
























































































































































































































































































































































 160

the household actually use per day, what is the water used for, how much is used and 

how often water is used, irrespective of the water source. 

 

Estimate of water used per day by households included water used for laundry, 

bathing, drinking, cooking, house cleaning, and washing household utensils. Most of 

the households cook once a day, with a few cooking twice a day.  

 

Laundry is often done just once a week, so the amount of water used weekly was 

divided by seven to get an amount for daily use. Only thirteen respondents were able 

to tell how much water they use for laundry; the rest could not tell how much water 

they use for laundry because they do it at “A bobomeni” and others at Klein Letaba 

River - because it is much easier for them to take laundry to the source than to carry 

home large amounts of water. Laundry at source does not consume a lot of water as 

noted by Boelee et al (2007), but may damage irrigation infrastructure and could 

influence water quality downstream. After washing, the clean wet clothes are then 

taken home and hung to dry. 

 

Actual water use by households per day for different activities ranged from 2 litres to 

250 litres, with an average of 201 litres. On average households use approximately 19 

litres for cooking, 23 litres for laundry, 87 litres for bathing morning and evening, 9 

litres for house cleaning, 18 litres for washing household utensils, 30 litres for 

washing household utensils and cooking, and 15 litres for drinking.  

 

Using an average household size of six people and average water use of 201 litres per 

day, this shows that on average each household member uses 33.5 litres a day, which 

is slightly above the minimum RDP standard of 25 lpcd. The standard is met in terms 

of quantity but not quality and accessibility because these people are mostly using 

dirty irrigation water collected more than 250 m from their homes. 
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Table 34: Water use per household per day 
 

Domestic use Average water 
use (litres) 

Minimum 
water used 
(litres) 

Maximum 
water used 
(litres) 

Times a day 
(average) 

Cooking 18.7 2 50 1.1 
Laundry 22.8 10.7 40 1 
Bathing 87.4 25 200 1.8 
House cleaning 8.8 1 25 0.7 
Washing 
household 
utensils 

18.3 10 25 1 

Cooking & 
washing 
household 
utensils 

30.5 25 60 1 

Drinking 14.7 2 25 3.5 
 

5.3.3.5 Use of water from the Middle Letaba Canal 

 

Respondents were asked whether they used water from the Middle Letaba Canal, 

what it is used for, whether they treat the water before drinking it, and whether 

anyone in the household has suffered from diarrhoea, cholera or bilharzia in the past 

three months. The use of irrigation water for domestic and other purposes depends on 

the availability of water from other sources e.g. yard and communal taps. Canal water 

drawn from “A Bobomeni”, “Ka Magesheni”, B4E pump station, and B4E irrigation 

scheme, is used for laundry, bathing, drinking, cooking, house cleaning, washing 

household utensils, and laundry. The Table below indicates the activities that are 

undertaken by different households using water from the canal. A total of 17 

households (68%) admitted to using use canal water within the home for laundry, 

cooking, drinking, bathing, house cleaning and washing household utensils within the 

past year. 

 

Only eight households indicated that they drank water from the canal in the past year, 

but from the focus group discussions it was gathered that most people drink water 

from the canal but they are just ashamed it because the water is so dirty. It was found 

that 62% of the households that drink water from the canal do not treat the water 

before drinking it, and 38% boil the water before drinking. One of the respondents 

said that “we are tired of boiling the water everyday; we just drink it as it is”.  
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One would expect this village to have lots of water-washed17 and water-borne 

diseases. Only two households reported having someone in the house who suffered 

from diarrhoea, and two households reported bilharzia in the past three months. The 

study, however, did not go into detail on issues of health and illness, and it could be 

that such illnesses are seasonal or periodic. Dirty water results in high costs to 

families, communities and governments in the form of direct medical expenses, lost 

work time, lost education, lost economic productivity of sick workers, therefore 

contributing to household and community poverty (Calaguas, 1999). Unsafe dirty 

water is the major cause of water-related diseases that kill up to 5 million people 

annually (Calaguas, 1999).  

 

Diarrhoea can be water-borne, through drinking contaminated water or via food 

(Boelee et al, 2007). Transmission within the household takes place when there is not 

enough water for people to wash their hands after defecation and before preparing 

food. Howard and Bartram (2003) argue that while the consumption of untreated 

surface water poses certain risks to human health, the higher availability of water 

(even if untreated) through the presence of irrigation systems may actually improve 

health. Dense networks of irrigation canals bring water closer to the people and make 

it easily accessible and often guarantee a reliable supply throughout the year, as is the 

case in Siyandhani. A study by Van der Hoek et al (as cited in Boelee et al 2007) in 

Pakistan found that the storage of irrigation water increased household water use and 

led to fewer cases of diarrhea.  

 

5.3.3.6 Productive use of domestic water at household level 
 

Respondents were asked what other uses of water, other than washing, cooking, 

bathing, cleaning and drinking, they undertake, how much water is used for these 

                                                 

17 Water washed diseases are caused by water scarcity where people cannot wash themselves, their 
clothes or home regularly. They include scabies, skin sepsis, yaws, leprosy, trachoma and 
conjunctivitis. 
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activities and how often. These activities make use of either water from the irrigation 

system or purified water from Nsami Dam. Irrigation agriculture is excluded from 

this section because it will be dealt with in a separate chapter, but other water use 

activities such as garden production and commercial purposes, as distinguished by 

Boelee et al (2007), and other uses are included. 

 

Only seven households undertake productive activities using water within their 

homestead. Some of the households undertook two productive activities e.g. three of 

the four households who made ice blocks for sale also made guava juice. Other 

productive activities included livestock watering, cooking maize porridge and meat 

for sale at local schools, vegetable gardening and brick making (see Table below).  

 

Table 35: Productive water use at household level 
 

Productive 
use 

No of 
households 

Average 
water use 
(litres) 

Minimum water 
used (litres) 

Maximum water 
used (litres) 

Times a day 
(average) 

Ice making 4 8.1 5 12.5 0.5
Juice making 3 14.2 10 20 0.6
Livestock 
watering 

1 225 225 225 1

Porridge and 
meat 

2 22.5 20 25 1

Vegetable 
garden 

1 75 75 75 1

Brick 
making 

1 300 300 300 1

 

The other eighteen households had not undertaken productive water use within the 

past 12 months. Households had various reasons why they don’t use water for 

productive activities. Sixty-six percent mentioned that they don’t use water for 

productive purposes because there is lack of water in the village and they can only 

manage to collect water for meeting basic human needs. Five percent said they have 

no time to do other things but collect water for household use, 11% said that they 

have no interest in using water for productive purposes, 27% said they lack funds to 

use water productively, and 5% said that there are already too many businesses in the 

village.  
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When asked what activities they would undertake should water be available, many 

respondents reported that they could use water productively. The Table below 

indicates some of the activities that could be undertaken if water was available. About 

69% of household members wanted to improve their food security through vegetable 

gardening. 

 

Table 36: Productive activities that could be undertaken at household level 

 
Activity No of households that  

would undertake activity 
Percentage (%) 

Ice blocks and juice  2 11 
Vetkoek (dumplings) and fish 1 2 
Vegetable garden 13 69 
Beer making 1 5 
Brick making 1 5 
Porridge and meat 1 5 
TOTAL 19 100 

 

5.3.3.7 Level of service for domestic water since 1994 

 

Respondents were asked whether they thought water supply has changed since 1994, 

what they thought government (at all levels) should be doing to improve water supply 

in the village, and how they perceive the quality of the water service provided by 

Greater Giyani Municipality. 

 

Eighty four percent (84%) of the respondents were of the opinion that domestic water 

supply was worse in 2007 than it was in 1994; 12% stated there has been no 

improvement and only 4% reported that there had been some improvement in 

domestic water supply in the village. 

 

Respondents made suggestions for improving the water supply in the village and 

some respondents were able to give more than one suggestion. Other respondents said 

they don’t know why they were not getting water and so found it difficult to them to 

make any suggestions. 
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Table 37: Suggestion to improve water availability and quality 
 
Suggestion Percentage
Replace pipes 8
Install new yard taps 4
Install meters and charge for water 8
‘Just give us water’ 28
Go back to centralised domestic  
water supply system 

8

Local councillor must inform DWAF  
about water problems 

4

Inform the person who operates the  
water purification plant  

4

Use boreholes to supply us with water 8
Water should be supplied for at least  
one hour everyday from our yard taps 

4

No suggestion 24
 

When asked how they rated the municipal service in terms of water supply, 96% of 

the respondents mentioned that the service that they get from the municipality was 

not good because they didn’t have water. This is what some of the respondents had to 

say: 

 

 “The service is bad; we don’t know why they don’t give us water”. 

