

levels of awareness of what an indigenous, alien and invasive species is. Whether they are 

actually aware which species are classified under indigenous, alien or invasive, are tested next. 

4.1.5.4 Threatened or Protected Species (TOPS) 

On the question of what actions are allowed if a species is listed on the TOPS list, 89% responded 

that you can catch the species, but then have to release it. Only 9% knew that you may only catch 

while in possession of a special permit, which is the correct answer. One of the species listed in 

the TOPS list, is the Largemouth yellowfish, which is often caught by freshwater recreational bank 

anglers. To be allowed to catch it, the angler needs a special permit. As indicated earlier, the 

freshwater anglers seem to have a good knowledge of the various terms used in the National 

Environmental Management Biodiversity Act. However, when application of the term Threatened 

or Protected species (TOPS) is tested, it appears that the respondents are not aware of the 

regulatory requirements. The SAFBAF rules (2019) applicable to competitions, however, 

determines that you must release a Largemouth yellowfish immediately once caught. Again, it 

seems, therefore, that the respondents are more knowledgeable of the SAFBAF rules than the 

actual regulations promulgated. 

A fish species that is imported from another country to South Africa (10%)

A fish species in a different catchment area than it originally occurred, threatening the ecosystem
(50%)

Both (35%)

Unknown (5%)
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4.1.5.5 Fish species under the various terms 

The next question tested awareness of fish species listed in the TOPS regulations. The lists show 

in what category the species are listed, namely invasive, alien or TOPS.  

Table 4-3: Response to species listed in TOPS 

Note: green shaded blocks indicate the correct answer 

Species Correct 

answer 

Invasive Alien TOPS Unknown 

Grass carp Invasive 32% 40% 12% 16% 

Clanwilliam 

Sandfish 

TOPS 9% 14% 36% 41% 

Common 

Carp 

Invasive 28% 39% 13% 20% 

Small-mouth 

bass 

Invasive 36% 27% 11% 26% 

Whitefish TOPS 9% 15% 38% 38% 

Largemouth 

Bass 

Invasive 28% 32% 10% 30% 

Clanwilliam 

yellowfish 

TOPS 11% 5% 48% 36% 

Nile Tilapia Invasive 23% 26% 18% 33% 

Largemouth 

yellowfish 

TOPS 10% 3% 58% 29% 

 

Applying general knowledge, species like the common carp and grass carp are alien species, as 

most of the respondents correctly indicated. However, in the promulgated list, those species are 

indicated as invasive species, as they are also threatening the ecosystem. Awareness on these 

complexities of the TOPS Regulations might understandably be a bridge too far for recreational 

anglers.  
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Analysing Table 4.3 further, it seems as if the respondents mainly have awareness in respect of 

the Largemouth yellowfish (58% correct) and not of the other species listed in TOPS. Again the 

question arises whether the anglers are actually aware of what is stipulated in the regulations, or 

whether they are only applying the SAFBAF rules. The SAFBAF Ad Hoc rules (2019) indicate that 

a Largemouth yellowfish will not be weighed, thus there is no need to catch and keep such fish 

and in practice Largemouth yellowfish is released immediately following capture. 

4.1.5.6 Allowable actions under TOPS regulations 

As per the TOPS regulations, three actions are stipulated per species that is either allowed or not 

namely: the transport of fish from one catchment to another (action 1), catch and release in a 

National Park or Provincial Reserve (action 2) and catch and release in general (action 3). The 

question was asked which of the three actions are applicable to grass carp, common carp, bass 

and kurper (Nile Tilapia). 

The answer to action 1 is that you are not allowed to transport any fish from one catchment to 

another, irrespective of the species. Overall the respondents are aware that you may not transfer 

fish. The percentage anglers that responded with a no, is as follows: 

 Grass Carp: 78% 

 Common Carp: 51% 

 Bass: 67% 

 Kurper (Nile Tilapia): 63% 

It is interesting to note that the common carp are the species mostly caught by the freshwater 

bank anglers, but the correct answer response is the lowest. It might be that anglers consider the 

fish so common and ubiquitous that the transfer of it is permissible. 

The next question was whether catch and release of the same species may take place in a 

National Park and / or Provincial Reserve. The correct answer to this question was yes, you may 

catch and release in a National Park or a Provincial Reserve, except for common carp. The angler 

is not allowed to release common carp if it was caught in a National Park or Provincial Reserve. 

Only 40% of the respondents are aware of the fact that you are not allowed to release a common 

carp in a National Park or Provincial Reserve. However, the normal rule followed at a freshwater 

bank angling competition at Bloemhof Dam, for instance, which is in a Provincial Reserve, is to 

release the fish.  

The question regarding the third action was whether you may catch and release the specific 

species in general and the answer to that is, yes. Overall the respondents are aware that you can 

catch and release in general, as they responded as follows: 
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 Grass Carp: 72% 

 Common Carp: 82% 

 Bass: 76% 

 Kurper (Nile Tilapia): 82% 

The last question regarding TOPS was to test the awareness of the requirement that you need a 

special permit to catch any species that is listed in TOPS. Table 4.4 contains a summary of the 

responses received. 

Table 4-4: Responses received regarding special permits for TOPS species 

Note: Green shaded blocks indicate the correct answer 

Species Correct Answer % Yes % No % Unknown 

Grass Carp No 6% 86% 8% 

Clanwillian 

Sandfish 

Yes 23% 42% 35% 

Common Carp No 5% 85% 10% 

Small-mouth 

bass 

No 10% 72% 18% 

Whitefish Yes 19% 47% 34% 

Large-mouth 

bass 

No 6% 79% 15% 

Clanwilliam 

Yellowfish 

Yes 24% 44% 32% 

Nile Tilapia No 16% 63% 21% 

Largemouth 

Yellowfish 

Yes 27% 57% 16% 

  

It is evident that the respondents are not aware of the requirement of a special permit at all, or 

maybe not even aware that species are listed in TOPS and that you need a special permit, even 

if you catch such a species unintentionally. 
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Although the respondents are aware of the various terms and meaning thereof, they seem not to 

be aware of the specific regulations applicable to the various terms and definitely not of the 

regulations regarding invasive, threatened and protected species. 

