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UPDATE. Recreational Drone Fishing 
Case Lost By  FINSA reporter  12 April 2022 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
                                 by Matt Pritchard on Unsplash 

Drone manufacturers, suppliers, operators, and other 
interested parties will be disappointed at the outcome of a court 
case which challenged the authority of the Department of 
Environment, Forestry and Fisheries’ (DFFE) to ban the use of 
drones to fish for marine species. 

A few weeks ago Gannet Works, IARC CC, Unmanned SA (Pty) Ltd, CDS 
Angling Supplies CC, CEG Projects (Pty) Ltd brought an urgent application 
against the DFFE in the Gauteng Division, Pretoria High Court (Case 
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14880/22). Their concern related to the threat to their businesses caused by 
the banning of drones and other motorised equipment to fish for marine 

species. 

It took longer than hoped for, for the judgement to be handed down, but today 
the Applicants heard that they had lost their case. They are still consulting with 

their legal team and have undertaken to keep their supporters informed. 

Bad news 

Jacques Venter who has been driving to have the matter overturned, is 

obviously upset at the ruling. He says on his Fair Fishing SA Facebook Page 
“guys this is not good news at all. The verdict is in and as it stands today drone 

fishing is banned by means solely of putting out the Notice.” 

By this he is referring to the February-dated public Notice signed by Sue 
Middleton, Deputy Director General of the Department of Forestry, Fisheries 

and the Environment (DFFE). 

His understanding is that “according to the judgement the minister may make 
any notice such as this outlawing any fishing gear or method….”whatever the 

minister sees fit”, he says. 

In his opinion, as stated previously, he believes the letter to recreational 
fishers is a “very flawed and misguided interpretation” by a “small group of 

self-appointed lobbyists” of the law with regards to recreational angling. 

The issue rests with the definitions of words in the Act, specifically the use of 
the words “Fishing” and “Angling”. But according to the summary in the 
judgement “interpretation of statutory “angling” in Regulation 1 should 
purposefully be interpreted, in the context of the deeper legal norms 

embedded in the legislative instrument.” 

Economic impact 
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According to parts of the content, the judge appears sympathetic to the fact 
that “the economic impact of the judgement of this case, favourable or 

unfavorable, is bound to be irreversible,” and concedes that it was a good time 

to bring the application to court. 

On the other hand, the judge notes, there is nothing to suggest that the 

Respondents (DFFE) were seeking to cause harm or anyone else interested in 

fishing. 

The application was dismissed with costs and the Applicants ordered to pay 

the Respondent’s costs including that of Senior Counsel. 

As a word of warning, the fine applied to the use of a drone is a maximum of 
R2 million. Fisheries lawyer, Julian Bruck, confirms that there is a schedule of 

fines for transgressions of the various sections of the Marine Living Resources 

Act. 

This is a developing story…. 

Read Recreational Drone Fishing. Legal Intervention Sought and Ban on Using 

Drones for Fishing and Baiting 

                                  ……………………………. 


