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Concerns about possible unlawful conduct in the process of the proposed fishmeal factory in 

the Mossel Bay harbour 

Concerned comments on social media about the proposed fishmeal factory in Mossel Bay harbour 

need to be investigated. 

Afro Fishing is currently operating a fish by-products rendering plant in the Mossel Bay harbour.  Yet 

Afro Fishing also advertises that its new proposed (read bigger) fishmeal plant triggers listed activities 

in terms of the National Environmental Management Act (NEMA, Act No.107 of 1998 as amended), 

the 2014 Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Regulations and the National Environmental 

Management: Air Quality Act (NEM: AQA, Act 39 of 2004).  Does this mean that Afro Fishing's current 

operations on site do not require environmental licensing?  Or does Afro Fishing actually admit that it 

does not possess the required environmental licensing for its present rendering activities on site?     

Under this legislation NEM:AQA (GN No. R.893) the production of fishmeal and/or the rendering of 

fish by-products is a listed activity that are described under category 10 (Animal matter processing): 

Processes for the rendering, cooking, drying, dehydrating, digesting, evaporating or protein 

concentrating of any animal matter not intended for human consumption at all installations handling 

more than 1 ton of raw materials per day.  Hence the necessary environmental licenses and permits 

for the specific activities must first be obtained from the relevant Licensing Authority before the 

rendering plant can start with its operations.   

Afro Fishing has installed a Hiller Tri-canter system in 2015 to render their fish by-product by cooking 

it with direct steam injection. Then drying and dehydrating the cooked fish by-products by pressing 

out the stick water and oil of the solid components with centrifugal force and splitting the stick water 

and oil components afterwards.  The fish oil is then sold and the stick water is pumped into the sea.    

The Afro Fishing factory can process roughly 200 Ton of fish per day on full capacity which delivers 

roughly 100T of fish by-product not intended for human consumption.  It means their production far 

exceeds the 1-ton limit per day to be exempted from the aforementioned legislation. 

If we break down the category 10 regulation, Afro Fishing triggered the need for an Air Emission 

Licence (AEL) for its listed activity from 2015 until today in one or all of the following manners: 

1. Rendering: That is defined as a process that converts waste animal tissue into stable, usable 

materials as in this case dehydrated, concentrated fish proteins and fish oil; 

2. Cooking: By using direct steam injection from the boiler; 

3. Drying and Dehydrating: By spinning the product so fast that the centrifugal force presses out the 

water and other liquid including fish oil from the protein tissue.   In this case it dehydrates the fish 

by-products from a plus minus 80% moisture content to a 45-50% moisture content; 

4.Protein concentrating; 

5. Animal matter not intended for human consumption: In this case heads, guts, scales and tails. 

6. ALL installations handling more than 1 ton of raw material per day: In this case up to 100 ton per 

day when the factory was in full production. 



Hence it ought to have been clear to the local authorities, and in particular to the officials in the 

employ of the Garden Route District Municipality (the latter that acts as the Licensing Authority 

concerned), that Afro Fishing does need the required environmental licensing to conduct its present 

fish rendering activities on site.  Yet for the past four years they were allowed to continue with their 

current operations on site, ostensibly without the necessary licensing.  Why? 

I have on numerous occasions brought it to the licensing authorities' attention that this activity at the 

Afro Fishing premises is unlawful.  The two responsible persons that act as the licensing authority in 

the case, is Dr Johann Schoeman and Mr Angus Andries from the Garden Route District Municipality.  

For some reason or other they have refused and/or neglected to act against Afro Fishing.   A 

reasonable person cannot come to any other conclusion that they either intentionally swept the 

matter under the carpet or they acted with gross negligence in ignoring the evidence presented to 

them. 

It begs the question again: Why would that be?  Is criminal or foul play possibly involved? 

The questions that need to be asked and answered are: 

1. Why did Dr Johann Schoeman and Mr Angus Andries refuse to act against the illegal activity? 

2. What did they gain out of allowing the activity to take place without the proper licensing in place? 

Furthermore, under Activity 34 in Afro Fishing's pending application it is stated: ‘The expansion to 

include the fishmeal, fish oil reduction plant will require an amendment to the current coastal water 

discharge permit and will require a new Air Emission license’. This indicates that there is a current 

coastal water discharge permit which also needs to be investigated. 