4.1.6 Fish species identification 

Lastly, three photos were provided to the anglers for identification. The three species on the 

different photos were the Smallmouth yellowfish, the Largemouth yellowfish and the Grass carp. 

The reason for using these three species is because they are often misidentified. The following 

percentage of respondents identified the species correctly: 

 Smallmouth yellowfish: 82% 

 Largemouth yellowfish: 85% 

 Grass carp: 81% 

It seems, therefore, that the respondents have a high level of species identification awareness. 

4.2 Open ended questions to SAFBAF management 

A list of questions was drafted (Annexure 4) and sent to Mr Andries Maree, the secretary of 

SAFBAF, with the request to send the questions to other members of SAFBAF management, as 

well as the provincial presidents. A consolidated response was received from the SAFBAF 

management indicating the national view, and from the North West Province, a consensus 

response was received indicating the provincial view. Following below will be a discussion of the 

questions and the responses received, which will be indicated as “National” and “Provincial”. 

4.2.1 Legal compliance to National and Provincial legislation 

Question: Provincial, as well as National legislation, is applicable to freshwater angling in different 

catchment areas. What role do you think SAFBAF should play in ensuring legal compliance to 

relevant legislation? 

National: SAFBAF is of the opinion that they can only get involved in the monitoring process of 

compliance if there is a co-management agreement between SAFBAF and Department of 

Environment, Forest and Fisheries (DEFF) as part of a stakeholders’ agreement. 

Provincial: Provincial management is of the opinion that they can only ensure that the rules and 

guidelines as determined by SAFBAF, are complied with when angling took place under the 

auspices of SAFBAF. According to them, these rules are regularly updated to try to ensure 

compliance and when there are special rules applicable to a catchment area, such rules are 
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communicated at the specific angling event during the captain’s meeting prior to the start of the 

angling event. 

It is evident that there is a need for co-operation between SAFBAF and DEFF. SAFBAF tries to 

take legislation into consideration when drafting the rules, but all the various provincial regulations 

are not specified. It would seem that a more general approach is applied, as can be seen with 

regards to the rules regarding yellowfish. SAFBAF’s focus is more related to compliance with its 

own rules rather than enforcing compliance with legislation. 

4.2.2 Legal compliance 

Question: To what extent are SAFBAF procedures in place to ensure legal compliance, for 

example that all members older than 16 have an angling license? 

National: SAFBAF is of the opinion that they are under no obligation and responsibility to enforce 

and monitor the legal compliance by its members. 

Provincial: They referred the question to SAFBAF. 

From the responses to the previous questions it was clear that the members are basically 

following the rules of SAFBAF, maybe assuming that SAFBAF rules are aligned with legislation. 

Although the SAFBAF rules require compliance with legislation, SAFBAF does not enforce 

compliance and expect member to take responsibility for their own compliance.  

4.2.3 Bag limits 

Question: Is SAFBAF aware of any inconsistencies between national or provincial legislation and 

SAFBAF rules in relation to bag limits, (for example with reference to yellowfish)? If yes, please 

explain the inconsistencies and how do you recommend dealing with it. 

National: SAFBAF acknowledges the difference in bag and size limits, but do not provide any 

explanation on how they deal with it. 

Provincial: The response received from the provincial side is very detailed and extensive. They 

confirmed that bag and size limits are controlled by provincial legislation and that this legislation 

takes precedence above the SAFBAF rules if there is a conflict. However, in some instances the 

provincial nature conservation officer gives written permission that, during the angling event, the 

bag limit of a specific species may be exceeded. The recommendation from the provincial side is 

that bag and size limits must be standardized to make it easier for the angler and eliminate any 

possible confusion. 
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It is clear that SAFBAF management and their members are well aware of the difference in bag 

and size limits. It seems as if the provincial legislation that is supposed to be complied with, will 

be applied if it differs from the SAFBAF rules during an angling event. It is unclear however, how 

this is applied in practice.  

4.2.4 Training of members 

Question: To what extent does SAFBAF inform / capacitate / train their members on fish species 

identification, (for instance the difference between Smallmouth yellowfish and Largemouth 

yellowfish)? 

National: SAFBAF confirms that assistance is given to new anglers by the clubs and the team 

managers, to help them to identify the species and the various participants also educate the 

anglers. 

Provincial: All SAFBAF organized and controlled angling events are managed by qualified and 

trained officials. Part of their training programme is to get acquainted with the various fish species 

that are regularly caught in popular competition waters. The Groot Varswater hengelboek by Flip 

Joubert (Joubert, 1970) is also available to assist and train the anglers on the identification of 

freshwater fish. 

It is clear that effort is put in to the training and education of the anglers to assist them in fish 

identification. From the online survey, it is also clear that the anglers do have a high level of 

awareness in terms of fish identification. 

4.2.5 Threatened and Protected Species List 

Question 1: To what extent does SAFBAF consider it necessary to inform or train members on 

the list of fish species included in the Threatened and Protected Species List (TOPS)?  

National: SAFBAF is of the opinion that they are applying specific limitations on specific fish 

species and educate anglers on the legislation limits, and that, according to them, that is sufficient 

to be compliant to legislation. 

Provincial: All information on threatened fish species in popular waters are, before a SAFBAF 

controlled angling event, communicated by the captain prior to the start of the event. 