 “The service is bad, nothing is changing; we use to get water in 1993 and 

1994 and now the water supply is much worse”. 

 “The level of service is very low. It seems like we are going back to the 

apartheid era where we used to collect water from the rivers”. 

 “We don’t see the service because we are thirsty people; we need water 

everyday for many things but we don’t have the water”. 

 “We don’t have water and we think our rights are not fulfilled”. 

 

5.4 Conclusion  

 

This chapter provided key findings of the research undertaken at Siyandhani village 

regarding domestic water allocation and use. The chapter has showed how much 
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water is allocated to household members at Siyandhani and how the water is used at 

household level.  

 

The following are the main points that can be drawn from this chapter: 

 

• There is too little clean water reaching the village, due to insufficient supply 

(or poor management) and/or excessive extractions higher up the pipeline at 

the Township and Giyani CBD. 

• Clean water that reaches the village is unequally distributed. Kheto Nxumalo 

High School farm always has clean while the households in Siyandhani do not 

have the clean water.  

• DWAF officials have argued (as indicate at the beginning of the chapter) that 

it was illegal taps in the yard that produced the water shortage in the village. 

No effort has been made by same officials or local leaders to restore supply to 

yard/street pipes, to deal with illegal connections, or to maintain the 

infrastructure. This leads to people using a range of unsafe sources, all of 

which originate in the irrigation canal.  

• The problem of plentiful irrigation water within a situation of general scarcity 

is not being addressed. 

• Officials are actually assisting in providing unclean water to villagers, at the 

two pump stations, rather than addressing the underlying water problems.  
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CHAPTER 6: IRRIGATION WATER ALLOCATION AND USE IN 

LETABA CATCHMENT: THE CASE OF BLOCK 4E (B4E) OF 

MIDDLE LETABA IRRIGATION SCHEME 

 

The previous chapter provided key findings of the research undertaken at Siyandhani 

village on domestic water allocation and use. The chapter showed how much water is 

allocated and how the water is used at household level.  

 

One of the objectives of this study was to investigate the practice of allocation and 

use of agricultural water. In this chapter the results of a study of block 4E (B4E) of 

Middle Letaba irrigation scheme are presented. This chapter is divided into eight 

sections, which cover land allocation and plot holders in B4E scheme, characteristics 

of farmers, agricultural production, problems and challenges facing farmers, water 

use, water management institutions, the Revitalization of Smallholder Irrigation 

Schemes (RESIS) programme in B4E, and assistance from the Department of 

Agriculture.  

 

The B4E scheme is part of the Middle Letaba irrigation scheme (MLIS). MLIS was 

originally envisaged to comprise an area of approximately 5,400 ha in three areas, 

namely: Homu, Hlaneki and Bend (GDAF, 1991:21), and was to be developed in two 

phases. During the first phase an area of 2,800 hectares (ha) was completed by 1991. 

The 2,800 ha of the MLIS are distributed as follows: Homu, 240 ha; Hlaneki, 1,200 

ha; and Bend, 1,360 ha (GDAF, 1993:12). The Bend component was started in 1985 

and completed in 1991. The Bend irrigation scheme is, in turn, divided into ten 

blocks. Blocks one to seven are located at Mapuve and Siyandhani villages, and 

blocks eight to ten are located at Xikukwani and Makoxa villages. 
 

6.1 Land allocation and plot holders in B4E scheme 

 

The land at the Bend portion of the MLIS was allocated to local farmers and some 

was allocated to agri-business companies such as Sapekoe and Anglo-American. Out 

of a total of 1360 ha at Bend, an area of 255 ha was allocated to Sapekoe and an area 
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of 345 ha was allocated to Anglo American for short term uses. All these hectares 

were in B4E. 

 

The two companies left the area several years ago. Sapekoe left in 1987, after which 

the 225 ha were abandoned, and equipment was stolen at B4E as a result. Anglo 

American left the area in 1999, leaving behind crops of litchis, mangoes, potatoes, 

and Lucerne (Shivambu, 2006). Anglo American was employing people from 

surrounding areas who were retrenched when they left. The Land that was used by 

Anglo American was then used by Gary Harrison, a white commercial farmer, who 

leased the land from the government until 2006.  

 

In 2002, Mr M.W Shivambu, who was one of the retrenched employees of Anglo 

American, and who resides in Siyandhani village, approached chief Siyandhani about 

the land at the scheme which was not used since 1999 when Anglo American left the 

area. Mr Shivambu asked the chief if community members could use the land for 

farming. An announcement was subsequently made by chief Siyandhani that land 

would be allocated at the scheme and interested people should contact Mr Shivambu. 

About 18 interested people contacted Mr Shivambu.  

 

Before the plots were allocated, it turned out that certain people had already been 

involved in fencing portions of block 4E but they were not yet farming there, and 

these people were given first priority during the allocation of plots. All those who 

showed interest were temporarily allocated land through the chief and the Department 

of Agriculture in 2003, but they were not issued with any written proof of their 

permission to occupy. Five of the new plot holders in B4E had previously been 

allocated plots in B1 irrigation scheme in Mapuve village. These farmers moved to 

B4E in 2003 because B1 did not have hydrants for irrigation, because they had been 

stolen; in addition, their crops were being stolen from their fields at night. 

 

Currently an area of 83.6 hectares has been allocated to 18 plot holders. The Table 

below indicates that five of the plot holders (28%)are women and the rest are men; 

one of the plot holders is aged 25-34 years, 10 (55%) are 35-49 years, 6 (33%) are 50-
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64 years and one is 70 years. Most of the plot holders have been allocated plots of 

five hectares with the exception of four18 plot holders. There is one plot holder who 

holds a plot in B4E and another 2 ha plot in B4. Approximately half (ten out of 18) of 

the plot holders are from Siyandhani village and the others are from Giyani Sections 

A, D, E, and F, Kremetart and Nkuzana village.  

 

Table 38: Profile of plot holders at B4E 

 
Plot No. Gender of  

plot holder 
Age Hectares Home of plot holder 

1 M 34 5 Giyani  
2 M 45 5 Siyandhani 
3 F 44 5 Siyandhani 
4 M 57 5 Siyandhani 
5 M 44 5 Siyandhani 
6 F 52 5 Giyani 
7 M 40 5 Siyandhani 
8 M 51 5 Siyandhani 
9 M 35 5 Giyani 

10 M 70 5 Siyandhani 
11 F 58 5 Giyani 
12 M 36 5 Nkuzana 
13 M 55 4.5 Giyani 
14 M 56 5 Siyandhani 
15 M 45 2.5 Kremetart 
16 M 47 3.73 Siyandhani 
17 F 39 2.83 Siyandhani 
18 F 45 5 Giyani 

 

Some plot holders, mainly those who are not from Siyandhani village, do not work 

the plots themselves but employ labourers to work on their plots. The employed 

labourers only plant a few lines of crops. The plot holders employ these labourers so 

that their plots are kept in use and so are not allocated to other people. Most of the 

farmers from Giyani Township said they were actively producing at the scheme in 

2003 and 2004, but by 2005 they were less interested in farming and some even 

stopped coming to the field’s altogether. Their absence impacts negatively on the 

other farmers as each plot holder has been given a portion of the fence which they are 

suppose to fix when the cattle damage it. The absent farmers don’t care about fixing 

                                                 
18 The four plot holders are allocated 2.5, 2.83, 3.73 and 4.5 hectares. 
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the fence because they have not planted anything and the cattle manage to come into 

the plots and eat other farmers’ crops.  

 

6.2 Characteristics of farmers at B4E 

 

As mentioned before, the researcher intended interviewing all 18 plot holders at the 

scheme but only 11 farmers19 could be found at the scheme during the period of data 

collection. Eleven farmers were thus interviewed by the use of a questionnaire (see 

Appendix B for a copy of the questionnaire). The researcher made individual 

appointments with the farmers to interview them at their own plots at the scheme.  

 

The Table below indicates the household composition of the farmers at B4E. The 

Table indicates that 27% of the respondents were females and 73% were males. The 

average number of people in households was six with a minimum of three and a 

maximum of 11 people in a household. Twenty six percent of household members are 

aged between 0-14, 25% aged between 15-24, 12% aged between 25-34, 12% aged 

between 35-49, 15% aged between 50-64, 8% aged between 65-79, and 2% aged 80 

years and above. The farmer with 2.5 ha of his own is also leasing land from two 

other plot holders who do not use all land allocated to them. The constitution of B4E 

irrigation scheme states that before land can be sub-leased to other farmers, the plot 

holder must first write a letter to the B4E management committee stating how many 

hectares will be leased and for how long. The farmers that have leased land to the 

farmer with the 2.5 ha have followed this procedure. 

