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Fish Consumption: Importance in a healthy diet

* The role of fish and fish products in providing a healthy balanced diet is
appreciated all over the world.

* Fish being a rich source of animal protein is recommended for various age
groups as one of the healthiest options to mitigate hunger and ensure food
and nutrient security.

* Around 4.4 billion people depend on fish to meet between 15-20% of their
total animal protein intake.

* Globally, there is growing recognition of the role of fish and seafood In
food security and nutrition, as a provider of protein, a unigue source of
omega-3 fatty acids and bio-available micronutrients.

« Consumers also perceive fish as a healthy food compared to other non-
vegetarian foods.



KEY NUTRIENTS IN SEAFOOD:

Long chain omega-3
fats

Mainly found in

fish and seafood,
these fatty acids are
essential for optimal
brain development.

lodine

Seafood is in practice
the only natural
source of this crucial
nutrient. lodine
serves several
purposes like aiding
thyroid function. It

is also essential for
neurodevelopment.

Vitamin D

Another nutrient
crucial for mental
development, this
vitamin also regulates
the immune system
function and is

essential for bone
health.

Iron

During pregnancy,
iron intake is crucial so
that the mother can
produce additional
blood for herself and
the baby.

Calcium, zinc,
other minerals
Diets without dairy
products often lack
calcium, and zinc

deficiency slows a
child’s development.



food and Agricufture

WORLD PRODUCTION: A RECORD 179Mt |

duwmm
World capture fisheries and aquaculture production
(Excluding aquatic plants) £2
180 —= nl;
5
160 4 5 [ 2018 =82.1 mt
140 £ | (+25% from 2008-2017)
120 @
=
£ 100 =
gg 80 n | 2018 = 96.4 Mt
= {0 = | (#7% than 2008-2017)
40 3
20
0

1950 1954 1958 1962 1966 1970 1974 1978 1982 1986 1990 1994 1998 2002 2006 2010 2014 2018

® Copture fisheries - inland waters ™ Capture fisheries - marine waters
® Aquoculture - inland waters ® Aquaculture - marine waters




Fish Production: Global Status

WORLD FISHERIES AND AQUACULTURE PRODUCTION, UTILIZATION AND TRADE"

2000s

Average per year

ASillicry tonnes (Jlive weight eguivaient)

Production
Capture:
Iniand 7-1 9.3 11 .3 12.0 121 iI1.5
Marine 81.9 81.6 79.8 84.5 80.1 78.8
Jotal capture 88.9 90.9 S1.0 96.5 S22 90.3
Aquaculture:
Iniand 1Z2.6 25.6 e 51.6 53.3 54.49
Marine 9.2 17.9 26.8 30.9 31.9 33.1
Total aguaculture 21.8 a3.4a 71.5 2.5 85.2 87.5
Total world fisheries and aquaculture 1310.7 1343 162.6 178.9 177.4 177.8
Utilization®
Human consumption 81.6 1093 143 2 156.8 158.1 157.4
Non-food uses 29.1 250 19.3 222 19.3 20.4
Population (billions)® 5.7 6.5 S 7.6 r AT 7.8
Per capita apparent consumption (kg) 14 3 16.8 19.5 20.5 20.5 20.2
Trade
Exports — in quantity 39.6 51.6 51 .4 66.8 66.6 59.8
Share of exports in total production 35.8% 2.5% 37.73% 37.3% 37.5% 33. 7%
Exports — in value (USD 1 billion) 45.6 76.4 141.8 165.3 161.8 150.5

! Excluding aguatic mammals, crocodiles, alligators and camans and algae. Totals may not match due to rounding.

 Utilization data for 2018 2020 are provisional estimates.

* Sowurce of population figures: United Nations_ 2019 2019 Revision of World Population Prospects. In: UN. New York_ Cited 22 Aprit 2022
Btips-Npopulstion.un org/ wpp

SOURCE: FAO.



Fish Consumption: Global Status

* During the last five and half decades, global
fish consumption in the form of food has
recorded an increase at an average annual rate [EEEA APPARENT AQUATIC FOOD CONSUMPTION PER CAPITA, AVERAGE 2017-2019
of 3.1 percent which is higher than the
consumption growth rate of all other animal
protein foods.

 Global per capita fish consumption/year has
been found to increase at an average annual
rate of 1.5 percent per year from 9 kg per
capita in 1961 reaching a record 20.5 kg In
2019 and 20.2 kg in 2020.