Question 2: In order to catch a species listed in the TOPS list, you must have a special permit to 

do so. To what extent does SAFBAF ensure compliance to this requirement? 

National: SAFBAF does not allow or condone non-compliance so we do not have a need to obtain 

such permits. 
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Provincial: According to them SAFBAF will obtain the necessary written permission from the 

Nature Conservation officials to ensure compliance. 

There appears to be an effort to be compliant with legislation although the results of the survey 

indicate that the actual awareness may be low. As the law stands at the moment a special permit 

for catching Largemouth yellowfish will probably have to obtained before every competition to 

ensure compliance if one is caught. 

4.2.6 Alien and Invasive Species 

Question: In terms of the Alien and Invasive Species list, certain exotic species such as common 

carp may not be caught and released in a National Park or Provincial Nature Reserve. Many of 

the SAFBAF competitions are located in protected areas surrounding rivers and dams (i.e. 

Bloemhof Dam). This means that in such instances, if for example a common carp is caught, it 

must according to law be kept and not released. To what extent does SAFBAF ensure compliance 

to this requirement? 

National: The Department of Environmental, Forestry and Fisheries, as well as the Parks board 

in the various provinces, do not have a program or process in place to support the fish population 

management process in this regard. SAFBAF cannot just condone the process of taking fish out 

of a resource and leave the fish on the bank side to rot and die an inhumane way. Until such 

process or procedure is instated, SAFBAF will proceed to apply a catch and release principle 

unless an angler would like to keep the fish for nutrition purposes. 

Provincial: They also confirm that fish will be released, unless prior arrangement is made with the 

officials of the Nature Reserve Park to collect and remove the fish after the event. 

It is clear that management and anglers prefer to release the fish to ensure sustainability, unless 

arrangement is made for the fish not to be released. Although these views do not promote 

compliance to the regulations, it does indicate their willingness to assist with environmental 

protection, as well as ethical considerations in the treatment of fish. 

4.2.7 Suggestions and recommendations 

Question: Does SAFBAF have any suggestions on the amendment of the applicable freshwater 

angling legislation that will assist with better understanding and compliance by its members to the 

law, while at the same time assist with the growth of recreational freshwater angling in South 

Africa? 
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National: SAFBAF suggested the institution of one freshwater angling license for all provinces, 

issued on an electronic platform and the development of co-management structures to ensure 

adherence of legislation. 

Provincial: Refer question to SAFBAF. 

It is clear that management strives to comply with legislation and wants the licensing platform to 

be easier and more accessible for their members. It also indicates a willingness from SAFBAF to 

work with the relevant authorities through a co-management arrangement. 
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION 

As discussed, freshwater recreational angling is a very popular pastime and an important 

contributor to the economy, but may also have an impact on the environment. It is therefore 

important to have regulations, policies and legislation in place to manage fish resources and to 

ensure the sustainability of the freshwater fish populations. South Africa has environmental 

legislation and regulations in place regulating freshwater angling, but the challenge is that it is 

very fragmented, outdated and poorly enforced. This leads to a situation where the effectiveness 

thereof is questionable. Such fragmented and complicated legislation also creates uncertainty 

amongst anglers and may contribute to anglers not adhering to the applicable legislation. 

The need for a single legislative framework has been identified by Britz et al. (2015:207) stating 

that: “A legal review by DAFF is required to determine the best legislative arrangements for inland 

fisheries. Inland fisheries could be provided for as part of a single “Fisheries Act” covering both 

marine and inland waters, or under a separate Inland Fisheries Act. In the interim, inland fisheries 

will continue to be governed in terms of the NEMA, and associated provincial environmental acts 

and ordinances.” DAFF refers to the then Department of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries and 

NEMA to the National Environmental Management Act. Since Britz et al. (2015:207) South African 

government departments have been restructured and forestry and fisheries are now with 

environment in the Department of Environment, Forestry and Fisheries (DEFF).  

Until such time as the national legislator introduces the necessary legislation consolidating the 

current legal framework, freshwater recreational anglers will have to negotiate their way through 

the legislation as it currently stands.  

In light of the above, this research aimed to determine the level of regulatory awareness of 

freshwater recreational anglers. To achieve this aim, the following four objectives were identified 

and their conclusions are discussed below: 

Objective 1: To determine from national and international literature why freshwater 

recreational angling needs to be regulated. 

Objective 2: To determine from policy and legislation how freshwater recreational angling 

is regulated in South Africa. 

Objective 3: To conduct a survey to test the regulatory awareness of freshwater 

recreational anglers in South Africa. 

Objective 4: To make recommendations to improve the freshwater recreational angling 

regulatory regime in South Africa. 
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5.1 Why is freshwater angling regulated? 

Legislation’s purpose is to provide order, structure and protection in a society and these principles 

are also applicable to freshwater angling. The regulation of freshwater angling, if implemented 

properly, assist the relevant authorities in their pursuit of the protection of the environment. In 

order to achieve the aims of environmental protection, it is important that freshwater anglers have 

the awareness necessary to comply to the regulations promulgated for the protection of the 

environment. If the regulatory awareness of the anglers is improved, the freshwater angling 

regulations will be more effective (Gigliotti & Taylor, 1990:106). Merely providing information to 

the public, is not enough, it is also necessary to test the awareness of the anglers to evaluate 

whether they in fact, understand what is required of them to comply with legislation (Page & 

Radomski, 2006:166). By regulating the number of fish caught, the size of fish harvested, as well 

as methods of angling, fish populations can be protected. These mechanisms are generally 

applied in the South African regulatory framework as discussed in Chapter 2. 