                                                 
19 ‘Farmers’ are understood here as people who are actively engaged in the farming enterprise through 
investment or direct labour and make decisions related to crop production and marketing. They can be 
active on their own land or on land where someone else has the right to occupy (Denison and Manona, 
2007). 
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Table 39: Household composition of plot holders 
 

Respondent  
Gender Size of land

Total no of 
people in 
household

No of people 
aged 0-14

No of 
people aged 

15-24

No of 
people aged 

25-34

No of 
people aged 

35-49

No of 
people 

aged 50-64

No of 
people aged 

65-79

No of 
people 

aged 80+

M 5 5 1 1 1 2

F 4.5 11 2 5 1 1 1 1

F 5 6 2 1 1 1 1

M 5 6 2 2 1 1

M 5 6 1 1 2 1 1

M 5 7 1 3 2 1

M 5 3 1 1 1

M 5 4 1 1 1 1

M 4.5 7 1 1 2 2 1

M 2.5 6 4 2

F 5 4 1 1 2

Total 51.5 65 17 16 8 8 10 5 1

 

Household income  
 
Respondents were asked about main sources of income coming into their household, 

but not the precise amounts from each source. Farming is not the only source of 

income for these farmers. A total of three households had three sources of income 

(including agriculture) and the rest of the households had two sources of income. The 

sources of income included wages earned from employment in the public service and 

from shops and employment in urban areas, child support grants, old age grants, 

remittances and farming. Household members employed by the public service are 

employed as a teacher, an agricultural officer, a cleaner and a boiler operator. 

Farming accounted for (36%) of all sources mentioned; child support grant accounted 

for 24%; and old age grant accounted for 12%. 

 

The Table below shows the various sources of income and number of earners within 

each category for 11 households in the survey. 
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Table 40: Household income 

 
Income source No of earners / 

income source 
Wages (Government 
employee and shops) 

6

Child support grant 6
Old age grant 3
Remittances 1
Farming 9

 

6.3 Production at B4E scheme 

 
This section presents findings on agricultural activity at B4E for the agricultural year 

2005/2006, including land usage, methods of ploughing, crops grown, crop output, 

labour usage, agricultural extension services, crop sales and marketing and 

transportation of produce. 

 

6.3.1 Land usage at Block 4E 

 

The plot holders were asked how much land is allocated to them and how much of 

their land they had cultivated during the agricultural year running from November 

2005 to October 2006. Land usage at the scheme varies considerably between 

farmers, varying between 0.25 ha and 8.75ha20 in the period covered by the study 

(See Table below). 

                                                 
20 The farmers who plough more land than allocated ploughed the same land twice in one year. See 
farmer two and eight on the Table below. 
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Table 41: Area of land cultivated Block 4B 2005/2006 (Ha) 
 

Farmer Land allocated (ha) Total land cultivated (ha)
1 5 0.25
2 4.5 6.99
3 5 1
4 5 0.75
5 5 4.5
6 5 2.5
7 5 1.25
8 5 8.75
9 4.5 3.75

10 2.5 4
11 5 0.75

Total 51.5 34.49  
 

The plot holders were further asked why they don’t use all land that has been 

allocated to them. Thirty one percent of the plot holders said they don’t use all land 

allocated because they do not have a tractor to plough, 19.5% said they don’t have 

money to purchase seeds, fertilizer and chemicals, 12 % said they don’t have money 

to hire a tractor and 6% said they don’t have pipes to irrigate (see Table below). 

 

Table 42: Reasons for not using all land allocated 
 
Reason for not using all land allocated No of farmers Percentage 
Lack of funds for seeds, chemicals and fertilizers 3 19.5 
No money to pay labourers 3 19.5 
Non-reliability of tractor owner 2 12.0 
No tractor to plough 5 31.0 
No money to hire a tractor 2 12.0 
No pipes to irrigate 1 6.0 
Total 16 100.0 
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Lack of a tractor to plough is the major problem reported by plot holders. None of the 

plot holders own a tractor, and so they have to hire one at prices of R400 to R550/ha 

for ploughing, R300-R350/ha for disking21 and R300-R350/ha for furrowing.  

 

6.3.2 Methods of ploughing at B4E 

 

At the beginning of the scheme in the mid 1980s ploughing services were provided 

by the state but the state services in the former homelands of Limpopo province 

deteriorated dramatically in the early 1990s. Plot-holders were obliged to turn 

increasingly to the hire of privately-owned tractors which are sometimes unreliable 

because they do not turn up when they are booked.  

 

Soil preparation by tractor is usually done in three phases: ploughing, disking, and 

furrowing. Each process is charged for separately by the different providers and plot 

holders generally use all the three services. Animal traction is forbidden by the 

management committee of the B4E irrigation scheme. No reason is given for this in 

the constitution of the B4E irrigation scheme, other than that it a rule of the 

Department of Agriculture. The unreliability of the hired tractor service was stated as 

one of the main reasons why all land allocated to the plot-holders was not ploughed. 

It seemed the demand for tractors is high in the area and there only a few people with 

tractors. The farmers mentioned that sometimes the tractors break down and there are 

lengthy delays in effecting repairs.  

 

6.3.3 Crops grown at Scheme 

 

The availability of irrigation water at block 4E has allowed plot-holders on the 

scheme to extend the range of crops and extend the growing season compared to dry 

land farmers in other parts of Giyani. In the early 1990s crops such as maize, wheat, 

tomatoes, groundnuts, okra, wheat, potatoes and dry beans were reportedly grown at 

the irrigation scheme. Obtaining detailed and accurate information on current crop 
                                                 
21 Disking is the vertical slicing of ploughed soil by using a tractor attachment of sharply-edged disks. 
The disks break up clods into smaller pieces. 
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production and disposal - including areas planted, yields, and sales revenues - 

presented many practical difficulties. Most farmers do not keep records of production 

despite the fact that their constitution states that every farmer must keep a record of 

how much was spent on inputs of production, and how much was made from crop 

sales. There is very little involvement of extension officers at the scheme so no 

independent estimates of crop output were available. 

 

Areas of crops planted and harvested at B4E were, however, estimated by individual 

plot-holders for the purposes of this study. The single most important crop in terms of 

area planted is maize, the local staple food, which accounts for 53% of the total 

cultivated area on the irrigation scheme. Following this a group of six crops between 

them account for around 42% of the production namely onions, pumpkin, okra, 

tomatoes, beetroot and spinach. Other crops such as Chinese spinach, green pepper, 

green beans, and cabbage account for small areas (in the range 1-2 % each). 

 

The following section draws together information on the main crops grown at B4E 

based on plot-holders survey results. 

 

Maize was grown by every plot-holder in the sample that planted a crop. The planting 

season for maize extends over a lengthy period, running from May to November, and 

a minority of plot-holders (18%) planted two crops in the year on different land in 

May/June and again in August/September. Growing time in the cool, dry winter 

season is longer than in the relatively warm, wet summer months, with the result that 

the maize harvest is largely concentrated in the period December to March, with 

small volumes harvested as early as October and as late as April. 

 

All farmers at the scheme make their maize crop available for harvest by customers, 

as green cobs, and keep the cobs that were not sold for grain. Plot holders in B4E 

have a comparative advantage over those in dry land areas in the production of early 

(or winter) maize. Early maize is either sold or consumed within the household, as 

fresh cobs (green mealies, or swifaki), rather than being milled for meal. Later in the 

season (February onwards), the demand for fresh maize in the area diminishes as the 
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dry land crop is harvested, and summer maize (mavele) is mostly sold or retained for 

home consumption (as maize meal). Winter maize tends to be grown largely for sale.  

 

Summer is the traditional maize season in the area, when yields are higher and more 

reliable than in winter. The farmers in B4E mentioned that the demand for mavele has 

declined because people now buy their maize meal from shops and it is economically 

better for them to sell early fresh cobs. Typical maize meal requirement is in the order 

of one 80kg bag for a household of six persons. Those who buy mavele to make 

maize meal have to stamp it in the traditional fashion by hand. Small volumes of dry 

mealies are sold locally for R150 per 80kg bag compared to R80/bag in the mid 

1990s as noted by Lahiff (2000) in Tshiombo Irrigation Scheme. 

 

Green mielies are generally sold directly to households within the village, to hawkers 

who come to the field, and to supermarkets such as SPAR, Boxer and Friendly in 

Giyani Town. The typical price for the green mielies is R1 per cob. 

