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INTRODUCTION

Background Information

In April 2000, the Department of Fisheries and se@nnounced the decision to disallow oyster
cleaners on PEI. Cleaners were responsible fakbrg off spat (baby oysters attached to the batks
fully grown oysters) and returning it to the oydbeds, sorting out under sized oysters, and brgakin
apart clumps of oysters fished from the water. sehactivities, are of utmost importance to longter
sustainability of the oyster industry on PEI, asytmsure that undersized and baby oysters arenestu

to the beds in good condition to continue growiogftiture fishing seasons into good sized and high
quality oysters. The majority of the cleaners wenees of oyster fishermen and their role as arstea
often allowed both the husband and wife to secomgl@yment insurance during the winter months from
their work during the spring and fall oyster fishiseasons.

Objectives of the Study

My study, which was concentrated in western PEh(fer County) was conducted over a ten week period
and had four principal objectives.

1) To gain some insight as to whether or not clesanere actually a threat to conservation of ogstas
well as what benefits their position may have pded, economically, environmentally and socially.
Insight into these issues will also raise some wpes about the effects of insufficient data on dlyster
industry and its fisher3 hat is, did the cleaner ban create a situatiorre/f@mer cleaners put pressure
on alternative fisheries in order to compensatélffeir lost income?

2) To discuss the cleaner ban with former cleaardstheir fishing partners and determine its impact
their way of life. This second objective was cameel with how families and communities were affdcte
as a result of the ban. It also questioned hovefshltered their fishing activities, if at all, asesult of
not having a cleaner on board, as well as, hovb#meaffected the attitudes of fishers toward thetery
industry and the groups and organizations that baate in governing it, such as the Department of
Fisheries and Oceans, and the Shellfish Association

3) To speak with members of the Shellfish Assoeigtindividuals who did not have cleaners, offisial
at DFO, and oyster buyers in order to gain altéragierspectives on the cleaner ban, the reasons
behind it, whether it was perceived to be a goadsiten. These alternative perspectives were also
useful for understanding how the ban affected nideistry in terms of quantity and quality of oyster
stocks, and in terms of fishing practices ( houosked, how many fishers are on the water and winethe
or not the preferred locations for fishing changsd,..).

4) To follow up with as many former cleaners assgae in order to determine if they were able talfi
another source of employment as opposed to cleamdgf so how their new forms of work compared to
cleaning especially in terms of job satisfactiomd éevel of income.



METHODOLOGY

The methodology for this study included semi-stoet interviews conducted over the phone, on shore
at Bedeque and Wilmot Bays, or in small groupsegiit someone’s home or at a meeting hall.
Information from these interviews was also couplgtth observations and informal conversations while
accompanying various oyster fishers in their dowge they fished. Estimates suggest that themewe
between 300-350 cleaners originally employed. fdilm@bers interviewed for this study appear below.

Couples: oyster fisher| Individual Cleaners Oyster Fishers with
(husband) and former no cleaner on board
cleaner (wife) at the time of the ban
NUMBER 3 (3 cleaners, and 3 13 16
INTERVIEWED husbands)

Data and other insights were also collected frormbrexs of the community who knew oyster fishers,
and other individuals connected to the oyster itrguacluding members of the Shellfish Association,
the Prince Edward Island Department of Fisherles Gouncil of Professional Fish Harvesters, oyster
buyers and their employees and those who own olgsises. Most of the information gathered from
these people was obtained through informal chathore, or through telephone interviews.

PEISA PEI PEICPFH Oyster Employees Lease
Depart- Buyers of oyster Holders
ment of buyers (do not fish
Fisheries public
grounds)
Number 3 1 1 2 3 3
Interviewed

The numbers in the tables do not overlap. For @anthe sixteen fishers who did not
have a cleaner on board at the time of the banatralso included as members of the Shellfish
Association, or as lease holders.