International trends here reviewed, indicate that there is a movement towards a more holistic 

approach to managing fish populations and the environment, where ethical considerations in 

respect of the handling of fish and methods of catching fish are also taken into account. When 

fish are handled ethically and safely it should potentially result in fewer fish injuries or deaths. In 

current South African legislation such ethical considerations are unfortunately not taken into 

account. The targeted group of anglers for the online survey, however, does take ethical 

considerations into account by following the rules of SAFBAF leading the way for legislative 

changes.  Whilst the aim of the regulation of recreational angling may be to protect fish 

populations and the environment, the stated inconsistency and fragmented nature of the 

applicable legislation hampers the effective implementation thereof.  

Finally, the protection of fish populations and the environment is vitally important to freshwater 

angling as a recreational sport that is reliant on healthy fish populations for the sustainability and 

economic growth of the sport. The objective to determine why freshwater angling is being 

regulated has been achieved and measured against international trends. 

5.2 How is freshwater angling regulated? 

Freshwater recreational angling in general is regulated nationally and on a provincial level by the 

introduction of bag limits, size limits, angling methods, seasonal angling, licensing and permits as 

set out in the various pieces of promulgated legislation. The mechanisms included in the 

regulations are generally in line with international practice. 

Unfortunately, every South African province has its own set of ordinances, legislation and 

regulations applicable to freshwater angling that result in confusion and / or ignorance by anglers. 
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These regulations were discussed in detail in chapter 2, indicating the differences between the 

various provinces. As indicated, some freshwater catchments are situated across provinces that 

make it more difficult for anglers to keep up and stay abreast with the applicable regulations. 

It is interesting to note that South African legislation makes provision for implementing seasonal 

limits (probably to protect spawning fish), unfortunately no regulations in this regard have been 

promulgated and this valuable mechanism is therefore not currently utilised. Although South 

African legislation provides for the regulating of freshwater angling, the enforcement thereof may 

not be a priority and the issues raised about the complexity thereof certainly contribute to this. 

The research objective on how freshwater recreational angling is regulated has been achieved. 

5.3 Regulatory awareness  

The third research objective was to conduct a survey on the regulatory awareness of freshwater 

bank angling participants. The results of this online survey are discussed in chapter 4.  

Although at first glance it may seem as if the anglers have a basic awareness of the regulations 

applicable to freshwater angling, such as the requirement of having a licence, the results where 

more detailed questions were asked, seem to indicate that the regulatory awareness is actually 

lower than required for the regulatory system to function effectively.  

The anglers who participated in the questionnaire are all members of the SAFBAF, which has its 

own set of angling rules applicable to freshwater bank angling competitions. It was found that in 

instances where the legislation applicable to freshwater bank angling is aligned with the rules of 

SAFBAF, the anglers had a higher level of awareness. However, where legislation differs from 

the SAFBAF rules, or is not specifically addressed therein, the awareness is lower. The results 

therefore indicate that anglers generally follow the SAFBAF rules. What was evident is that the 

participants as well as SAFBAF management indicate a willingness to comply with rules and 

regulations even though it is hampered by complexity. 

The research objective to conduct a survey on the regulatory awareness have been met by the 

research and the response to the survey received. It also follows that the research aim to test the 

level of regulatory awareness of freshwater recreational anglers have been achieved. 

5.4 Conclusion and recommendations 

The last objective was to make recommendations to improve the freshwater recreational angling 

regulatory regime in South Africa. The fact that the anglers are aware of the SAFBAF rules and 

generally comply therewith indicate their willingness to comply with rules and regulations 

applicable to freshwater recreational angling. It would however seem that the generally held view 
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is that if they follow the SAFBAF rules, they are also complying with legislation. Unfortunately, as 

shown herein, that is not the case.  

SAFBAF’s rules are understandably aimed at simplicity and uniformity at their events and are not 

taking the differences of the provincial legislation into consideration. An example of this is the rule 

relating to the bag limits of some species such as Smallmouth yellowfish. Moreover, SAFBAF 

underscores the requirement to comply with legislation, but does not enforce the responsibility of 

their anglers to comply with basic requirements like the requirement of a licence and holds the 

view that it is the responsibility of the individual angler, as well as the relevant authorities. 

SAFBAF quite rightly, is of the opinion it is not its responsibility to enforce legislation, but stipulates 

in Rule 12.6 that if there are rules that “are in conflict with ruling ordinance or regulations of a local 

government, then the juridical regulation will be applicable”, which seem to acknowledge that 

there may be inconsistencies between its rules and legislation.  

Rule 12.7 of the SAFBAF rules states that anglers must know all the rules contained in the 

SAFBAF rules and that no violation or deviation of the rules will be tolerated. The anglers may 

therefore be following SAFBAF rules with the mistaken belief that it is in accordance with national 

and provincial legislation.  

Ignorance of the law is unfortunately not an excuse for non-compliance, but anglers seem to be 

content in the notion that they comply with SAFBAF’s rules and do not educate themselves in 

respect of the actual legislation. This together with the complicated nature of legislation, leads to 

the fact that the freshwater recreational anglers in South Africa do not have sufficient regulatory 

awareness. As indicated, a basic awareness is present, but once more detailed questions are 

asked, the anglers do not have the awareness of national and or provincial legislation that is 

applicable to their sport. 

A solution to the situation may be to recommend that SAFBAF amend their rules to include and 

correlate with national and provincial legislation. This may result in the anglers being more aware 

of the freshwater angling regulations and could result in enhanced legal compliance. It is, 

however, not SAFBAF’s function to enforce legislative compliance. 

A further recommendation, as proposed by SAFBAF and agreed with by the author, is to have a 

more standardised correlation between the various provincial legislation and a closer working 

relationship with the relevant authorities. If there is only one set of regulations applicable to 

freshwater angling across South Africa, as with marine angling (Marine Living Resources Act, Act 

18 of 1998) it would be easier to enforce and easier for anglers to comply with. SAFBAF will then 

be in a better position to adjust their rules in accordance with the national and provincial 

legislation. This may lead the anglers being more aware of the regulations and acting in 
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compliance with legislation. Ultimately legal compliance and regulatory awareness by recreational 

anglers is a basic requirement for effective environmental management and environmental 

protection. 