 

Tomatoes have been cultivated in Middle Letaba irrigation scheme since the early 

1990s, and have over the years become a significant source of income for plot-

holders in irrigated land. A large informal market for tomatoes exists. Tomatoes can 

be grown throughout the year, but most planting occurs between March and June with 

harvesting concentrated between July and August. Tomatoes sent to the Johannesburg 

Fresh Produce Market through RSA agents were yielding very low returns, farmers 

were getting as little as R5 deposited to their bank accounts for the tomatoes possibly 

on grounds of quality or because the tomatoes were spoiled when delivered to the 

agent.  

 

Currently, the tomatoes are generally sold directly to households within the village, to 

hawkers who come to the field, and to supermarkets such as SPAR, Boxer and 

Friendly in Giyani Town. Better prices are obtained on the formal market, where 

plum tomatoes sell for R40 per crate.  
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Spinach is widely grown in B4E and constitutes an important element of the local 

diet. Spinach is a winter crop in the area and is planted in April to July. Prices for 

Spinach were reported to be R2.50 per bundle of 20 leaves. The spinach is sold 

locally to hawkers, supermarkets and households. 

 

Beetroot is also one of the most important crops in terms of area planted. Beetroot is 

planted in the period April to June and harvested in August to November. The plot-

holders extend the planting time to take advantage of the Christmas festive season 

when the demand for beetroot goes up. The reported price was R3.00 per bunch (four 

beetroots). 

 

Onions are mainly planted in the period April to June and harvested between August 

to November. The prices were R2.50 per bunch of four fresh onions and R10 for a 

5kg bag. The onions are sold to households within the village, to hawkers who come 

to the field, and to supermarkets such as SPAR, Boxer and Friendly in Giyani Town. 

 

Pumpkins and okra are grown throughout the year. Pumpkin leaves, which are often 

dried for later use, constitute an important element of the local vegetable diet. These 

crops are mainly sold to households within the village and to hawkers who come to 

the field. The hawkers sell the pumpkin leaves in Giyani town and there is a great 

demand for this throughout the year. 

 

Other crops 

 

Chinese spinach is a winter crop planted in April to July. It has a short growing 

season, from sowing to the end of the vegetable stage it takes six weeks for early 

maturing cultivars and eleven weeks for late maturing cultivars. The marketing of 

Chinese spinach is controlled by hawkers, especially for those plot holders who do 

not own a ‘bakkie’ (pick-up truck) to transport the produce. 

 

The hawkers visit the scheme on a daily basis in search of Chinese spinach; they go 

to different plots and harvest the vegetable themselves and pay the farmers on the 
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spot. They transport the spinach to their trading places (normally Giyani CBD) using 

public transport. Practically this means that those who produce this vegetable and do 

not have their own transport could expect to sell at least a part of their produce 

without having to actively seek for a market or be concerned about transport. Farmers 

with their own transport sell their Chinese spinach to supermarkets such as SPAR and 

Friendly Groceries. 

 

Green peppers and green beans are sold to local supermarkets. Cabbage is grown at a 

very small scale at the scheme, even though according to Van Averbeke et al (2007), 

it is the most commonly produced and consumed leafy vegetable among black people 

in South Africa.  

 

This section has provided an overview of crop production at B4E as a whole and the 

next section looks at production at household level using information gathered 

through the farmer survey. 

 

6.3.4 Crop output 

 

The estimation of crop yields at B4E was problematic (as also noted by Lahiff, 2000), 

for reasons connected with local farming practices. None of the plot holders in the 

survey kept written records and many were unable to provide precise estimates of 

past harvest volumes. Most farmers could, however, recall the area planted to various 

crops, usually in terms of number of hectares. When dealing with harvested volumes, 

farmers use different units for different crops e.g. bags (80 kg maize meal sack) for 

dry maize, crates for tomatoes, 2kg buckets for pumpkin leaves and bundles (of 

various size) for beetroot, spinach, and onions. 

 

Attempts to estimate yields were further complicated by the fact that perishable crops 

tend to be harvested over a prolonged period, whether for sale or for household 

consumption. Although crops are divided between household consumption 

(subsistence) and marketed share (surplus) the exact breakdown between is difficult 
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to ascertain. Crop quality rarely featured in the discussion of yields, although it 

influenced the prices that could be obtained by producers. 

 

An attempt has been made to calculate the gross crop income per household on the 

basis of information provided by the plot-holders, bearing in mind the limitations 

outlined above. This involved putting a monetary value to each crop produced and 

sold, over the course of the year on the scheme, based on prevailing farm gate prices 

at B4E. The gross crop income excludes the value of crops consumed within the 

household and does not take into account the cost of inputs. 

 

The Table below provides a breakdown of households in the survey according to 

estimated total gross crops income. The income earned by farmers in the survey for 

the year 2005/2006 varied enormously from R250 to R25,000 and the mean value per 

farmer was R5,683. Approximately 36% of farmers earned a gross crop income of 

less than R2,000 and only two farmers earned a gross income of more than R10,000. 

 

The Table below indicates that the farmers who cultivated more hectares are the ones 

who have a higher gross income.  

 

Table 43: Estimated gross crop income per farmer, 2005/2006 

 

Crop Value in Rands
No. of 
farmers

Percentage of 
farmers

Average land 
holding

Average land 
cultivated

0-1999 4 36 5 4.94
2000-4999 3 27 4.2 2.33
5000-9999 2 18 4.75 9.24
10 000+ 2 18 4.75 9.38  
 

It was difficult to find out what were the most productive crops (in terms of gross 

return per hectare) given the widely different yield estimates by growers for the same 

crop and the difference in area planted per crop. Highest reported returns came from 

green maize, tomatoes, onions and spinach.  
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Farmers were asked how they spend the money that they get from the sale of crops. 

The Table below shows the main category of expenditure for farmers in the sample, 

with the number of farmers in each category. As shown, 81.8% of the plot holders use 

the money mainly to buy seeds chemicals and fertilizers, 27.2 % use it mainly to pay 

labourers, and 18.1% to hire a tractor to plough the fields to be able to plant new 

crops. 

 

Table 44: Main use of crop income 
 
Use of income from sale of crops No of farmers Percentage 
Buy seeds, chemicals and fertilizers 9 81.8 
Pay labourers 3 27.2 
Buy food 3 27.2 
Save the money 2  18.1 
Hire a tractor 2  18.1 
Pay for  transportation to and from  scheme 1 9.0 
Pay school fees 3 27.2 
Buy electricity 1  9.0 

 

6.3.5 Hired and household labour 

 
Most farmers, but not all, said that they are assisted on their plot by other members of 

their household. The number of household members that assisted at the plots ranged 

from zero to three with an average of 1.5. 

 

The Table below indicates the number of household members that assist in the plot, 

their gender and tasks that they do. The numbers of people that assist exclude the 

respondent who, in all cases, is the one that usually does most of the farming 

activities at the plot.  
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Table 45: Tasks of household labour 

 
Farmer 

No 

Gender of 

farmer 

No of 

household 

members 

assisting 

Male Female Planting Weeding Irrigating Harvesting Management Fencing 

1 M 0         

2 F 3 3  x x     

3 F 2 1 1 x x x x   

4 M 1  1 x x x x   

5 M 3 1 2 x x  x   

6 M 0         

7 M 1  1  x x    

8 M 1  1     x  

9 M 2  2    x   

10 M 2 1 1 x x    x 

11 F 0         

Total  15 6 9       

 

All the farmers that were interviewed hire labourers either permanently or seasonally 

to assist with their farming, in addition to any household members that assist on their 

plots. Six farmers reported employing one worker at a time, and the highest number 

employed by a single farmer in the past year was seven. A total of 12 labourers are 

employed permanently by the farmers. Three of these workers are paid R400 a 

month, seven are paid R360 a month and two are paid R300 a month. At least 15 

seasonal workers are employed and they are paid R20 a day.  

 

Most of the labourers at B4E are Shangaan-speaking Mozambicans, and one farmer 

reported hiring labourers from Zimbabwe. None of the workers had their own land in 

the irrigation scheme but they had land for residential purposes in the village and the 

neighbouring village of Mapuve. One of the labourers mentioned that the money that 

he was getting can only buy him an 80 kg bag of maize meal per month. The hired 

labourers carry out the most labour-intensive tasks such as planting, irrigation, 

weeding and harvesting. No reliable statistics are available for agricultural wage rates 

in Limpopo province but, in 2003, Nkuzi (2003) found that farm wages in Limpopo 

fall in the range of R100-R300 per month. The wages paid at B4E are far below the 
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legal minimum wage for farm workers. In 2006, the minimum wage for farm workers 

in rural areas was R885 per month and R994 in urban areas, and expected to increase 

to R989 for rural and R1,041 for urban farms in 2007 (Department of Labour, 2006). 