RESULTS

The next section of this report includes statisgasmed from the research which provide some inisigh
into the impact of the cleaner ban on both the liamand fishers involved, as well as on the oyster
industry itself. | then summarise the most popatguments both for and against having oyster elean
on board dories. Based on an analysis of theseramgts and my own observations in the field, | will
discuss whether the decision to ban cleaners waefib&l or harmful to the oyster industry. Thedi
section of this report includes a summary of sofrt®most pressing issues (according to those
interviewed) facing the oyster industry right namd how these issues will continue to affect thetery
industry on PEI in the futureBecause there is still a great deal of hostilitgrave cleaner issue, the
names of those interviewed have been altered srépiort. Also, because of the close-knit natdire o
Prince County Island communities, | have placedctaners | interviewed into wage categories rather
than naming their actual place of employment.

Status of former cleaners

Of the 16 cleaners interviewed, 14 are currentlpleged elsewhere. Of the two who did not find
another job, one did not have enough previous wagerience, aside from cleaning oysters, nor dé&d sh
wish to work in another job except the fisherid$e other, of the two who did not find another farm
employment, did not feel finding another job wobklworth her while since she would only have to pay
for a babysitter to look after her children. Thisaner stated that before the ban, the flexiblesitar
cleaning oysters meant that she could look aftechidren herself. It was her perception thatllbst

she could hope for would be a minimum wage jobahthe money she made would only go to child
care. According to her, finding a job would notdfeany benefit to her or her family.

Cleaners Employed and Wages Earned
Wage Categories Total Percentage of Total*
($/hr)
6-8 9 64%
10-14 3 21%
20+ 2 14%

* this refers to the total of employed cleaners (14

The vast majority of the former cleaners who didifanother job are employed in minimum
wage jobs, such as waitressing. Three of the fiddocleaners currently employed already had anothe
form of employment besides cleaning at the timthefban. However, their other jobs were only part
time and were meant to supplement their income ftl@aning in the off season. These three women
cleaned primarily to help their husbands who weetting on in agetather than to earn an extra
income. Of the total represented above, there feemewomen who had just recently found
employment, nearly two years after the ban hadntpkace. Of these four, three found minimum wage
jobs and one found a job with the government foictvishe earned approximately $10/hr. In the $20/hr
and above category were two former cleaners whdbadht oyster licenceddowever, although
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having an oyster licence theoretically allowed éh@®men to earn approximately $20+/hr, the actual
purchase of the licence cost them and their fasdigout $15,000-$20,000, putting these women it deb
When asked why they chose to buy an oyster licknowing what the cost would be, these two women
replied that they made the choice simply becausg didn’t want to do anything else to make a living

Cleaners’ Job Satisfaction
Level of Satisfaction Total Number of Cleaners Perceage of Total*
Low 4 28%
Medium 8 57%
High 2 14%

Some of the former cleaners | spoke with were néyt dissatisfied with whatever new
employment they found after the ban, they were dissatisfied with their quality of life. Some thie
most common complaints were that they were suddentyd on a fixed schedule, they no longer could
spend time outdoors, they didn't feel as ‘useftikheeir new job, and that they missed the physical
activity that cleaning oysters provided. For vasdealth reasons, many women were also concerned
about their husbands fishing alone. There weteast four cases where oyster fishers who fornfeaty
cleaners retired from fishing because they neddedi¢lp of a cleaner in order to fish enough baxes
day to make a decent living. There were two cleando rated their current job satisfaction as himh
this was because they were so frustrated with yeteofishery and the groups and organisations that
were involved in running it that they were glado®out of the fishery and making a living elsewhere
even though they were getting paid less and hadwesking flexibility. Some women discussed feeling
a bit of initial anxiety after the ban took plaespecially regarding how they were going to affibvake
“brand name” clothes for their children not to menttheir university education. However, the mayor
of cleaners rated their job satisfaction as ‘séasganing as one former cleaner put it, “there isegel
sense of moving on” (Jessica, 2002).

Several of the former cleaners interviewed alsotrored that even though they had found
another job they continued to fish quahogs in otdesupplement their incomes. Many of the cleaners
(10 of the 16) also had licenses for bar clamscurahogs, which they used infrequently because
cleaning oysters provided enough income. Sevéithleowomen told me they had never seen crowds
fishing for quahogs as they had in the last coopleears. This raises a question for further redea
concerning how the cleaner ban could have pospiltiyressure on other fisheries, as some of the
former cleaners turn to other non-CORE fisherieséie up the lost income.