Although this research was limited to SAFBAF members only, it is recommended that further 

research be conducted to include other angling disciplines, as well as non-affiliated anglers, to 

ascertain what the regulatory awareness is across the freshwater recreational fraternity. 
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ANNEXURE 1: SOUTH AFRICAN FRESWATER BANK ANGLING 

FEDERATION ANGLING RULES: REVISED 2019 
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ANNEXURE 2: AD HOC REËL TOV INWEEG VAN GEELVIS (HERSIEN 

JULIE 2019) 
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ANNEXURE 3: ONLINE QUESTIONNAIRE AND MEMORANDUM 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

Please note that his questionnaire is to be answered anonymously. All questions are related to 

general freshwater bank angling, and not only competition freshwater bank angling. 

1. What age are you? (Mark with an X) 

18 – 20 21 - 30 31 – 40 41 - 50 51 - 60 61 - 70 70 + 

 

2. In which province do you stay? (Mark with an X) 

Limpopo Mpumalanga Gauteng KwaZulu Natal North West 

Northern Cape Eastern Cape Free State Western Cape  

 

3. In which province / provinces do you angle? (Mark ALL with an X) 

Limpopo Mpumalanga Gauteng KwaZulu Natal North West 

Northern Cape Eastern Cape Free State Western Cape  

 

4. Is an angling licence a requirement for freshwater recreational angling? (Limpopo : 

Section 54(1) of Limpopo Environmental Management Act, Act 7 of 2003; Mpumalanga 

: Section 53(1)(a) of Mpumalanga Nature Conservation Act, Act 10 of 1998; Gauteng : 

Section 74(1) of Transvaal Nature Conservation Ordinance, Ordinance 12 of 1983; 

KwaZulu-Natal : Section 145 of Nature Conservation Ordinance, Ordinance 15 of 1974; 

Section 47(1) of Transkei Decree, Government Notice 78 of 1992; North West : Section 

53 of Nature and Environmental Conservation Ordinance, Ordinance 19 0f 1974; Section 

74(1) of Transvaal Nature Conservation Ordinance, Ordinance 12 of 1983; Section 11(a) 

of Bophuthatswana Nature Conservation Act, Act 3 of 1973; Northern Cape : Section 

53 of Nature and Environmental Conservation Ordinance, Ordinance 19 0f 1974; 

Eastern Cape : Section 53 of Nature and Environmental Conservation Ordinance, 

Ordinance 19 of 1974; Section 56 (1)(a) of Nature Conservation Act, 1987; Section 47(1) 

of Transkei Decree, Government Notice 78 of 1992; Free State : Section 23(1) of Nature 

Conservation Ordinance, Ordinance 8 of 1969; Western Cape : Section 53 of Nature 

and Environmental Conservation Ordinance, Ordinance 19 of 1974) 

         

 

YES NO 
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5. When you angle at a dam that falls within different provinces / boundaries, for example 

the Vaal Dam that stretches over three provinces, which province legislation is 

applicable? (Mark with an X) 

None, for a dam 

you follow national 

legislation 

All the provinces 

that the dam falls 

into 

Only the province 

from where you 

cast your line 

National legislation and the 

legislation of the province 

from where you cast your 

line 

 

6. What is the meaning of “bag limit”? (Mark the applicable answer with an X) 

The minimum number of fish I can catch per 

day 

The minimum number of fish I can catch and 

take home per day 

The maximum number of fish I can catch per 

day 

The maximum number of fish I can catch and 

take home per day 

 

7. What is the bag limit of the following fish in the province indicated? (Tick the applicable 

box): 

GAUTENG (Schedule 10 of Regulation 38(1) of the Nature Conservation Regulations, No 

2030 of 1983) 

Species No 

limit 

2 4 6 10 20 

Yellowfish        

Black Bass (American)       

Kurper       

MPUMALANGA (Schedule 3 of Regulation 23(1) of Mpumalanga Nature Conservation 

Regulations, No 2 of 1999) 

Species No 

limit 

2 4 6 10 20 

Kurper       

Yellowfish        
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FREE STATE (Part 3 of Regulations 10 – 14 of Nature Conservation Regulations, No 184 

of 1983) 

Species No 

limit 

2 4 6 10 20 

Yellowfish       

LIMPOPO       

Species No 

limit 

2 4 6 10 20 

Yellowfish        

NORTHERN CAPE (Regulation 44(2) of Nature and Environmental Conservation 

Regulations, No 955 of 1975) 

Species No 

limit 

2 4 6 10 20 

Clanwilliam yellowfish       

Largemouth yellowfish       

Black Bass       

WESTERN CAPE (Regulation 44(2) of Nature and Environmental Conservation 

Regulations, No 955 of 1975) 

Species No 

limit 

2 4 6 10 20 

Clanwilliam yellowfish        

Largemouth yellowfish       

Black Bass        

EASTERN CAPE (Regulation 44(2) of Nature and Environmental Conservation 

Regulations, No 955 of 1975; Schedule 10 & 11 to Nature Conservation Act, 1987) 
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Species No 

limit 

2 4 6 10 20 

Clanwilliam yellowfish                                              

Largemouth yellowfish        

Black Bass        

NORTH WEST (Section 6 of Nature Conservation Regulations, No 6619 of 2009) 

Species None 2 4 6 10 20 

Largemouth yellowfish       

Smallmouth yellowfish       

Large Scale yellowfish       

Small Scale yellowfish       

Mozambique Tilapia / Kurper       

KWAZULU-NATAL (Regulation 4 of the Natal Freshwater Fish Regulations, No 141 of 

1974) 