There would appear to be little awareness of the statutory provisions for minimum 

wages among either employers or workers at Siyandhani, and no monitoring or 

enforcement by the Department of Labour. 

 

6.3.6 Agricultural extension service 

 

The Department of Agriculture appoints agricultural officers to advise farmers on 

aspects of crop production, both in their fields and through organised sessions when 

specific topics such as use of fertilizer, pest control are discussed. The farmers in this 

survey were asked to evaluate the extension service, in terms of training and 

information they receive from the extension officer and whether they are satisfied 

with the services that they receive. Opinions in this area were varied. Six farmers said 

they had received training on what crops to plant at what time and what fertilizers and 

chemicals to apply to the crops. One farmer said that ‘farmer days’ were organised 

for them from time to time and different agricultural issues were discussed on these 

occasions. 

 

Overall, more than half of the plot-holders in the survey (54%) pronounced 

themselves dissatisfied with the extension services that they receive from the 

agricultural officer.  The most common source of dissatisfaction was that the officer 

did not visit the plots on a regular basis, which is similar to the findings by Lahiff 

(2000) in Tshiombo irrigation scheme in the mid 1990s. This is what the farmers had 

to say about the agricultural officer and the services: 

 

 “In 2003 we had an extension officer that was good and he was giving us 

good advice about farming. He left in 2006 and we were allocated a new 

extension officer in the same year, but  we only see him once in a while; he 

can take up to three months without coming to us and we don’t get any service 

from him”. 
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 “The extension officer used to train us up to 2005, but nothing happened in 

2006 after he left”. 

 

 “I have not received any assistance or advice since I started using this plot in 

the beginning of 2006”. 

 

 “I have never seen the extension officer in my plot”. 

 

6.3.7 Crop sales and marketing 

 

All the plot-holders at B4E sell some portion of their agricultural produce every year 

and relatively little is reserved for household consumption. Crop sales are through 

informal and formal channels in the form of direct sales to the public in and around 

Siyandhani, to traders who visit the plots and to supermarkets such as SPAR, 

Friendly and Boxer in Giyani. Other traders collect the produce from the plot holders’ 

homes because it is a distance for them to walk to the scheme. The most important 

destination for marketed produce from B4E is the Bend shopping complex, whether 

brought there by producers themselves or by merchants.   

 

Informal crop-marketing takes a number of forms. It involves carrying small 

volumes, on the head or in wheel barrows for sale to neighbours and to hawkers. 

Hawkers, who are generally women, also go to the scheme to buy as much as they 

can carry and take it to Giyani CBD for sale to the public. Plot holders with their own 

vehicle, or the means to hire one, transport produce to the Giyani CBD, for sale to 

hawkers or directly to the public or supermarkets and to social grant pay points. Taxis 

are also used to carry produce from the plot to the plot-holders homes by those that 

do not live in Siyandhani village. 

 

The most important crops marketed at B4E (in terms of value) are green mealies, 

tomatoes, onions, beetroot, spinach, okra and pumpkin. Other crops grown largely for 

sale, but on a smaller scale, include green beans, green pepper, cabbage and china 
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spinach. The farmers at B4E are not different from other smallholder farmers, where 

the problem of market access is linked to price risk and uncertainty, inability to meet 

standards, physical market access like physical infrastructure such as roads, market 

facilities (Magingxa & Kamara, 2003). In the past few years, the farmers tried 

sending their fresh produce to the Johannesburg Fresh Produce Market through 

Premium Trucking, to be traded by a market agent. The market is approximately 520 

km away from the scheme and the Premium Trucking depot is approximately 110 km 

away. These farmers were getting as little as R5 deposited into their bank accounts 

after the transport and agent costs are deducted, which caused them to stop sending 

produce to this market. More recently, the farmers at B4E have been in the process of 

forming a cooperative, which they hope will assist them with marketing their crops.  

 

6.4 Problems and challenges facing the farmers at B4E 

 

Farmers were asked what problems or challenges they were facing. The problems or 

challenges mentioned by the farmers included the following: 

 

1. Fencing: the poles that are used to hold the fence at the scheme are not steel. 

Farmers just cut branches from trees to hold the fence and it is easy for cattle 

to damage the fence and get into the scheme;  

2. Lack of a tractor;  

3. Lack of funds to purchase good quality seeds, fertilizers and pesticides;  

4. Irrigation infrastructure: some farmers said that they don’t have pipes to 

irrigate; 

5. Theft: community members go to the fields to collect water when the farmers 

have gone home and they steal some of the crops. Some of the hired labourers 

also steal other people’s crops;22  

6. Lack of participation by farmers who do not go to the fields; 

7. Low crop output; 

                                                 
22 There was a case in August 2007 where a labourer was found by another farmer stealing mielies 
from his plot, who demanded that the employer of the labourer fire him. The labourer was said to be 
stealing in order to sell to the local people and it was confirmed by other community members that he 
had been doing it for sometime. 
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8. Natural disasters such as floods, droughts, and heat. 

 

Plot holders at B4E are farming under very difficult circumstances. The plot holders 

would benefit from assistance by the state and private sector agents in the supply of 

agricultural services. The challenge of lack of a tractor could be solved more 

effectively through partnership with private owners and farmers themselves. 

 

6.5 Agricultural differentiation 

 

There were some differences between the farmers at B4E but no single factor or set of 

factors explains the wide differentials in the value of crop output found amongst 

farmers in the survey sample, although type (and area) of crops, source of income of 

producers and the sex of plot holders appeared to play a part. 

 

Plot holders with high crop output tended to concentrate on high value crops such as 

tomatoes and green maize, and to plant larger areas of each crop, typically from half a 

hectare upwards. Small producers tended to produce just as wide a range of crops as 

larger producers, but on a small piece of land. Typically, one hectare of land would 

be planted with more than four crops. Amongst the top six producers, three of the 

farmers earned off-farm wages themselves as an additional source of income and they 

were using some of their income for farming. 

 

The Table below summarises information on key aspects of agricultural production 

for six plot-holders with crop output worth at least R4, 000 for the year in question.  
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Table 46: Top six crop producers 

Respondent No. 1 2 4 5 8 9 
Land Holding 
(Ha) 5 4.5 5 5 5 4.5 

Age of Plot holder 55 52 51 70 49 47 

Off-farm income 
(per month) 2,000+ 5,000+ 0 1,83023 6,000+ 1,190 

Household size 
(persons) 5 11 6 6 4 7 

Labour employed 
(no. of workers) 1 2 1 6 7 1 
Main crops by 
value 

Onion, 
green 
maize,  
green 
beans 

Okra, 
tomato, 
green and 
dry maize 

Beetroot, 
green 
pepper, 
spinach 

Green and 
dry maize, 
tomato, 
spinach 

Spinach, 
tomato, 
green maize 

Green 
maize, 
beetroot, 
spinach 

Crop income 
(annual) R 4,140 9,295 4,688 6,650 20,000+ 12,200 

 

Most of the six plot-holders shown here concentrated on the production of either 

maize (summer and winter), tomatoes or spinach, with smaller areas planted to green 

beans, okra, onion, green pepper and beetroot. Only two of the larger six producers 

had access to less than 5 ha of land (4.5 ha). All but one plot-holder in this group 

were men and four of the six were effectively full-time farmers, although No. 5 was 

also in receipt of a pension. Two of the farmers that are not full-time are full-time 

employees of government: one is employed as a teacher at the local school and the 

other one is an agricultural officer at the Department of Agriculture in Giyani, 

making them the highest earning household in the sample in terms of off-farm 

income. All farmers except farmer No. 4 had a source of off-farm income earned by 

the actual plot holder’s themselves.  

 

Farmers in this group varied considerably in terms of their household size, ranging 

from four to eleven persons, but size did not appear to relate directly to the scale of 

crop output. Of greater importance was the role of hired labour. The largest producer 

of crops - No. 8 - employed seven full-time workers all year round, while No. 5 

employed one permanent worker and five seasonal workers for various periods during 

                                                 
23 The figure R 1, 830 is due to two persons with state old age pensions, which paid the amount of 
R820 per month, and one person with child support grant which paid R190 a month in 2006. 
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the year. No. 2 employed one permanent worker and one seasonal worker during the 

year. In the case of producer No. 9, the majority of labour was supplied by household 

members. Farmer No.1 does not get any assistance from household members and 

relies on hired labour for various periods during the year. This farmer is based in 

Giyani section E and it is a not easy for his household members to assist him. 