The reason for this must be explained by understanding the process involved. 

In the process of dehydrating/drying the protein component, the liquids are extracted that consist of 

stick water and fish oil.  Stick water is the water-based component deriving from the intestinal fluids, 

blood and water that was in the fish body and flesh. The stick water is high in protein and this makes 

it dangerous to pump into the sea.  In this case Afro Fishing was allowed to pump their stick water 

directly into the sea.  This is pollution of huge proportions.   

Attached are photos of the stick water being pumped into the sea at Mossel Bay harbour. The wide 

spread dispersion of the stick water and a container with a sample of the stick water that settled to 

indicate the protein content by settling.   

Stick water is very dangerous to pump into the sea as it is high in protein and bacteria growth is rapid 

in this medium.  The stick water settles in the sea and forms a layer on the sea bed.  This protein 

layer then forms a stratum for microbes like bacteria and pathogens to breed in.  The bacteria use 

the oxygen in the water to break down the proteins and the lack of oxygen then kills all the sea life 

on the bottom of the ocean.  Not even to speak of the pathogens that makes the sea life sick.   

Furthermore a small percentage of oil is left in the stick water after the oil was extracted. This small 

percentage must not be discarded as insignificant.  The percentage needs to be multiplied by the 

amount of stick water actually produced and pumped into the sea.  In this case 50 000 litre of stick 

can be produced on full production currently, but with the new plant (ten times the size of the 



current capacity) the potential pollution will be much higher.  On the photo the oil pollution is visible 

by the naked eye.  The thin film of oil on top of the sea water gives it a distinct shiny appearance.  

Just remember that this factory will be 10 times bigger than the current operation with a much 

bigger oil pollution if they continue to let the company discharge this quality of water into the ocean.  

They do not mention that they want to amend the quality standards of the water - they only want to 

increase the volume allowed.   

The current operations were allowed without a stick water condensation plant and this also gives 

reason to suspect unlawful and foul play being present. 

All the relevant information and concerns were previously raised with the two officials concerned 

and yet no action was taken to stop the practice.  Why? 

Our courts have accepted that an official who carries out his duties in total disregard of what he 

is supposed or required by law to do, would more likely than not be acting in bad faith.  

If a reasonable suspicion of bad faith exists, it ought to provide enough reason for a proper 

investigation to be conducted into any intentional and/or gross negligent wrongdoing on the part of 

the Licensing Authority's officials in the employ of the Garden Route District Municipality.  Such an 

investigation, that needs to include a forensic audit of the individuals involved and a comprehensive 

evaluation of all actions, omissions, permits and authorisations issued by the officials concerned, 

must be undertaken and finalised by a competent (and independent) authority prior to any decision 

being taken on the pending application of Afro Fishing.   

Afro Fishing gained financially from the lack of action undertaken by the officials concerned in that: 

*Money was saved by not having to pay for environmental assessment practitioners; 

*No stick water evaporation plant needed to be erected – millions of rands of savings; 

*No water treatment was needed; 

*No air emission treatment was needed; 

*Time was saved by not having to get the necessary licensing in place;  

*No Act 36 licensing and fees were needed.  The cooking time was not adequate in the system to 

comply with Act 36 legislation for a by-products rendering facility but still the practise was left 

without interference; and 

*Lower production costs. 

The above is only but a few ways that the company benefitted from the actions of the two officials 

involved.  

If any bad faith or gross misconduct on the part of any official (that latter that is also the decision 

maker) in the employ of the Licensing Authority is present, the whole process of evaluating and 

deciding on the current Afro Fishing application will be tainted with unlawfulness and illegality.   



Hence I call for a proper investigation into the conduct and actions (or inactions) on the part of the 

Licensing officials concerned and the representatives of Afro Fishing prior to any final decision on the 

pending application for environmental authorisation is entertained.   
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