The Arguments in Favour of Cleaners

Economic Benefits:“It was an honest way to earn amtra income in the winter”

During the course of my study | heard this argunseneral times from former cleaners and from their
fishing partners. Cleaners felt they were makimgeessary and worth while contribution to the efyst
industry and to the livelihood of their familiesidathere was a real sense of pride in the factttiegt
had worked hard all summer and earned their empmayinsurance in the winter. As one particular
cleaner described:

At least my husband wasn’t buying my stamps. khmat of stuff goes on all the time, even
though the Sharbell’s case scared a lot of peoptal just can’t survive on one income in
the winter...and believe me | damn well earned rimtev income (Dawn, 2002).

During several interviews people discussed theouarkinds of strategies that are employed to secure
extra income, either under the table payments @@ment insurance in the winter in both the oyster
industry and other fisheries on the island. Acoaydo former cleaners | spoke with the cleaneiitjmos
was recognized by Revenue Canada as a “legal” nidaidaining employment insurance in the off-
season. Many former cleaners and their fishingneas regarded the cleaner position as an hongst wa
to make a living and as a family-based job creasivategy.

Environmental Benefits: “Fishermen don’t have tim& clean properly”

Cleaners were quick to point out that when theydtswith their husbands or fishing partners the
majority of spat was removed alive and thrown biacknd clumps of small oysters were usually broken
up. Many of the fishers who formerly had clearm$oard told me they still needed to fish the same
number of boxes as they did with a cleaner in otdenake their living. This meant that when their
cleaners were removed these fishers felt preseutesh and that meant they just didn’t have time to
inspect every single oyster, break up clumps asdrerthat spat was removed without being broken.
Most of the fishers stated that the removal of méga had not really changed where people fished.
However, there were several complaints about tinebeu of fishers on West River, a well enhanced
oyster fishing area. The possibility of overcrowglin certain locations, such as West River, asaltre

of the cleaner ban also requires further reseadltamakes sense that without cleaners, fishers avoul
move their fishing efforts to highly enhanced areazn effort to avoid areas with poor oyster beds.
Overcrowding of certain oyster beds will not ondgult in the decay of areas where enhancement has
been successful, but also contribute to determmadf those beds where enhancement projects s&tl n
time to develop.

Social Benefits: “A precedent had been set”

Many cleaners, although upset about the incomeltst\after the cleaner ban, were more
concerned with the effect of the ban to their whlffe. Even though there was never any actukd fir
the cleaner position, taking a cleaner on-boardsathary had been a common practice for many oyster
fishers on PEI for over 50 years. For many, figltogsters with a cleaner on board had become afvay
life, especially for husband and wife teams whoengrpporting a family. The practice also supposated
way of life for others living in small island figig communities. As one cleaner put it:

When | cleaned | was giving a job to a neighboupdbysit my kids. Now that I'm not a



cleaner my neighbour is out of work and since leha@ previous work experience and only
a high school education the best job | could hapevbuld be minimum wage. So if | go
out and get one that would mean I've taken workyefn@m students or someone else who
could have had that job if | were cleaning (JiD02).

Several of the older couples | spoke with who habipusly worked together fishing and cleaning
oysters before the ban were angry that DFO had dotieng to stop cleaners for nearly 50 years and
“then suddenly threw them off the boats” (Jess2€®?2). There was a general consensus that siace th
cleaner position had been recognized by Revenuadaanhen filing for employment insurance claims,
and since a precedent had been set for so longherat should have been more legal leverage fdeoys
cleaners to fight DFO’s decision.

Corruption in Qyster Industry Politics?

This last issue is not really an argument for tleamer position. It is however, an indication the¢n
some oyster fishers who did not have cleaners dlichgree with the ban. This argument is summarized
in the words of this particular oyster fishermenovgaid:

I don't really care if we have cleaners or if wendddnave cleaners, but | think it was wrong
the way they went about the whole thing...Thereewguys going around door to door
paying people $10 to vote the cleaners off (Do0®2.