 

All six farmers depended on hired tractors for ploughing. In terms of forward and 

backward linkages to agricultural markets, four out of the six farmers differed from 

the majority of the farmers in the sample because they owned their own vehicles and 

all combined a range of strategies to dispose of their produce. The largest producer 

(No. 8) does not sell produce to hawkers and people who come to the field but mainly 

sells to supermarkets around Giyani. All farmers in the top group used purchased 

seed, fertilizer and pesticides in varying quantities and travelled to specialist suppliers 

located in Tzaneen and Mooketsi for their seeds and seedlings while small producers 

tended to be more dependent on retained seeds. The example of these large producers 

and the rest of the findings presented in this section provide some indication of the 

range of agricultural activities on the B4E irrigation scheme. 

 

6.6 Water use at B4E 

 

This section looks at water supply and water use at the scheme. It covers sources of 

water for irrigation, water allocation, and irrigation systems used. 

 

6.6.1 Water Supply at Block 4E 

 

Water used for irrigation in the scheme is supplied from the Middle Letaba Dam 

(MLD), through the Middle Letaba Canal (MLC). There is a pump station at B4E that 

is supposed to pump water from the MLC to the B4E irrigation fields. The supply of 

water from the dam to the pump station is the responsibility of the Department of 

Water Affairs and Forestry (DWAF) while the Department of Agriculture (DoA) was 

responsible for pumping the water to the fields. 
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The B4E pump station is managed by the DoA which has employed a pump station 

operator since the scheme started. The pump station has not been operating since 

2000, however, when the electricity was cut off because the DoA stopped paying the 

bill. According to Mr Shivambu, who is one of the farmers at B4E, the pump station 

now has an outstanding bill of approximately R30,000 which the farmers were told 

they would have to pay before the supply of electricity can be restored. The lack of 

electricity reduces the amount of water that is supplied to the farmers in B4E scheme, 

but farmers continue to have access to as much water as they need via the pipeline 

even without pumping because the demand of water is low due to low production. 

The pump was only necessary in the 1990s when Anglo American and Sapekoe were 

producing intensively. The farmers are continuing to irrigate without a pump because 

water demand is low, one farmer said that “we have a lot of water and do not need a 

pump at the moment because water usage is low and not all of us have sprinklers, 

most farmers are using furrow irrigation”. 

 

There are times when farmers do not have water for irrigation when there is a burst 

pipe. The farmers mentioned that this happens frequently because the pipes are old. 

They mentioned that sometimes they can go without irrigation water for two weeks 

while the department of Agriculture is fixing the pipes. There are also times when 

water is cut off at the canal and the farmers say that they do not know who cuts the 

water off because when DWAF has to clean the canal, they always inform the farmers 

in advance. When the canal is being cleaned the farmers do not get water for a week 

and they do not have tanks to store irrigation water for use during the time when the 

canal is closed.  

 

6.6.2 Water allocation 

 

There is no formal system of water allocation at scheme level and there are no meters 

in the fields to measure the amount of water used by individual farmers. The farmers 

irrigate their fields anytime they want, depending on whether the soil is dry or not. 

Since the farmers were allocated plots in 2003, they have not been paying any 

irrigation charges.  
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6.6.3 Irrigation systems 

 

Every five hectares in the scheme is fitted with four hydrants, and each hydrant can 

irrigate approximately 1.5 ha of crop land. The hydrants are supplied by the 

Department of Agriculture and farmers have to buy their own in-field sprinklers. 

Current irrigation methods used by farmers are furrow (36%) and sprinkler (64%). 

Only three farmers use a combination of the two irrigation methods.  

 

6.7 Water management institutions 

 

The National Water Act (NWA) recognises the need to establish suitable water 

management institutions (WMIs) in order to achieve its objectives. The purpose of 

establishing WMIs is to delegate water resource management to regional or 

catchment level and to involve local communities, within the framework of the 

National Water Resource Strategy (NWRS). The Act defines a WMI as a Catchment 

Management Agency (CMA), a water user association (WUA), a body responsible 

for international water management or any person who fulfils the function of a water 

management institution in terms of the Act. 

 

Farmers were asked what are the institutions involved in water management in the 

area, if there is a water user association (WUA) in the area, if they were involved in 

the formation of the WUA, if they are members of the WUA, what are the benefits of 

the WUA, whether they are aware of any water management legislation in South 

Africa, whether they are aware that a CMA will have to be formed and whether they 

are involved in the process of the formation of the CMA. 

 

It was apparent that farmers did not understand what a water management institution 

(WMI) was in terms of the definition of the NWA. When asked about water 

management institutions farmers mentioned institutions such as the Middle Letaba 

WUA, Siyandhani farmers association, the Department of Water Affairs and Forestry, 
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Department of Agriculture, local government, and the B4E scheme management 

committee. These institutions will be discussed in more detail below. 

 

Approximately 63% of the farmers were of the opinion that a WUA existed in the 

area, and 37% said that they are not sure. Only three farmers (27%) mentioned that 

they were involved in the formation of the Middle Letaba WUA and the rest of the 

farmers were not. The farmers who said they were involved in the formation of the 

WUA are farmers that have been selected as representatives of the B4E farmers in 

2005, when officials from DWAF came to explain about the formation of the WUA.  

 

Two farmers (18%) mentioned that they were members of the WUA and the rest said 

they are not members. Only one farmer mentioned a benefit from the WUA:  she said 

that the WUA cleans the canal. This statement is an indication that the farmer is 

confusing the WUA with DWAF because DWAF is responsible for the maintenance 

of the Middle Letaba Canal.  

 

None of the farmers in B4E are aware of any water management legislation in South 

Africa. When asked about the legislation for water management in South Africa, 

some farmers said that they only know about DWAF. 

 

None of the farmers at B4E knew what a CMA was or were aware of the process of 

forming a CMA. The farmers mentioned that local leaders do not play any role in the 

management of water. There are no local informal groups/ associations which are 

formed for the purpose of managing allocation, distribution or storage of water.  

 

The farmers were also asked about the benefits of being a member of the Siyandhani 

Farmers Association. Six of the farmers did not mention any benefits from the 

Siyandhani Farmers Association. One farmer was not sure what the benefits were. 

One farmer said that a benefit of the SFA was that it used to supply the tractor for 

ploughing at a reduced rate. Members of the association only paid R300/ha for 

ploughing, and non members were paying R400/ha. This farmer had this to say about 

the tractor “We (as SFA) bought a starter for R10,000 to fix a tractor that belonged 
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to government, when no one was using it. When the tractor was fixed the Department 

of Agriculture brought someone to operate the tractor; we used the tractor for 

sometime until one of the extension officers from DoA took the tractor away and left 

us with nothing”.  

 

Two farmers said that the SFA assists them to access funds by writing letters to the 

banks and other financial institutions confirming their membership of the association, 

and one farmer said that the association informs the farmers about government 

programs that exist to help farmers like them. 

  

6.8 The RESIS programme in B4E 

 

The B4E irrigation scheme was one of the schemes selected to be part of the 

Revitalization of Smallholder Irrigation Schemes (RESIS) undertaken by the 

Department of Agriculture in Limpopo Province. Two private companies, LDVA and 

Nyeleti Consulting Engineers, were appointed to help revitalize the Siyandhani B4E 

scheme in June 2005 (Shivambu,2006 and Baloyi, 2007). On the 1st of June 2006, 

Irricon consultants replaced Nyeleti Consulting Engineers as the consultants for the 

revitalization of the scheme (Baloyi, 2007). During a field visit in January 2006 the 

farmers mentioned that they were informed about RESIS sometime in 2005, but 

nothing had happened since then. In another field visit in February 2007 (a year after 

the first visit) the RESIS programme had not started in B4E and the farmers said they 

were tired of hearing about the Department’s promises. 

 

A DoA official from Polokwane made a presentation about the RESIS programme to 

the B4E farmers in March 2007. He stated that through the RESIS programme, the 

underground pipes supplying water at the scheme and from the canal to the scheme 

would be repaired, the scheme would be fenced, and the plots will be used to plough 

different crops to what farmers were ploughing before the RESIS programme. The 

farmers at B4E were not part of the development of the proposal for the revitalization 

of B4E and do not understand how they will be operating after the RESIS 

programme. 
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In April 2007, the farmers at Siyandhani were told that the RESIS programme would 

be starting at B4E some time in May or June. The farmers were told to stop 

production from May and that who ever plant crops would be doing so at their own 

risk because, when the RESIS Programme started, all the crops in the fields would be 

destroyed. Many farmers had concerns about the RESIS programme, but they were 

told that they must not ask too many questions because if they do the programme will 

be taken to another scheme. Different farmers reacted differently to the message: 

some farmers stopped production completely; others continued planting a mix of 

crops on a small piece of land, and others planted crops like they normally did as if 

they did not get the message (or did not believe that work would actually begin that 

year).  

