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Over the years the Namibian government has created 
the narrative and stoked the perception that the GERP 
has been successful in enabling the re-employment of 
reportedly over 2,400 former fishermen and fisheries 
workers. However, even as the success of the scheme 
was variously proclaimed over the years since 2020, it 
has at the same time been robustly disputed by various 
groups and stakeholders, including those that the gov-
ernment has claimed have been benefitting from the 
scheme.    

The long-running GERP-related grievances, disputes and 
disagreements ultimately boil down to two fundamental 
questions: First, who has been benefitting?; And, second, 

how have they been benefitting? 
The directly affected former fishermen and fisheries workers 
have been asking these questions almost from the begin-
ning of the programme, and to date, over five years later, the 
responsible government departments have not been able to 
resolve the disputes that these questions speak to and the 
answers remained far from straightforward by the end of 
June 2026. 

Who has been benefitting? 

According to GERP-related documents, such as designation 
agreements and contracts, reviewed for this report, the ben-
eficiaries or participants are relatively clearly defined. >

Disputes and Disagreements of the GERP

Photo: Informante

Fishermen that used to work on the three super trawlers controlled by Saga Seafood at the office of the company in Walvis Bay. 



THE GERP - A CRITICAL OVERVIEW AND ASSESSMENT 9

This 2021 designation agreement between the Namibian 
government and Cavema Fishing Joint Venture and The 
Rainbow Fishing Co (below left) clearly states that the bene-
fitting or participating fisheries workers are “specified former 
NAMSOV retrenched employees and those who lost their 
employment due to their participation in an illegal industrial 
action in 2015”. 
Similar to the 2021 designation agreements, the 2023 agree-
ments, such as the one above between the Namibian gov-
ernment and Namfi Fishing, also clearly defines the bene-
fitting or participating fisheries workers as “specified former 
NAMSOV retrenched employees and those who lost their 
employment due to their participation in an illegal industrial 
action in 2015”.
 Note that the agreements do not refer to fishermen, but just 
state “retrenched employees and those who lost their em-
ployment”.    
In a November 2022 statement in the Namibian parliament, 
then fisheries minister Derek Klazen, in response to the re-
port of the Select Committee of the National Assembly on the 
Mass Resignation of Fishermen Employed Under the Govern-
mental Employment Redressing Programme in Walvis Bay, 
referred to fishermen, stating that the programme was about 
getting designated companies to “re-employ fishermen who 
lost their jobs as a result of the NamSov retrenchments and 
those who took part in an ill-fated industrial strike”.
Once again, as is illustrated, the beneficiaries or participants 
in the GERP fall into two broad and relatively clearly defined 
groups, namely “specified former NAMSOV retrenched em-
ployees” and “those who lost their employment due to their 
participation in an illegal industrial action in 2015”. Klazen’s 
statement suggests that the “specified former NAMSOV re-
trenched employees” only comprised former Namsov fisher-
men, and not former Namsov factory workers or those of its 
subsidiary companies. 
Why only “specified former NAMSOV retrenched employ-
ees”, in other words Namsov fishermen, have been included 
as beneficiaries of the GERP and not all former Namsov fish-
eries workers is unclear. 

Here it is material to point out that, almost from the start, 
retrenched fishermen of the defunct Namibian subsidiaries 
(ArcticNam and Saga Seafood) of Fishrot corruption-impli-
cated Icelandic fishing company Samherji, have also been 
participating in the GERP. Similarly, most of the former 
workers (numbering in the hundreds) of Seaflower Pelagic 
Processing (SPP), which was owned by the National Fishing 
Corporation of Namibia (Fishcor), through which the alleged 
Fishrot corruption was perpetrated, have also been ab-
sorbed into the GERP. 
Meanwhile, groups such as the former fisheries workers 
(numbering between 600 - 700) of United Fishing Enterpris-
es (UFE), which was a former Namsov Fishing Enterprises 
subsidiary, have questioned why they have been excluded 
from the GERP, arguing that they too lost their jobs due to 
the Namsov group of companies folding as a result of losing 
quotas because of the alleged Fishrot corruption. Worth em-
phasising is the fact that when a master list of potential bene-
ficiaries was drawn up in early 2020 for what would become 
the GERP, it listed many former UFE workers, indicating that 
the fisheries ministry was aware of this group of directly-af-
fected-by-Fishrot fisheries workers. The listing of former UFE 
workers possibly suggests that the intention at the time had 
been to include them in the GERP.  
This state of affairs raises important additional questions, 
specifically: What criteria was used and why by the Geingob 
Cabinet to limit participating former Namsov employees to 
“specified former NAMSOV retrenched employees”, with the 
operative word being “specified”, when clearly many more 
former Namsov-affiliated fisheries workers, such as the for-
mer United Fishing Enterprises workers, could and should 
have been included in the scheme? 
Similarly, the government needs to clearly and adequate-
ly explain how and why former Samherji-affiliated fisher-
men and former Fishcor workers have been included in the 
GERP when they do not form part of either “specified former 
NAMSOV retrenched employees” and / or “those who lost 
their employment due to their participation in an illegal in-
dustrial action in 2015”?>