-
» Some areas of the world record consun 1ption
- - The designations employed and the presentation of material on this map do not imply the expression of any opinlon whatsoever on the part of FAO concerning the legal status of
any country, territory, city or area or of its authorities, or concerning the delimitation of its frontiers or boundaries. Dotted line represents approximately the Line of Control in
Jammu and Kashmir agreed upon by India and Pakistan. The final status of Jammu and Kashmir has not yet been agreed upon by the parties. Final boundary batween the

Republic of Sudan and the Republic of South Sudan has not yet been determined. Final status of the Abyel area Is not yet determined. A dispute exists between the Governments

Nodata

of Argentina and the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland concerning sovereignty over the Falkland Islands (Malvinas)

289 a day for adults, but consumption has
been seen varying within countries,
communities and households.



TOTAL AND PER CAPITA APPARENT CONSUMPTION OF AQUATIC FOODS BY REGION AND ECONOMIC
CLASS, 2019

Reghon/ecodomic class e e e wsihtagiiannn) | e
World 157.7 20.5
World, excluding China 100.3 16.0
Africa 13.1 10.0
Americas 14.8 14.6
North America 8.3 22.7
Latin America and the Caribbean 6.4 9.9
Asia 113.1 24.6
Europe 15.8 21.1
Oceania 1.0 23.2
High-income countries 32.0 26.5
Upper-middle-income countries 72.2 28.1
Lower-middle-income countries 50.0 15.2
Low-income countries 3.5 5.4

NOTE: Data are preliminary.
SOURCE: FAO.



Fish Consumption: Indian Status

India shares 7.56% of the global fish production at an all-time high
of 145.00 lakh metric tons (2020-21).

A meager monthly per capita fish consumption of 0.27 kg in rural
India and 0.25 kg in urban India (NSSO Report No: 558).

Around 60 per cent of the Indian population consumes fish (NSSO
Report No: 541) and the consumption pattern varies widely and
across the different social fabric.

The annual per capita consumption of fish for the fish-eating
population of India was found to be 8-9 kg which is way below the
Indian Council of Medical Research (ICMR) recommendation of
12 kg/annum.

The World Bank predicts per capita fish consumption of 6.6
kg/year for India in 2030 which still falls way behind ICMR
recommendation.
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STATE WITH
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KERALA
Toll Free No. 1800-425-1660 (19.41 Kg Per Capita / Per Year)

{:::;} Website: http://dof.gov.in/ b https://twitter.com/FisheriesGol o https://www.facebook.com/FisheriesGol ‘l https://www.instagram.com/departmentofisheries



Obijectives of this study

* To assess the per capita consumption pattern among a highly fish
consuming population

* To measure the perception differences among women and men
fish consumers with reference to health, safety and quality issues
in inland vs coastal and rural vs urban settings.

* To provide gender specific recommendations for science
communication with respect to benefits of fish consumption.



Methodology

* Highly fish consuming state of Kerala, India
purposively selected for the study

e Purposive random sampling method was followed
and 400 consumers covering 263 women and 137
men fish consumers from 2 coastal districts
(Ernakulam and Kozhikode) and 2 inland districts
(Kottayam and Palakkad) of Kerala State, India were
surveyed.

* The perception statements were developed under
three conceptual dimensions of nutritional- health
benefits of fish, quality concerns and safety issues in
fish consumption.

* Each household was visited and one adult
respondent most involved in fish purchase and
cooking was personally interviewed.




Study of fish consumption patterns
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Frequency of fish consumption

(n=400)
Frequency Ernakulam Kozhikkode Palakkad Kottayam
(%) (%) V) V)
Daily
2-3 times a 46 29 38 67
week
Weekly once 9 3 21 2
1-2 times a i} 1 25 1
month

Rarely 1 3 8 1



Most purchased and favourite fishes

(n=400)

* Sardine was identified as the most purchased and
favourite fish among all the districts studied followed
oy Mackerel.

* Pearl spot (Ernakulam), Pomfret (Kozhikkode),
Prawns and Catla (Palakkad) and Seer fish and Tuna
(Kottayam) were the next most favourite fishes for
which cost and availability in local markets acted as
deterrent in frequent purchase.




Purchase of fish v/s other Non-veg items and milk (n=400)

Item EKM KKD PKD KTM KERALA

(kg/Family/month)  (kg/m) (kg/m) (kg/m) (kg/m)

Fish per capita 3.21 3.05 1.85 3.65 2.94
Fish 13.28 12.97 7.50 13.78 11.71
Chicken 4.10 3.40 3.88 5.00 4.10
Mutton 2.12 2.13 0.57 2.06 1.72
Beef 2.70 2.80 1.37 2.21 2.27
Pork 1.43 - 0.08 1.95 0.87
Duck 1.90 - - 1.47 0.84
Eggs nos/m 35 28 25 34 31