Species No 

limit 

2 4 6 10 20 

Scalie (Yellowfish)       

 

8. What is the meaning of “size limit”? (Mark the applicable answer with an X) 

The minimum size a fish must be to take 

home 

The maximum size a fish must be to take 

home 

 

9. What is the size limit (in mm) of the following fish in the province indicated? (Please tick 

the applicable box): 

GAUTENG (Schedule 10 of Regulation 38(1) of the Nature Conservation Regulations, No 

2030 of 1983) 
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Species No 

limit 

150 200 250 300 400 450 

Yellowfish         

Black Bass (American)        

Kurper        

MPUMALANGA (Schedule 3 of Regulation 23(1) of Mpumalanga Nature Conservation 

Regulations, No 2 of 1999) 

Species No 

limit 

150 200 250 300 400 450 

Kurper        

Yellowfish         

FREE STATE (Part 3 of Regulations 10 – 14 of Nature Conservation Regulations, No 184 

of 1983) 

Species No 

limit 

150 200 250 300 400 450 

Yellowfish        

LIMPOPO 

Species No 

limit 

150 200 250 300 400 450 

Yellowfish         

NORTHERN CAPE (Regulation 44(2) of Nature and Environmental Conservation 

Regulations, No 955 of 1975) 

Species No 

limit 

150 200 250 300 400 450 

Clanwilliam yellowfish        



 

 

98 

Largemouth yellowfish        

Black Bass        

WESTERN CAPE (Regulation 44(2) of Nature and Environmental Conservation 

Regulations, No 955 of 1975) 

Species No 

limit 

150 200 250 300 400 450 

Clanwilliam yellowfish         

Largemouth yellowfish        

Black Bass         

EASTERN CAPE (Regulation 44(2) of Nature and Environmental Conservation 

Regulations, No 955 of 1975; Schedule 10 & 11 to Nature Conservation Act, 1987) 

Species No 

limit 

150 200 250 300 400 450 

Clanwilliam yellowfish                                               

Largemouth yellowfish         

Black Bass         

NORTH WEST (Section 6 of Nature Conservation Regulations, No 6619 of 2009) 

Species 0 150 200 250 300 400 450 

Largemouth yellowfish        

Smallmouth yellowfish        

Large Scale yellowfish        

Small Scale yellowfish        

Mozambique Tilapia / Kurper        
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KWAZULU-NATAL (Regulation 4 of the Natal Freshwater Fish Regulations, No 141 of 

1974) 

Species No 

limit 

150 200 250 300 400 450 

Scalie (Yellowfish)        

 

10. In terms of legislation, kindly indicate how fish is measured to determine the size limit? 

(Section 23(2)(b) of Mpumalanga Nature Conservation Regulations, No 2 of 1999; 

Section 38(3)(b) of the Nature Conservation Regulations, No 2030 of 1983; Section 

44(3)(a) of Nature and Environmental Conservation Regulations, No 955 of 1975) 

Method of measurement Tick applicable method 

From nose until end of tailfin  

From nose until fork of tailfin  

Both  

 

11. When you angle, how many rods with how many single hooks, are you allowed to have 

in the water at the same time? (Section 54(g) of Limpopo Environmental Management 

Act, No 7 of 2003; Section 54(1)(a) of Mpumalanga Nature Conservation Act, No 10 of 

1998; Section 72(1)(b) of Transvaal Nature Conservation Ordinance, No 12 of 1983; 

Regulation 3(4 & 5) of the Natal Freshwater Regulations, No 141 of 1974; Section 56 (e) 

of Nature and Environmental Conservation Ordinance, No 19 of 1974; Section 56(1) of 

Republic of Ciskei Nature Conservation Act, 1987; Section 11(1) of Bophuthatswana 

Nature Conservation Act, No 3 of 1973; Section 26 of Nature Conservation Ordinance, 

No 8 of 1969) Tick the applicable answer. 

2 rods with 1 hook each  1 rod with 1 hook  3 rods with 1 hook 

each 

 

2 rods with 2 hooks each  1 rod with 2 hooks  3 rods with 2 hooks 

each 

 

3 rods with 3 hooks each  1 rod with 3 hooks  2 rods with 3 hooks 

each 
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Unlimited number of rods  Limited number 

rods, but unlimited 

hooks 

   

 

12. What does “indigenous species” to South Africa means? 

Species that originated in South Africa Species imported into South Africa 

 

13. “Alien species” means “A species that is not an indigenous species” – Section 1 of 

National Environmental Management: Biodiversity Act, Act 10 of 2004: (Tick the 

applicable box)?  

A fish species indigenous to 

South Africa, but found 

outside its natural 

distribution range 

A fish species that is 

imported from another 

country to South Africa 

Both 

 

14.  “Invasive species” means “A species whose establishment and spread is outside its 

natural distribution range and is threatening or potential to threatening the ecosystems / 

habitats / other species” – Section 1 of National Environmental Management: 

Biodiversity Act, Act 10 of 2004: (Tick the applicable box)? 

A fish species that is 

imported from another 

country to South Africa 

A fish species in a different 

catchment area than it 

originally occurred, 

threatening the ecosystem 

Both 

 

15. If a species is on South Africa’s Threatened or Protected Species (TOPS) list, can you: 

(Tick the applicable box)?  