Defining Participants / Beneficiaries 
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Active vs idle employment  

Almost from the start many of the GERP beneficiaries / par-
ticipants have complained that they have not been provided 
with active permanent employment, with all the benefits that 
come with it, under the programme, but have been paid a 
stipend of roughly N$4,000 to sit at home idle. This is why 
the targeted fishermen have over the years accused the gov-
ernment of misleading them and the companies of exploit-
ing them.
According to the documents, such as designation agree-
ments and contracts, reviewed for this report, the aim of the 
GERP was / is clearly to enable active permanent employ-
ment for the targeted fishermen. 

Cavema Joint Venture agreement

Namfi agreement

For example, the 2021 designation agreements, such as the 
one between the government and Cavema Fishing Joint 
Venture and The Rainbow Fishing Co (see Image: Cavema 
Joint Venture agreement), clearly stated that the purpose of 
the programme was / is “ensuring permanent employment” 
for the affected and identified former fishermen.
Similar to the 2021 designation agreements, the 2023 agree-
ments (below) also speak of permanent employment, and 
go even further by stating that the aim of the GERP was / 
is about “securing full-time permanent employment” for the 
affected fishermen. As the image below illustrates, “full-time 
permanent employment” was even relatively clearly defined 
in the 2023 designation agreements.
>
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Despite this, the reality for many former fishermen ‘em-
ployed’ through the programme is that they are ‘employed’ 
under fixed-term contracts, which effectively means that they 
are not full-time permanent employees of the designated 
companies. Also, many of those on fixed-term contracts are 
not even actively employed, but are in effect contracted into 
perpetual idle employment for a monthly stipend for as long 
as there is quota. Over the last two years the IPPR has inter-
viewed and surveyed over 120 former fishermen who are 
participating in the GERP, and almost all of them are stuck in 
cycles of idle employment, without opportunities to increase 
their earnings through active employment, which is what 
they would have had if they had actually been active “full-
time permanent employees”, as the designation agreements 
state and mandate.
To be clear, the IPPR has viewed employment contracts in 
which the designated company clearly states that it cannot 
guarantee that there will be work for the contracted employ-
ee, but will nevertheless pay the employee a monthly basic 
salary / stipend for as long as there is GERP quota. 
Against this backdrop, various groups of affected former 
fishermen have over the years alleged that the scheme has 
been mismanaged and accused the authorities of turning a 
blind eye to their complaints. They argue that the govern-
ment has long been aware that designated companies are 
not complying with the designation agreements, yet has 
failed to take meaningful corrective action.
 The designation agreements clearly state that both the fish-
eries and labour ministries, within their respective mandates, 
are jointly responsible for exercising oversight and enforcing 
compliance with the designation agreements. The apparent 
non-compliance of designated companies with the core pro-
visions of the agreements lends credence to the accusations 
of collusion between government and companies.  
To be precise, the designation agreements state that compa-
nies are supposed to submit quarterly reports to the fisheries 

and labour ministries “providing information regarding the 
status and conduct of the employees”. Given this, it seems 
highly unlikely that the government was not or is not aware 
that designated companies have been flouting the core con-
ditions of these agreements.
At the same time, as this image above of relevant sections 
of a 2023 designation agreement shows, the labour minis-
try has to “facilitate, coordinate and monitor full cooperation 
and compliance” with the agreement and to advise and in-
form the line minister of the “progress of this agreement re-
garding the employment status of employees”. 
In light of this, the following questions logically swing into 
focus: 

•	 To what extent were / are designated companies ac-
curately reporting, if at all, “regarding the status and 
conduct of the employees” as designation agree-
ments require?;

•	 To what extent were / are the fisheries and labour min-
istries coordinating and monitoring “full cooperation 
and compliance” with the designation agreements?