During my time spent in the field | received seVveeports of people being paid money to vote adains
the cleaners, | was also told that when the timeote on the matter of cleaners came it was anrezinc
that it didn’t matter which way the vote went, aiess were going to be gone regardless. At leasf 10
the oyster fishers interviewed told me they hadenegally given cleaners a second thought until the
issue came up. This fact raises the question ofpeénceived oyster cleaners as a threat to congmmva

The Arguments In Favour of the Cleaner Ban
Conservation

This was the argument given most often by membied=® and the Shellfish AssociatidnTheir
concern was that cleaners not only greatly spetti@process of fishing, thereby cutting the season
short, but also allowed their fishing partnersish twice as many boxes as another fisher without a
cleaner on board. However, the reality of theagitn is that fishers without a cleaner on boardewe
sometimes able to fish 6 boxes per day. Mostetthaners suggested that when they were on board
their fishing partners took in about 8 boxes omadyday. This demonstrates that having a cleamer o
board was not significant in terms of how many lzoxere fished per boat. An experienced fisher can
individually fish up to ten boxes per day at thersof the season.

*The Shellfish Association is a collective group evhiepresents the oyster fishers of
Prince and Queen’s County PEI. One of its prinwdojgctives is to enhance the public fishing
beds in order to ensure that there is an abund#rmgsters in the various bays that are most
commonly fished.



There was also a general fear that the numbeeahelrs could get out of hand since there was ndavay
restrict the number of cleaners if all of the apjmaately 1044 oyster licenses were suddenly a@t/at
and everyone had a cleaner on board.

According to some members of the Shellfish Assamisaind officials at DFO the cleaner position was a
potential threat to the conservation of the oystecks in PEI waters. When | spoke to people & DF

and the Shellfish Association, one of the majonésssurrounding the problem with cleaners was not
only that the number of oyster fishers had incréageatly in a short amount of time, but also thate
were more and more cleaners who were ‘young guligthwsped up the fishing process and increased
the quantity of landings even more than husbandmafedteams had in the past (Gallant, 2002). Bagni
cleaners was therefore viewed as one way to emisatr¢he oyster stocks in the public sector of the
fishery would continue to provide enough landingsupport those who depended on the oyster industry
as part of their livelihood.

“People with Cleaners Were Greedy”

Not everyone | spoke with who supported the cledaerthought that cleaners were a threat to
conservation. Rather, many of the oyster fishemevglad to see cleaners off because they and their
fishing partners were perceived as being greedywever, the terngreedy as it applied to cleaners and
their partners had a wide range of implicationdescribed in the next paragraphs.

It was the perception of several oyster fishers itinast of the cleaners were women who had actually
held a licence, but sold it when the governmenthedg buy back licences in the early 1990's for
approximately $40,000 dollars. It was this isfaemore than conservation which upset severakoyst
fishers. These fishers didn't think it was faiatimany cleaners were able to acquire extra indoone
selling their licenceand still continue to make “top pogy” (employment inaace) by also helping their
husbands to fish large quantities of oysters. e ayster fishermen put it:

Tell me how it's fair for them to gain all that extincome from selling their licence to the
government and then her and her husband make tmpipdohe winter from her sitting on
the boat cleaning.... basically our tax dollarsreveaying for them to sell their licences
(Ralf, 2002).

Some oyster fishers | spoke with didn’t think thkganers actually earned their money. It was their
perception that cleaners were just on the boatsHow to get employment insurance and didn’t reddly
anything to earn their share of the income. Pewaple used this argument against cleaners regarded
their role in the industry as an easy and lazy twapake El in the winter.

Aside from making money by selling their licenceasme oyster fishers saw cleaners and their parasers
people who were greedy in the sense that they takieg oysters away from other fishers who didn’t
have cleaners on their boats for whatever reaSawveral of the older oyster fishers were adamaait th
you didn't fish oysters to become rich, but becauses a way to make a decent living. Their conce
was that ever since the price for oysters jumpeédord highs in the mid 1990's, more and more lgeop
were buying oyster licences expecting to get riath ldad no understanding or appreciation for oyster
fishing as a way of life, and what's more dsaad way of life. People with cleaners and young oyster
fishers (aged 20-25) were singled out as peoplewsdte in the oyster industry for the short ternfish

as many oysters as they could and to make as maobyras possible at the expense of oyster fishers



who had been in the industry for many years. Gemaand their partners were frequently mentioned as
people who fished only with their own interestsrimd without any regard for the future of the inlys
and without regard for the other oyster fishersrenwater who depended on oysters for the long-term
make their living.