Catch it and take it home Catch if, but have to release it  

Catch it with a special permit only  

         

 

16. In terms of the Alien, Invasive and Tops species list (legislation), please indicate if any of 

the following popular recreational angling fishes can be categorised in “alien”, “invasive” 

or “TOPS”? (Notice 3 and Notice 4 of National Environmental Management: Biodiversity 
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Act, Act 10 of 2004 - Alien and Invasive Species List, No. 864 of 2016; Critically 

Endangered, Endangered, Vulnerable and Protected Species List, No. 151 of 2007) 

Name of Fish Invasive 

Species 

Alien Species TOP Species 

Grass Carp     

Clanwilliam Sandfish     

Common carp    

Small-mouth bass     

Whitefish     

Large-mouth bass     

Clanwilliam yellowfish     

Nile Tilapia     

Largemouth yellowfish    

 

17. Which actions are allowed in terms of the following fish (Answer YES or NO or 

PERMIT)? (National Environmental Management: Biodiversity Act, Act 10 of 2004 – 

Alien and Invasive Species List, No.864 of 2016): 

Fish Species Action 1 : Transport 

from 1 catchment to 

another 

Action 2 : Catch & 

Release in National 

Park / Provincial 

Reserve 

Action 3 : Catch & 

Release in general 

Grass carp Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Common carp  Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Bass Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Nile Tilapia (Kurper) Yes No Yes No Yes No 
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18. Do you need a special permit (not license) to catch any of the following fish (Mark x at 

YES or NO)? (Section 57(1) of National Environmental Management: Biodiversity Act, 

Act 10 of 2004): 

Fish Species Yes No 

Grass carp   

Clanwillian Sandfish   

Common carp   

Small-mouth bass   

Whitefish   

Large-mouth bass   

Clanwilliam yellowfish   

Nile Tilapia   

Largemouth yellowfish   

 

19. Kindly identify the following fish: 

 

Smallmouth yellowfish 

Largemouth yellowfish 

Grass carp 

Common carp 

 

Smallmouth yellowfish 

Largemouth yellowfish 

Grass carp 

Common carp 

Smallmouth yellowfish 
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Largemouth yellowfish 

Grass carp 

Common carp 

 

 

Thank you for your time. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE MEMORANDUM 

Please note that his questionnaire is to be answered anonymously. All questions are related to 

general freshwater bank angling, and not only competition freshwater bank angling. 

1. What age are you? (Mark with an X) 

18 – 20 21 - 30 31 – 40 41 - 50 51 - 60 61 - 70 70 + 

 

2. In which province do you stay? (Mark with an X) 

Limpopo Mpumalanga Gauteng KwaZulu Natal North West 

Northern Cape Eastern Cape Free State Western Cape  

 

3. In which province / provinces do you angle? (Mark ALL with an X) 

Limpopo Mpumalanga Gauteng KwaZulu Natal North West 

Northern Cape Eastern Cape Free State Western Cape  

 

4. Is an angling licence a requirement for freshwater recreational angling?  

         

 

5. When you angle at a dam that falls within different provinces / boundaries, for example 

the Vaal Dam that stretches over three provinces, which province legislation is 

applicable? (Mark with an X) 

None, for a dam 

you follow national 

legislation 

All the provinces 

that the dam falls 

into 

Only the province 

from where you 

cast your line 

National legislation and the 

legislation of the province 

from where you cast your 

line 

 

6. What is the meaning of “bag limit”? (Mark the applicable answer with an X) 

YES               NO 
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The minimum number of fish I can catch per 

day 

The minimum number of fish I can catch and 

take home per day 

The maximum number of fish I can catch per 

day 

The maximum number of fish I can catch and 

take home per day 

 

7. What is the bag limit of the following fish in the province indicated? (Tick the applicable 

box): 

GAUTENG 

Species No 

limit 

2 4 6 10 20 

Yellowfish      X  

Black Bass (American)    X   

Kurper      X 

MPUMALANGA 

Species No 

limit 

2 4 6 10 20 

Kurper      X 

Yellowfish     X   

FREE STATE 

Species No 

limit 

2 4 6 10 20 

Yellowfish     X  

LIMPOPO 

Species No 

limit 

2 4 6 10 20 

Yellowfish  X      
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NORTHERN CAPE 

Species No 

limit 

2 4 6 10 20 

Clanwilliam yellowfish X      

Largemouth yellowfish X      

Black Bass     X  

WESTERN CAPE 

Species No 

limit 

2 4 6 10 20 

Clanwilliam yellowfish  X      

Largemouth yellowfish X      

Black Bass      X  

EASTERN CAPE 

Species No 

limit 

2 4 6 10 20 

Clanwilliam yellowfish                                        X      

Largemouth yellowfish  X      

Black Bass      X  

NORTH WEST  

Species None 2 4 6 10 20 

Largemouth yellowfish X      

Smallmouth yellowfish  X     

Large Scale yellowfish   X    
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Small Scale yellowfish  X     

Mozambique Tilapia / Kurper      X 

KWAZULU-NATAL 

Species No 

limit 

2 4 6 10 20 

Scalie (Yellowfish)     X  

 

8. What is the meaning of “size limit”? (Mark the applicable answer with an X) 

The minimum size a fish must be to take 

home 

The maximum size a fish must be to take 

home 

 

9. What is the size limit (in mm) of the following fish in the province indicated? (Please tick 

the applicable box): 

GAUTENG 

Species No 

limit 

150 200 250 300 400 450 

Yellowfish      X   

Black Bass (American)   X     

Kurper  X      

MPUMALANGA 

Species No 

limit 

150 200 250 300 400 450 

Kurper  X      

Yellowfish      X   

FREE STATE 
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Species No 

limit 

150 200 250 300 400 450 

Yellowfish       X 

LIMPOPO 

Species No 

limit 

150 200 250 300 400 450 

Yellowfish  X       

NORTHERN CAPE 

Species No 

limit 

150 200 250 300 400 450 

Clanwilliam yellowfish      X  

Largemouth yellowfish     X   

Black Bass    X    

WESTERN CAPE 

Species No 

limit 

150 200 250 300 400 450 

Clanwilliam yellowfish       X  

Largemouth yellowfish     X   

Black Bass     X    

EASTERN CAPE 

Species No 

limit 

150 200 250 300 400 450 

Clanwilliam yellowfish                                             X  

Largemouth yellowfish      X   
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Black Bass     X    