•	 And, what was the nature and quality of inter-minis-
terial progress reporting and advising “regarding the 
employment status of employees”?

Considering all of the aforegoing it appears that the answers 
to the fundamental questions of who has been benefiting 
and how they have been benefitting remain to be clearly 
answered and are wrapped in layers of dysfunctional imple-
mentation and misgovernance stretching over half-a-dec-
ade.
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This is the question that former United Fishing Enter-
prises (UFE) employees have been asking since the 
inception of the Government Employment Redress 
Programme (GERP) in 2020.  

The question is pertinent because UFE was retrenching 
workers at the same time as other Namsov-owned compa-
nies, using the excuse of low catches and “non-availability of 
raw product” to let go of hundreds of workers. 
According to representatives of the former UFE workers, by 

their estimation more than 2,000 workers were retrenched 
by UFE from 2016-2017 onwards. 
Namsov Fishing Enterprises was majority owned by Bid-
vest Namibia Fisheries Holdings (see Image: Namsov Fish-
ing Enterprises holdings). In turn, Namsov was the majority 
owner of UFE through various companies. UFE was a domi-
nant operator in both the pilchard and horse mackerel fish-
eries, owning and operating canning facilities at Walvis Bay 
that employed hundreds of workers.   
>

Why were some groups left out?

Namsov Fishing 
Enterprises holdings

Source: Oshili Nashi Popiwe (2014)
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In November 2016, UFE started retrenching workers, most 
in its horse mackerel operations, due to “non-availability of 
raw product” (see Image: UFE retrenchment letter), which 

effectively meant that the company did not have access to 
horse mackerel quotas. 

This fits into the timeline of when UFE’s majority sharehold-
er, Namsov, was also downsizing its workforce as it lost quo-
tas following its quota allocation stand-offs with then fisher-
ies minister Bernhardt Esau and then justice minister Sakeus 
Shanghala, both of whom have been implicated as central 
figures in the alleged Fishrot corruption.
UFE appears to have retrenched the majority of its work-
force, many of them female factory workers who were the 
sole or main breadwinners in their households, between 
end-2016 and late 2018, according to information provided 
by representatives of former UFE fisheries workers. 

Government cold shoulder

Over the years the former UFE workers have repeatedly pe-
titioned various government leaders and offices for inclu-
sion in GERP or for a similar scheme to be created for them 
in order to create employment opportunities. 
As far back as September 2020, as the GERP was being for-
mulated, representatives of the former UFE workers wrote 
to then fisheries minister Albert Kawana to state that the 
workers were also victims of the alleged Fishrot corruption 
and should be considered for inclusion in any government 
scheme that would generate jobs in the fisheries sector. 
In August 2023, and again in February and July 2024, ac-
cording to correspondence viewed for this report, the for-
mer UFE workers petitioned various senior government 
leaders, including the then Namibian prime minister Saara 
Kungongelwa-Amadhila, then fisheries minister Derek Kla-

zen, the Erongo Region governor Neville Andre Itope, to 
be considered for inclusion in employment creation initi-
atives. 
Again in August 2024, through a local Walvis Bay-based hu-
man rights entity, the former UFE workers again petitioned 
the Erongo governor, the fisheries minister, and the then 
Namibian vice-president, Netumbo Nandi-Ndaitwah, stat-
ing that they lost their jobs and livelihoods as a direct result 
of the alleged Fishrot corruption and once again called for 
their inclusion in state-run employment creation and preser-
vation programmes.  
Despite these efforts, to date the efforts and pleas of the for-
mer UFE workers to be included in schemes such as or sim-
ilar to the GERP have fallen on deaf ears in government at 
all levels, according to available evidence and the accounts 
of representatives of the former UFE workers spoken to for 
this report.
Against this backdrop, the case of the former UFE work-
ers, and others who have been excluded from the GERP, 
raises an important question, specifically: When the then 
Geingob Cabinet decided to create the GERP in early 
2020, what was the rationale for limiting the reach of the 
scheme to including just specific former employees of cer-
tain Namsov Fishing Enterprises owned entities and not 
others, such as the fisheries workers of United Fishing En-
terprises, who also can lay claim to having been directly 
harmed, through loss of jobs and livelihoods, by the al-
leged Fishrot corruption? 
     