CONCLUSIONS

The cleaner ban not only highlights the effect®BD policy on the livelihoods of rural families and
communities, but also how the importance of the adlwomen to the health of the oyster industry is
frequently unrecognized. Cleaners, the bulk of mvlweere women, had the potential to bring a lot of
benefits to the health and future of the oysteustdy and as a consequence to the health and fofture
rural island communities and their way of life asliw Certainly, concerns that cleaners were aathiie
conservation were not blatant myths; however, wittper monitoring and management cleaners had the
potential to bring far more good than harm to tiister industry, a general sense of well-being o th
Island economy and sense of cultural integrity al.w

Taking all factors into consideration there is na@ence that cleaners were astual threat to
conservation of oyster stocks at the time of the Hddowever, some oyster fishers raised conceats th
cleaners could becomepatential risk to the future conservation of PEI's oyst@specially as the
number of oyster fishers on the water continueiddcease.In order to fully appreciate why DFO
decided to ban cleaners, one must be aware ofddeyhanges to the management of Canadian
fisheries in response to the collapse of the grbsinery in the Maritimes ten years ago.

Specifically, Sec. 14.75 of the Oceans Act stdtaswhere conservation becomes an issue the Ministe
of Fisheries and Oceans shall lead in developingt@nal strategy for maintaining fisheries “based

the principals of sustainable development, integtahanagement and the precautionary approach”
(Doucette et al, 1998).

According to the national government’s definititime precautionary approach is “[1] a distinctive
approach within risk management [2] that primaaiffects the development of options and the decision
phases. It is ultimately guided by judgment, basedalues and priorities” (Department of Foreign
Affairs, 2001). However, this definition is far meocomprehensive than that of fisheries management
where the precautionary approach is defined in 3&€ of the Oceans Act as “erring on the side of
caution” (Doucette et al, 1998).

The particular definition for the precautionary eggh, as stated in the Oceans Act, meant thaestgju
of the Shellfish Coalition (a group of oyster fish@hich formed to promote research on PEI's oyster
industry and fight the cleaner ban) to conductfertstudies on the industry and possibly developeso
type of licence specific to cleaners were not adégly addressed. The area director at the tinéHat
“on the balance of the best information and expegene have at hand we are of the view that the
conditions in the [oyster] fishery...indeed possgmificant risk to the sustainability of the fiskiecalling
for prompt, precautionary action” (Scarth, 2000is illustrates the perception of some oysterdish
that since the cleaner position could not be mahageaners could becomgatential threat to
conservation if good market conditions encouragedenand more people to activate their oyster
licences and if everyone fishing employed a cleafiérese fears are echoed in the comments of Jimmy
A’Hearn at a September, 2000 meeting with DFO Shellfish Association and other oyster



associations, where he said: “Where do we draMirte@ Currently there are more than 700 fish@s.
we allow 700 cleaners?”

Ultimately, the decision to ban cleaners was it B¥O responding to the concerns of some oyster
fishers and members of the Shellfish Associatiaroeting to policy guidelines for conservation as
stated in the Oceans Act. However, the next papty illustrate some of the inherent problems with
“erring on the side of caution” in the absencelofe examination of the “values and priorities’lsiand
communities and families.

While there is no doubt that DFO listened and radpd to the concerns and fears of oyster fishlees, t
response should have been backed up with accurdtepato date data, which is lacking in the oyster
industry. As one example, many of the oyster fisheterviewed were not using the tags used for
tracking which bays and rivers oysters are fisliethf who fished them and the date they were fished.
These tags are used for DFO'’s statistics on PEB$eo stocks. The fact that many fishers were sotgu
tags, and had not been for some time, raises serweis questions about the validity of DFO’s cutren
statistics for making decisions affecting managdméEl's oyster industry, such as the decisiohdn
cleaners.