 

The author contacted the RESIS contact person in DoA Giyani on the 3rd of May 

2007. The DoA official said that the RESIS programme has not started at B4E 

because they are still waiting for a budget from Head Office (Limpopo Province 

Department of Agriculture in Polokwane), and that he was not sure how long it will 

take for the budget to be allocated (it might be in June or later). He also mentioned 

that farmers had selected which crops would be planted after revitalization and that 

the Department’s objective was to transform the farmers from ‘smallholders’ to 

‘commercial farmers’. 

 

Farmers waited for two months for the RESIS programme to start, and on the 7th of 

July 2007 the farmers at B4E were informed that there was no money to start the 

RESIS programme. The farmers were not happy about the news and they wrote a 

letter to Limpopo Provincial Department of Agriculture informing them of their 

dissatisfaction about the programme.24 
 

                                                 
24 In an attempt to understand the RESIS programme being implemented at B4E, the author contacted 
the Department of Agriculture in Polokwane asking for the proposal and was told to do that in writing 
and also submit a proof of university registration. The letter was written and submitted together with 
proof of registration on the 9th of September 2007 with follow up emails after that for two months. No 
response was received from the Department. 
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Overall, the whole process of RESIS has been very unsettling for the farmers at 

Siyandhani. The DoA gave the impression of having very definite plans for the 

rehabilitation of the scheme and how farmers would have to farm in the future, but 

there was no evidence of consultation with the farmers on these important matters. 

Moreover, many farmers interrupted their production for the year, seemingly for 

nothing, for which they will not be compensated. To date, the DoA has not provided 

the farmers with detailed or reliable information about their plans for the scheme. 
 

6.9 Assistance from the Department of Agriculture 
 
When the plots were allocated in 2003, the plot holders contacted the Department of 

Agriculture in Giyani for assistance. The farmers were assisted with R19,000 to 

purchase valves for the hydrants at a cost of R250 per valve.  

 

The farmers claim that, since then, they have not received any assistance through the 

state’s Comprehensive Agricultural Support Programme (CASP) or other 

programmes. According to the farmers only R1.5 million was allocated for the whole 

of Greater Giyani for 2005 under CASP, and they had to apply for it as a group and 

not as individuals. In 2006, the extension officer contacted the farmers and asked 

them to make a budget of the things that they need for the year so that provision from 

CASP could be made, but the farmers never heard any more about this and thus did 

not received any assistance from CASP in that year. 

 

6.10 Conclusion 

 

This chapter has provided the key findings of the research undertaken at Block 4E of 

Middle Letaba irrigation scheme, focussing on agricultural water allocation and use. 

The next chapter discusses the findings of the two case studies.   
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CHAPTER 7: DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS OF DOMESTIC AND 
IRRIGATION WATER USE STUDIES 
 

The main objective of this study was to explore the allocation and use of water for 

domestic and irrigation purposes in the context of the current water reform in South 

Africa through a detailed study of the village of Siyandhani. The specific objectives 

of the study were to: 

 

• Establish water resources availability in the Letaba/Shingwedzi sub-region, 

specifically surface and groundwater and establish water uses by different 

sectors (e.g. agriculture, industry, domestic, forestry etc.). This part of the 

study was not intended to provide new information about water availability 

but to illustrate the existing inequities in water allocation and use in the sub-

region; 

• Explore the dynamics of existing formal and informal institutions for water 

resources management and water services provision and the relationship 

between and among them;  

• Understand the practice of allocation and use of domestic water, and its 

outcomes; 

• Understand the practice of allocation and use of agricultural water, and its 

outcomes. 

 

The study was informed by an analysis of post-apartheid government policy 

responses to access to water for domestic and productive purposes since 1994. These 

policy responses included an analysis of post 1994 policies in terms of the extent to 

which they were designed to increase access to water by the people of South Africa. 

The policies included the Constitution of the Republic of South Africa 1996 (Act No. 

108 of 1996), the White Paper on Water Supply and Sanitation Policy of 1994 by 

DWAF, Water Services Act (WSA) (Act No. 108 of 1997), National Water Act 

(NWA) (Act No.36 of 1998), Municipal Structures Act (Act no 117) of 1998, 

Municipal Systems Act (Act no 32) of 2000 and so forth. 
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In this chapter the results of the study of domestic water use at Siyandhani Village 

and irrigation water use at block 4E (B4E) of Middle Letaba irrigation scheme are 

discussed. The first section discusses issues arising from the domestic water 

allocation and use study and the second section discusses issues arising from the 

agricultural water allocation and use study. 

 

 7.1 Domestic water allocation and use  

 
7.1.1 Water services infrastructure at Giyani and the sub-region 

 

In chapter four I demonstrated that there is great inequality in access to and control 

over water resources in the Giyani area and the Letaba/Shingwedzi sub-region; this 

has to do with the distributional and relational aspects of water scarcity. The scarcity 

in the Giyani area is not felt by all sectors and all people the area. In the Kremetart 

area, water consumption is 505 litres per capita per day while taps in Siyandhani (and 

other villages in Greater Giyani municipality) are dry and consumption can be as little 

as 11 litres per capita per day. The inequities are even greater when comparing the 

Groot Letaba and Klein Letaba sub-areas, in Groot Letaba DWAF (2004a) recorded a 

consumption of 1,200 lpcd (including municipal uses and losses) in Tzaneen. Chapter 

four also demonstrated that in the same village farmers in the irrigation scheme are 

irrigating (using untreated water) every day for as long as they want. In the sub-

region as a whole, water is still, in effect, managed the same way it was managed 

during the apartheid era, where basic human need for water were given less priority 

than water for irrigation. In the sub-region in 2005, water required for irrigation was 

set at 67% of the total water requirement, leaving little water for other purposes such 

as urban and rural household water requirements. 

 

Chapter four has indicated inequities in access to water exist in the former white areas 

and the homelands. Lack of water in the former homelands is due to the design of the 

water supply system and the continued preference for irrigators. This was clearly 

expressed in an interview with one of the DWAF officials at the Tzaneen dam. The 

official was of the view that there were too many people in the former homeland 
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areas of Gazankulu and Lebowa and that these people were using more water than 

was allocated for them. My view is that water allocated should be adjusted to meet 

basic needs of these people and also adjusted in relation to the population in these 

areas. The view of the DWAF official made me to conclude that the water scarcity in 

these areas is due to human intervention. Turton and Ohlsson (1999) define first-

order resource as natural resources that are either scarcer or more abundant relevant 

to the population over time. The transition from apartheid in 1994 brought a massive 

shift in the first-order resource. Previously ‘hidden’ scarcity was suddenly 

‘discovered’ by the simple fact of granting black people equal rights/entitlements to 

water. This unleashed a very huge demand on the overall system which cannot be 

under-estimated (and remains largely unmet). While we can say that this realignment 

has taken place at the theoretical level, the second-level adjustments required by 

policy implementers have fallen far short of what is required by either failing to act at 

all, or acting inadequately, as demonstrated very clearly by the Siyandhani study.  

 

The matrix developed by Turton and Ohlsson (1999), which shows possible 

variations of type of resource and quantitative aspects of the resource, can be adopted 

to define the study area as having structurally-induced social scarcity, which Turton 

and Ohlsson (1999) define as the condition that exists when a social entity has both 

first-order resource abundance and a second-order resource25 scarcity simultaneously. 

Under these conditions of social resource scarcity, relative water abundance may still 

result in social instability. This definition holds that people everywhere can be 

affected by water scarcity, even those living in areas with plenty of rainfall or 

freshwater. For example, former ‘white South Africa’ is somewhere between 

category 1 and 2 (primary scarcity ameliorated by [positive] resource allocation 

decisions); while former black South Africa is somewhere between 1 and 3 (primary 

scarcity exacerbated by [negative] allocation decisions). 

 

                                                 
25Second-order resource is the set of potential adaptative behaviors that are drawn upon from the 

broader social context that can be used by decision making elites, either legitimately or illegitimately. 
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7.1.2 Water services infrastructure at Siyandhani 

 

Chapter five, sections 5.1 and 5.2, demonstrated that the village reservoirs at 

Siyandhani are rarely filled, the amount of water allocated per person per day is too 

little, and the result has been to ‘starve’ villagers of clean water. 