UFE retrenchment letter
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The Government Employment Redress Pro-
gramme (GERP) was introduced in mid-2020 by 
the Namibian government as a remedial meas-
ure following large-scale job losses in the fisher-
ies sector from 2015 to early 2020, largely due to 
an illegal strike in 2015 and the Fishrot corrup-
tion scandal, which had a devastating impact on 
a significant number of jobs and livelihoods in 
Namibia’s fisheries sector. While the stated aim 
of the GERP was to provide employment relief, 
evidence from the two IPPR human rights impact 
assessment reports, media coverage and inter-
views and discussions with fishermen and former 
fisheries workers, as well as some union and fish-
ing company representatives, revealed that the 
programme has fallen significantly short in the 
eyes of many stakeholders, especially the affect-
ed former fishermen and fisheries workers.

Key Findings

•	 Limited reach and impact: The GERP 
appears to have failed to reach a signifi-
cant portion of affected fisheries workers. 
Many former fishermen report being ex-
cluded from opportunities or receiving 
only short-term placements that did not 
restore economic stability. Furthermore, 
hundreds of former fisheries workers 
from the once-dominant United Fishing 
Enterprises (UFE), a former Namsov sub-
sidiary that also folded due to the alleged 
Fishrot corruption, have not been includ-
ed as beneficiaries of the scheme.  

•	 Perceived inequity and poor transpar-
ency: Over the years the former fisher-

men, and others, such as the former UFE 
workers, have questioned how the GERP 
participants or beneficiaries were identi-
fied and opportunities allocated, citing 
favouritism in employment, alleging cor-
ruption in recruitment, a lack of clear cri-
teria for job placements, and inadequate 
and incoherent communication from gov-
ernment. This has undermined trust in 
both the programme and the institutions 
implementing it.

•	 Loss of dignity and identity: The col-
lapse of fisheries employment has caused 
deep socio-economic and psychologi-
cal harm for many former fishermen and 
fisheries workers. Workers described 
feelings of shame, isolation, and a loss 
of purpose, none of which GERP mean-
ingfully addressed, but in many instances 
appears to have exacerbated.

•	 Fractured families and mental health 
struggles: Over half of fishermen in-
terviewed or surveyed reported losing 
contact with family members, and many 
turned to alcohol to cope. The GERP did 
not include psycho-social support or 
community reintegration efforts.

•	 Calls for broader redress: Both IPPR hu-
man rights impact reports emphasise that 
the GERP alone could not repair the dam-
age caused by Fishrot and misgovern-
ance of the sector. Affected communities 
demanded asset recovery, international 
accountability, and long-term employ-
ment re-integration and / or focused eco-
nomic empowerment strategies.>

Produced with Microsoft Copilot
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The Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries, Water and 
Land Reform has not responded to a request for 
comment or information (see Annex 2) related to 
the GERP, despite repeated follow-ups since the 
request was made in June 2025. 

Policy Implications

The GERP once again raises or surfaces important 
and long-standing questions and concerns about 
and around the nature and quality of the Namibian 
government’s conception, design and implementa-
tion of interventions meant to assist, uplift and / or 
empower vulnerable Namibians. 
The governance challenges and problems experi-
enced with the GERP must surely once again loudly 
call for an earnest re-evaluation of how the Namibi-
an government operates, implements and performs 
on such public interest interventions. This was ac-
knowledged by the president in her closing remarks 
at the impromptu ‘Fishing Industry Engagement’ in 
mid-April 2026, when she stated: “It was indeed a 
sobering engagement, calling on us to reflect deep-
er, as the fishing sector is not just another sector, but 
it sustains livelihoods, supports communities and for 
many of us in the room it carries personal meaning.”
In this regard, it is once again appropriate to clear-
ly spotlight what by now are widely considered the 
characteristic, persistent and stubborn shortcomings 
of Namibian government designed and implement-
ed interventions such as the GERP:

•	 Weak governance and oversight systems 
and mechanisms;

•	 Weak monitoring and evaluation, and report-
ing, systems and mechanisms; 

•	 Poor management and inter-departmental 
coordination;

•	 Weak and / or under-developed integrity 
and accountability systems and mechanisms;

•	 Poor communication and transparency sys-
tems and practices;

•	 And, importantly, weak political interest, will 
and follow-through. 