Furthermore, many oyster fishers did not seem tahcerned that cleaners posed a threat to
conservation. Often, oyster fishers who were agaileaners were the same ones who said the igdustr
could grow to support all the licence holders amemf it was managed properly and if enhancement
continued to be successful. What's more, wheneoysthers were asked about cleaners and whether or
not they thought they were a good or bad thingterindustry, they mentioned the ‘greed’ of cleaner
and their partners, far more than ‘conservatios’agustification for the ban.

Finally, if conservation was the motivation behthé cleaner ban, it is clear that the removal eéckers
had little or no effect in terms of solving any senvation problems for the oyster industry. Sithze
removal of cleaners, oyster landings have contiiaedcrease. Furthermore, there is evidence davsh
that the quality of oysters has continued to decéimce the removal of cleaners. Conversations avith
oyster buyer and several of the buyers’ employeeshore have suggested that the since the rembval o
cleaners the quality of oysters has gone downe&sdhe no longer seeing “good clean choice oysters”
and instead were noticing a greater frequencyaofdzird oysters with spat still attached or only hal
removed.

| was able to note the condition of the oystersipsient to buyers myself. The harvester oftenatnat
broken spat that was scraped in half and killetesaxs of being removed in good condition to continue
growing for future seasons. When speaking witlséhftshers who formerly had cleaners on board as
well as with oyster fishers on shore | was freglyetaid that they just didn’t have time to remowet
spat properly if at all, nor did they have timebteak apart clumps, which is also important so that
oysters have room to grow into a round choice slapgpposed to a long and straight standard grade
shell. Itis also important to note that the imgiag quantities of standard grade oysters coming i
buyers was cited by buyers as one of the reaseysnbre forced to tighten up the grade this yeanes
refusing to accept any standard oysters at all.

Additionally, because rural island communities iategrated through socio-economic networks, the
decision to ban cleaners had many ripple effedisngbdng beyond the conservation of PEI's oyster
stocks. As one example, the formation of the Siséli€oalition, which was a group of mainly women
whose goals were first to fight the cleaner bansewbnd to promote and contribute to more scientifi
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information on the oyster industry, caused someomanflicts between families, neighbours and i&llo
oyster fishers. | was told several times of inoideon the water where a coalition member’s husband
was being harassed by other fishers on the watainfy some in the coalition to abandon their fight
keep their cleaner position for the sake of thasldand. According to many former cleaners hostlit
are still ‘hot’ when it comes to the cleaner bad amen though it has been nearly two years sireddn
was announced many of the relations with frienasyilly and neighbours still remain sour. This
demonstrates how DFO policy decisions not onlycffiee fisheries but also the nature of family and
community relations, especially among those whaeddn the fishery for their livelihoods.

The cleaner ban also highlighted the important tioéé women have to play not only in terms of the
sustainability and management of oyster stocksalsat to the future of the industry. Many of the
cleaners interviewed described fishing oysters wh#ir husbands as a way of life. Furthermore,
because of their long term dependency on the oyslastry, cleaners felt it necessary to make theg
did a good job. What's more, the research alsealed that the attitudes of women towards the fishe
seemed to have a significant influence on theidcdn. Many of the former cleaners felt that thilé
guy” (oyster fishers) had little influence or sayeothe policy decisions of the Shellfish Asso@atand
DFO. The cleaner ban was frequently describedhaslast straw” by cleaners and their fishing penrsn
who said it showed them that one’s position indfster industry was far too unstable and unprebieta
As a result cleaners were encouraging their cmldioeget a university or college education anddorg
about inheriting their father’s oyster licence.iSTfact raises some serious questions about thecfoff
the public oyster fishery on PEI. Without the inttee of having one’s children continuing to utdithe
oyster industry as a way to make their living ip@ssible that there will less incentive for cutreyster
fishers to fish the oysters well, especially imisrof ensuring that spat returns to the beds il goo
condition. It is also possible that the lack diuiie commitment to the oyster industry by the aleifdof
current oyster fishers will leave the public fishepen to corporations in the future, which arellyko
provide less employment than the current systelic@fcing does, and which are also less likely than
individuals to practice sustainable fishing pragsisince it is far easier for a corporation to pipkand
move elsewhere if the fishery collapses.