Milk Itr/m 20 15 18 24 19

Avg mon exp (Rs) 5097 3685 3075 5578 4349




Per capita and monthly fish consumption

* Monthly fish consumption
of the households surveyed
varied between one kg to
50 kg

e Estimated as 11.71 kg

* Percapita fish consumption
was estimated as 0.11 kg to
9.33 kg per month

* Estimated as 2.94 kg




Comparison of monthly fish consumption of coastal vs inland
district households

* Coastal district households had a significantly higher monthly fish consumption
(t=3.619, p= 0.000) and a significantly higher percapita fish consumption than
that of inland district households (t=2.027, p= 0.043)

Parameters Type of district Mean value Standard

(kg/month) deviation

Monthly fish consumption of Coastal 12.89 8.01 3.619 0.000
households Inland 10.30 6.17
Percapita fish consumption Coastal 3.13 1.97 2.027 0.043

Inland 2.03 1.75




Perception of fish consumers on health
benefits, quality and safety
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Distribution of fish consumers based on their perception about
health benefits of fish

, | _ 64.25
Stimulates brain development
. _ 77.5
Healthier than red meat
_ 68
Improve the development of bones m Agree
| 65.5 M Undecided
Reduces the risk of cardiovascular diseases m Disagree
86.75
Recommended for all age groups
N _ 8415
Most nutritious food
——F—F—F—F—F—F—7
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Distribution of fish consumers based on their perception about
qguality of fish

Authorities have left consumers to be duped 48.75

by vendors w.r.t fish quality

There is no quality certification system to
convey the freshness of fish

56

Fish quality is influenced by time taken to 71.25

reach market

45.5 " Agree
M Undecided

Farmed fish is of lower general quality than
wild captured fish

Consumers are unable to properly assess the 60.5 W Disagree

fish quality in market

Cleanliness of market contributes to quality of 67.25

fish

. . 70.5
Local fish is better than other states fish
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Distribution of fish consumers based on their perception about

safety of fish
Government machinery is not effective in 67.5
ensuring safe fish to consumers
Spoilt fish from other states is widely sold in 69.25
Kerala markets
There is no certification system to convey the 66.25
o ] 69 M Undecided
Fish in our markets contain adulterants m Disagree
Fish contain heavy metals and many harmful 55.25

contaminants

Eating some fishes causes allergy in many 71.75

people

40 50 60 70 80



Perception of rural vs. urban women (Kruskal-Wallis test results)

Perception statements
Rural

Overall nutritional- health perception 183.04

Local fish is having better quality than the fish 181.03
coming from other states

Consumers are unable to properly assess the
fish quality in market

Fish quality is influenced by time taken to reach
market after capture

There is no certification system to convey the
safety of fish

Government machinery is not effective in
ensuring safe fish to consumers

Mean rank
Semi-urban

212.02

Urban




Perception of rural vs. urban women

 Urban women had a significantly higher
perception about health benefits of fish than
semi-urban and rural women consumers
(p=0.011).

« Semi-urban women had stronger perception
that local fish is having better quality than
the fish coming from other states as shown
by Kruskal-Wallis test (p=0.045).

 But surprisingly, rural women consumers
had more concern about lack of certification
system than urban women to convey the
safety of fish (p=0.029) and about
Inefficiency of government machinery for
ensuring safe fish to consumers (p=0.018).




Perception of men vs women

Perception statements

Fish consumption reduces the risk of
cardiovascular diseases

Fish quality is influenced by time taken to
reach market after capture

Eating some fishes causes allergy in many
people

There is no certification system to convey the
safety of fish

Overall nutritional- health perception

Mean rank

Men

Women

Mann-
Whitney U
13190.500
12811.000
13440.000
12341.500

15565.500




Perception of men vs women

 Women had a significantly higher
perception than men with respect to
health benefits of fish (p=0.033)
depicting her effort in garnering
nutrition knowledge to ensure the
health requirement of her family.

* As men had more exposure to fish
markets and other places concern
about fish quality during
transportation (p=0.002) and lack of
certification system for safety of fish
(p=0.001) was stronger among men
than among women.




Conclusions and recommendations

* Women and men recorded equal and very high percapita fish consumption
to the tune of roughly 36 kg/year in Kerala, India

* Significant difference in consumption was observed wherein coastal
households had a significantly higher (12.89kg) monthly fish consumption
and a significantly higher per capita fish consumption (3.13kg) than that of
inland district households.

* Women recorded a si%nificantly higher perception than men with respect
to nutrition and health benefits of fish depicting her effort to ensure the
nutritional requirement of her family.

* Men require more customized information about health benefits of fish,

* Women were in need of customized information on quality and safety
risks associated with fish consumption.

* The findings calls for better customisation of sc[e_ntlfic communication
about nutrition and health benefits of fish specifically designed for
members of both genders residing in coastal and inland regions.
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