NORTH WEST  

Species 0 150 200 250 300 400 450 

Largemouth yellowfish X       

Smallmouth yellowfish     X   

Large Scale yellowfish     X   

Small Scale yellowfish     X   

Mozambique Tilapia / Kurper  X      

KWAZULU-NATAL 

Species No 

limit 

150 200 250 300 400 450 

Scalie (Yellowfish) X       

 

10. In terms of legislation, kindly indicate how fish is measured to determine the size limit? 

Method of measurement Tick applicable method 

From nose until end of tailfin  

From nose until fork of tailfin  

Both X 

 

11. When you angle, how many rods with how many single hooks, are you allowed to have 

in the water at the same time? Tick the applicable answer. 

2 rods with 1 hook each  1 rod with 1 hook  3 rods with 1 hook 

each 

 

2 rods with 2 hooks each X 1 rod with 2 hooks  3 rods with 2 hooks 

each 
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3 rods with 3 hooks each  1 rod with 3 hooks  2 rods with 3 hooks 

each 

X 

Unlimited number of rods  Limited number 

rods, but unlimited 

hooks 

   

 

 

12. What does “indigenous species” to South Africa means? 

Species that originated in South Africa Species imported into South Africa 

 

13. “Alien species” means: (Tick the applicable box)?  

A fish species indigenous to 

South Africa, but found 

outside its natural 

distribution range 

A fish species that is 

imported from another 

country to South Africa 

Both 

 

14.  “Invasive species” means: (Tick the applicable box)? 

A fish species that is 

imported from another 

country to South Africa 

A fish species in a different 

catchment area than it 

originally occurred, 

threatening the ecosystem 

Both 

 

15. If a species is on South Africa’s Threatened or Protected Species (TOPS) list, can you: 

(Tick the applicable box)?  

Catch it and take it home Catch if, but have to release it  

Catch it with a special permit only  

         

 

16. In terms of the Alien, Invasive and Tops species list (legislation), please indicate if any of 

the following popular recreational angling fishes can be categorised in “alien”, “invasive” 

or “TOPS”? 
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Name of Fish Invasive 

Species 

Alien Species TOP Species 

Grass carp  X   

Clanwilliam Sandfish    X 

Common carp X   

Small-mouth bass  X   

Whitefish    X 

Large-mouth bass  X   

Clanwilliam yellowfish    X 

Nile Tilapia  X   

Largemouth yellowfish   X 

 

17. Which actions are allowed in terms of the following fish (Answer YES or NO or PERMIT): 

Fish Species Action 1 : Transport 

from 1 catchment to 

another 

Action 2 : Catch & 

Release in National 

Park / Provincial 

Reserve 

Action 3 : Catch & 

Release in general 

Grass carp Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Common carp  Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Bass Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Nile Tilapia (Kurper) Yes No Yes No Yes No 

 

18. Do you need a special permit (not license) to catch any of the following fish (Mark x at 

YES or NO)?: 

Fish Species Yes No 
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Grass carp  X 

Clanwillian Sandfish X  

Common carp  X 

Small-mouth bass  X 

Whitefish X  

Large-mouth bass  X 

Clanwilliam yellowfish X  

Nile Tilapia  X 

Largemouth yellowfish X  

 

19. Kindly identify the following fish: 

 

Smallmouth 

yellowfish 

Largemouth 

yellowfish 

Grass carp 

Common carp 

 

Smallmouth 

yellowfish 

Largemouth 

yellowfish 

Grass carp 

Common carp 
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Smallmouth 

yellowfish 

Largemouth 

yellowfish 

Grass carp 

Common carp 

 

 

Thank you for your time. 
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ANNEXURE 4: OPEN ENDED QUESTIONS FOR MANAGEMENT OF 

SAFBAF 

OPEN ENDED QUESTIONS FOR MANAGEMENT OF SAFBAF 

 

1. Provincial, as well as National legislation, is applicable to freshwater angling in different 

catchment areas. What role do you think SAFBAF should play in ensuring legal 

compliance to relevant legislation? 

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

2. To what extent are SAFBAF procedures in place to ensure legal compliance (for example 

that all members older than 16 have an angling license)? 

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________ 
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3. Is SAFBAF aware of any inconsistencies between national or provincial legislation and 

SAFBAF rules in relation to bag limits, (for example with reference to yellowfish)? If yes, 

please explain the inconsistencies and how do you recommend dealing with it.  

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

4. To what extent does SAFBAF inform / capacitate / train their members on fish species 

identification, (for instance the difference between Smallmouth yellowfish and Largemouth 

yellowfish)? 

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

5. To what extent does SAFBAF consider it necessary to inform or train members on the list 

of fish species included in the Threatened and Protected Species List (TOPS)?  

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________ 
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6. In order to catch a species listed in the TOPS list, you must have a special permit to do 

so. To what extent does SAFBAF ensure compliance to this requirement?  

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

7. In terms of the Alien and Invasive Species list, certain exotic species such as common 

carp may not be caught and released in a National Park or Provincial Nature Reserve. 

Many of the SAFBAF competitions are located in protected areas surrounding rivers and 

dams (i.e. Bloemhof Dam). This means that in such instances, if for example a common 

carp is caught, it must according to law be kept and not released. To what extent does 

SAFBAF ensure compliance to this requirement?  

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

8. Does SAFBAF have any suggestions on the amendment of the applicable freshwater 

angling legislation that will assist with better understanding and compliance by its 

members to the law, while at the same time assist with the growth of recreational 

freshwater angling in South Africa?  

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________ 