Finally, as the collapse of the groundfishery Hesaaly demonstrated, it is important to act swidttyen

it comes to matters of conservation of fisherieouveces. However, the ‘precautionary approach’ khou
not be taken in the absence of goals for sustanaiyhmunity and economic development, especially in
rural PElI communities where jobs are scarce andemiere is a close interrelationship between the
well-being of PEI's fisheries, the fishers and meldusinesses

Issues Concerning the Oyster Industry in Spring 208, and their Impact on the Future of the
Industry

During my time in the field researching the cledo@n | became aware of several other issues whicbfa
major concern to the future health and sustairtgbdf Prince Edward Island’s oyster industrifhe
following sections attempt to summarize three esthissues and their effects on the oyster indastBEI.
The Power of the Buyers

The spring oyster fishing season of 2002 perhapsibustrates how much of a role oyster buyershen

island have, not only concerning the health anthsuability of the oyster stocks and other spesia as
guahogs in PEI waters, but also concerning theaoanand social health of rural island communities.
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At the start of the season, high levels of domaid & PEI waters prevented many buyers from
shipping out their old oyster stocks before thetsiathe spring season. The reaction of buyerthi®
circumstance was to cut prices for oysters, puta@ajon the number of boxes they would take froomea
individual and to increase the grade of oysterthab most buyers were only accepting ‘choice’ ayste
Furthermore, according to the fishers | spoke watysters that would have been considered ‘choite’ i
previous years were downgraded to standard this yea

One particular buyer closed their doors at the sfathe season and since the remaining buyers mare
taking on new clients, the closure meant that apprately 45 oyster fishers had virtually no formmfome
for the entire spring season. The fluctuationthéxmarket after the Septembel” 2001 incident in New
York city were also cited as a major factor justifythe actions of buyers in the spring of 2008e &ctions
of buyers had many effects on the economic and@mwiental health of the oyster industry, its pgraats
and rural island communities.

One interesting result of the poor market condgitmr PEI oysters this spring immediately becameais,

not in the fishery or among oyster fishers themeslbut to businesses which depend on oyster fisghers
order to make their profits. As an example, orstaerant owner in Summerside told me he was having
particularly difficult year financially because tepended on oyster fishers to stop by in the mgeniar
breakfast or coffee, as well as on their way hoonéuinch. In fact, oyster fishers were his regualastomers
and this particular restaurant noticed that these\eren’t as many oyster fishers coming in tieiaryand
his business was suffering because of it. Manyeoyshers told me the restaurant story wasn’ueias
they had spoken with owners and employees of ga®iss where oyster fishers filled up nearly every
morning, and those who built and repaired oysteg$oand dories, along with those who sold outboard
motors, all of whom were beginning to notice a dase in their income in conjunction with the hangsh
for oyster fishers.

Another of the results of buyers’ actions was tordase both the number of fishers on the watetlzend
intensity with which they fished oysters. Becaaf¢he low price and box quota, many fishers stoppe
fishing oysters early in the season or were fotodfish far fewer boxes than they normally wouldiéda
Many buyers were only accepting 3-4 boxes per fighleereas in other years some fishers were alslelto
between 8-10 boxes to their buyer per visit. Tlesglitions could be devastating to oyster bedskwheed

to be worked well and regularly in order for oystey grow in good health and in large quantitiest{€ries
and Oceans Canada, 2000). When the spring semsbortened because fishers cannot sell theirrgyste
and when fishers are fishing less, the beds arbeing worked properly. It will be interestingrtenitor
the condition of oysters in the upcoming seaso2908 in order to see the full results of the ainstances
for fishers during the spring season of 2002.