To underscore and be specific, what the experi-
ence of the GERP clearly calls for is broad and 

deep reform of the governance systems perti-
nent to the fisheries portfolio under the Ministry 
of Agriculture, Fisheries, Water and Land Reform. 
Meaningful fisheries sector governance reform 
can no longer be delayed or avoided. The pres-
ident seemed to hint at this in her April 2026 re-
marks. 
With regard to the way forward, with the ques-
tion of sustainability looming large in the context 
of a finite and strained natural resource, it is pro-
posed that the GERP intervention be transitioned 
to include: 
•	 Creating long-term employment and skills 

development pathways;
•	 Introducing psycho-social support and fami-

ly re-integration measures;
•	 Strengthening public accountability, trans-

parency and corruption-related harm mitiga-
tion measures and mechanisms.

Without these reforms, the GERP risks going down in 
history as a politically misjudged symbolic gesture, 
an unserious intervention that got mishandled and 
hijacked and ultimately failed to meet the needs of 
those most affected. 
Perhaps appropriately then, the way forward should 
be guided by a question president Nandi-Ndaitwah 
posed during her closing remarks at the April 2026 
‘Fishing Industry Engagement’, when she said “as we 
conclude this engagement, the question is what will 
we do with what we have learned”?


 Photo: Informante

Namibian Food and Allied Workers Union (NAFAU) regional organiser Johannes Shayuka addressing disgruntled seagoing workers 
after the vessels they were supposed to work on sailed away from Namibian waters under a cloud of controversy.
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ANNEX1
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Institute for Public Policy Research 
House of Democracy,  
70-72 Frans Indongo St,  
PO Box 6566, Windhoek, Namibia.  
Tel: +264 61 240514  
info@ippr.org.na www.ippr.org.na 

  
 
    25 June 2025 

TO: 
Ms. Ndiyakupi Nghituwamata   
Executive Director 
Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries, Water & Land Reform 
   
Dear Ms Nghituwamata 
 
RE: Request for information / data relating to the Government Employment Redress 
Programme (GERP) 
 
My name is Frederico Links and I’m a research associate at the Institute for Public Policy Research 
(IPPR).  
 
I am currently working on a brief looking critically at the Government Employment Redress 
Programme (GERP) that will be digitally published in July 2025.  
 
Herewith, I wish to request the following information related to the GERP:   
 

● How many companies have received quotas under the GERP since 2020 and how many 
tonnes (MT), of hake or horse mackerel, were awarded to each company over the five years 
(2020 - 2025)? Kindly provide a list of the companies and a breakdown of the size of quotas 
designated to each? 

● What is the total commercial value of the quotas awarded under the GERP since 2020?    
● What were the major challenges experienced by the coordinating ministries over the five 

years (2020 - 2025) of the GERP? 
● What are the reasons why the hundreds of former fisheries workers of former Namsov 

subsidiary United Fishing Enterprises have not been included in the GERP? 
● How do new designation agreements differ from the ones signed with companies since 2020 

under the GERP?  
● Is there a report capturing the findings of the recently concluded consultations around the 

GERP and, if there is a report, will it be made public?  
● Finally, the GERP is not meant to be a permanent intervention, so how does the Namibian 

government intend to wind it down or phase it out and what are the timelines for this? 
 
If you could respond to these questions / provide the information by / on Thursday, 3 July 2025, I 
would greatly appreciate it.  
 
I hope for your favourable response to this request and look forward to hearing from you at your 
earliest convenience or by / on the date indicated.  
 
Sincere regards, 
 
Frederico Links 
Research Associate 
  

Incorporated Association Not for Gain Registration Number 21/2000/468 

Board:  M M C Koep (Chairperson), D Motinga, J Ellis, G Hopwood, A Du Pisani, E Tjirera, N Shejavali, 
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About the Institute for Public Policy Research (IPPR)

The Institute for Public Policy Research (IPPR) was founded in 2001 as a not-for-profit 
organisation with a mission to deliver, independent, analytical, critical yet constructive 
research on social, political and economic issues that affect development Namibia.
IPPR was established in the belief that development is best promoted through free 
and critical debate informed by quality research.
IPPR is independent of government, political parties, business, trade unions and other 
interest groups.
Anyone can receive the IPPR’s research free of charge by contacting the IPPR at the 
contact details below. Publications can also be downloaded from the IPPR website.
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House of Democracy
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