The Ecosystem Includes Licence Holders

Full comprehension of the oyster industry and tbesgstem of which oysters are a part involves an
understanding of licence ownership of the oyssirdis. This became clear during the unique cirtamass
oyster fishers on PEI faced with the market condgifor buying and selling oysters in the spriragssa of
2002. The ecosystem of oysters should not onlynolerstood in terms of marine species in PEI walberts
also in terms of how changes occurring on land sisamarket fluctuations, and policy changes hamgeni
at Revenue Canada and DFO will impact the liveldsoand attitudes of oyster fishers and consequrgly
manner and intensity with which they fish.
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Nearly 90% of the oyster fishers | spoke with owiiednces for quahogs and bar clams along withr thei
oyster licence. These licences are generally thipoigas a way to supplement a fisher’s primarpme
generated from fishing oysters. However, thisrgplbiecause of the poor market price and tough doxde
oysters, many oyster fishers began to fish quahaodsar clams with much greater intensity and tar a
more regular basis then they had in previous years.

Several oyster fishers told me they used to fisihqgs mainly for their own consumption rather ttan
make money, but in spring 2002 many oyster fishespgecially those who didn't own leases and were
entirely dependent on the public fishery, were togmearly every box of oyster with quahogs since y
could sell them to any buyer and the price for them good, approximately $0.25 per quahog. |speke
with a few oyster fishers who, because of the haotg some buyers put on oysters, could not seligimo
to their buyer to make their usual level on empleginnsurance, which they depended on for the winte
months. These fishers were fishing quahogs anctlbans with the intent of making them contribute
approximately half of their summer income. Indewdny former cleaners | spoke with also owned gqgaho
and bar clam licences and were fishing them iategampt to make up for the income they lost whey th
could no longer clean. | received many complaabizut severe crowding for quahog fishing, whichustho
be a major concern since controls and monitorirtg@tondition of quahogs is limited. | was alslol that
this is the first year they have been fished bynsay people with such intensity.

What these few examples illustrate is the intereatinn of fishers and the variety of fisheriestices they
hold, to the marine ecosystems in which they fiSince marine ecosystems clearly include fishergedis
as fish, efforts to promote sustainable fishems®urces must take into consideration social, eoanand
biological factors.

Lack of Optimism in the Oyster Industry

When conducting the interviews there seemed todmnaral lack of optimism regarding both the curren
and future situation for the oyster industry on.PHiis is the result of a combination of factors whiave
been described as “too much too soon” for the oyitieers and their families.

The Sharbell’'s cadgthe cleaner ban, lack of faith in the ShellfisksAciation, fear and lack of trust of the
government and DFO, the recent developments ofepsifnalization, poor and unpredictable market
conditions, the actions of buyers in the spring@2, combined with the unpredictability of the dition

of oysters in terms of quality and quantity eachrybas led many fishers to ferety insecure about fishing
oysters to make a living. Many also did not feeltthe situation was ever going to improve. Cqusatly,

if they gave or sold their licences to their chéldmany felt they would be giving them nothing mitran
debt and hardship. This is reflected in the faat of the total 16 cleaners and 27 oyster fisimesviewed
only 2 suggested they would want their childrefigb oysters to make a living. In fact, the vastjonity

of people interviewed do not want their childrewdlved inany of the fisheries on PEI. As one women told
me, “both my husband and | told our children ifytfish we’ll break their arms” (Jill, 2002). Mopeople

*The Sharbell's case involved an accusation madedwenue Canada that a particular
PEI oyster buyer was doctoring his record bookelip lsome of his fishing clients obtain
employment insurance that they hadn’t actually edrnSome fishers were faced with paying
Revenue Canada back up to $40,000 if convictedveder, at the appeal trial in 2000 all those
accused were found not guilty.
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preferred to have their children get a universitgalege education and “something to do with cotapaf
was frequently mentioned as the preferred careeicelmany oyster fishers had for their childrens A
already mentioned this leaves the future for thielipdishery on PEI in a precarious position. Vit
younger generations of fishers entering the oystkrstry the doors are left wide open for corpanagi not
to mention a possible dissolving of the social @amehomic networks among oyster fishers, their tigsaind
neighbours, as well as, Island businesses, alhaftwecurrently help to maintain the rural Islandreounities

| visited while conducting this study.
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