 

The broken communal taps and dysfunctional water scheme in Siyandhani village are 

indicative of bad management practices and failure to create supportive institutional 

arrangement to govern water supplies.  Chapter five also demonstrated that there is a 

scarcity of trained people, a reluctance to make demands for more water and, in 

general, a broad acceptance of water scarcity at all levels. This is indeed hard to 

reverse.  

 

Water scarcity is often compounded due to poor institutional arrangements governing 

water, as noted by Mehta (2003:4). In the Giyani area, water scarcity is generally 

attributed to poor governance of the resource. The people in the village believe that 

there is enough water to supply the town and surrounding villages of Greater Giyani 

municipality. They see the water problem as unnatural and something to do with 

human agency, even though rainfall and drought patterns are characterised by high 

degrees of uncertainty and variability.  

 

The water scarcity in the Giyani area might not be constant and permanent but people 

living in the semi-arid village of Siyandhani have come to accept the water scarcity as 

constant and permanent because it has been going on for more than seven years.  

 

7.1.3 Water allocation at Siyandhani Village 

 
In chapter five I demonstrated that household water needs are not met and household 

members go to the canal and other unprotected sources to access water, and also buy 

water from water vendors. 
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7.1.4 Water sources at Siyandhani village 

 

Chapter five demonstrated that water supplied from the Giyani Water Works is not 

enough to meet the basic human needs at Siyandhani. The Siyandhani community 

members therefore use other sources of water to meet their basic needs. The 

community members of Siyandhani use 10 water sources, including the ones supplied 

by the Giyani Water Works, to meet their basic water needs. The untreated water 

from the irrigation system in Siyandhani (which is extracted from the Middle Letaba 

Canal) is not only used for the irrigation of agricultural crops, but for a whole range 

of domestic and other purposes as well. Three of the ten water sources supply purified 

water from Giyani Water Works, four of the ten water sources supply raw water from 

the Middle Letaba Canal meant for irrigation, and the final water source is the Klein 

Letaba River. Community members also buy water (bought water can be treated or 

untreated) from water vendors and other households in the village where there are 

boreholes at a price.  

 

7.1.5 Water collection 

 
Women continue to be the main collectors of water in Siyandhani and Africa as a 

whole.  

 

According to Howard & Bartram (2003) water supply reliability influences quantities 

of water collected although there is very limited data to establish what relationships 

exist. If the interruption in supply is predictable, then it may be mitigated to some 

extent as the predictability can allow households to develop coping strategies for 

water collection. The amount of water collected at Siyandhani varies seasonally. 

Water is abundant in summer but the people do not have the capacity to store the 

water for use in the dry season. Howard & Bartram (2003) indicates that low income 

families are likely to be at greatest risk from poor water supply continuity as they 

have limited resources and they might be less able to store large volumes of water at 

home.  

 

 

 

 

 



 199

7.1.6 Water availability at household level 

 

The United Nations (2003) applies the following factors in all circumstances in terms 

of adequacy of water, namely: availability, quality and accessibility. Chapter five has 

demonstrated that the required standards of availability, quality and accessibility are 

not met at Siyandhani. Water supply at Siyandhani is not sufficient or continuous for 

personal and domestic uses such as drinking, personal sanitation, washing of clothes 

and food preparation. The quality of water used at Siyandhani is not safe, the colour, 

odour and taste are not acceptable and it poses a threat to people’s health. In terms of 

the accessibility, physical accessibility is not met because water facilities are not 

adequate and they are not within safe physical reach for all sections of the population.  

 

Economic accessibility is not met because water and water facilities and services are 

not affordable for all. Household members have to pay for water which is supposed to 

be provided free for the first 25 litres per day of clean, potable water. Villagers are 

being denied their basic rights to water which can only be met if water allocation 

priorities are changed. 

 

The study demonstrated discrimination against people in villages around Greater 

Giyani Municipality. People in Kremetart are allocated more than 500 litres per capita 

per day while villagers get as little as 4 litres per day. 

 

7.1.7 Water use at household level 

 

Water use refers to the amount of water required to meet a specific need or to 

accomplish a specific task. Amounts of water used for basic needs vary according to 

quality and proximity of the water supply and the size and wealth of households.   

 

Actual water use by households per day for different activities ranged from 2 litres to 

250 litres, with an average of 201 litres. On average households use approximately 19 

litres for cooking, 23 litres for laundry, 87 litres for bathing morning and evening, 9 

litres for house cleaning, 18 litres for washing household utensils, 30 litres for 
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washing household utensils and cooking, and 15 litres for drinking. Using an average 

household size of six people and average water use of 201 litres per day, this shows 

that on average each household member uses 33.5 litres a day, which is slightly above 

the minimum RDP standard of 25 lpcd. The standard is met in terms of quantity but 

not quality and accessibility because these people are mostly using dirty irrigation 

water collected more than 250 m from their homes. 

 

It is worthwhile to examine standards and estimates for how much water is really 

needed for different tasks and how Siyandhani compares. In Siyandhani village the 

minimum amount of water used for cooking per household was 2 litres with a 

maximum of 50 litres and an average of 18.1 litres. Most of the households cook once 

a day with a few cooking twice a day. Converting water used for cooking per 

household at Siyandhani to water use per person gives an average water use per 

person of 3 litres. Gleick (1996) suggests that water use for food preparation in 

wealthy regions ranges from 10 to 50 litres per person per day, with a mean of 30 

lpcd. Other studies in both developing and developed countries suggest that an 

average of 10 to 20 lpcd appears to satisfy most regional standards and that 10 lpcd 

will meet basic needs (Gleick, 1996). Howard & Bartram (2003) citing Thompson et 

al (2001) indicated that in East Africa only 4.2 lpcd were used for both drinking and 

cooking for households with a piped connection and 3.8 lpcd for households without 

a connection.  

 

Average water used for cooking and cleaning household utensils equals 30.45 litres 

per household with a minimum of 25 litres and a maximum of 60 litres. Cleaning of 

household utensils is done on average once a day. Converting the average of 30.45 

litres per household to per capita, using an average household size of six people gives 

five litres for both cooking and dishwashing. This seems to be less than half the 

international standards of basic water requirements; for example, Gleick (1996) noted 

that California uses an average of 11.5 lpcd for cooking with an additional 15 litres 

used for dish washing.  
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The study results indicate that the minimum amount of water used for drinking was 

two litres per household with a maximum of 25 litres and an average of 14.7 litres.  

Dividing this by the average number of household members shows that each person 

uses 2.45 litres a day for drinking. International standards for drinking water are thus 

not met; Gleick (1996) estimated about three litres per person day under average 

temperate climatic conditions and argued that it is necessary to increase this figure to 

five litres due to the fact that substantial populations live in tropical and subtropical 

climates and this water should be of sufficient quality to prevent water-related 

diseases. 

 

The average amount of water used for laundry is 22.8 litres per household with a 

minimum of 10.7 litres and a maximum of 40 litres. Boelee et al (2007) noted that 

laundry washed at water sources does not consume a lot of water but may damage 

irrigation infrastructure and could influence water quality downstream.  

 

Average water used for bathing per household equals 87.4 litres with a minimum of 

25 litres and a maximum of 200 litres, and on average it is done once a day. This 

converts to 14.5 litres per person, with a minimum of 4 litres with a maximum of 33 

litres per person. Gleick (1996) recommends a basic level of 15 lpcd for bathing in 

developing countries or regions with no piped water, close to what is used at 

Siyandhani. 

 

Average water used for cleaning equals 8.8 litres per household with a minimum of 1 

litre and a maximum of 25 litres. Cleaning is done on average 0.68 times a day. 

Gleick (1996) recommends a minimum of 20 lpcd to account for the maximum 

benefits of combining waste disposal and related hygiene, and to permit for cultural 

and societal preferences.  

 

Use of water from the Middle Letaba Canal 

 

The use of irrigation water for domestic and other purposes depends on the 

availability of water from other sources such as yard and communal taps. Water from 
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the Middle Letaba Canal is used for laundry, bathing, drinking, cooking, house 

cleaning, washing household utensils, and laundry. If people have to go to an 

irrigation canal to collect water for domestic uses, this is an indication that there is 

water scarcity because people know that it is not suitable for all the basic needs. 

 

7.1.8 Productive use of domestic water at household level 

 

Pérez de Mendiguren Castresana (2004) argue that the initial target of 25 lpcd in 

South Africa reflects a definition of needs that assumes domestic water supply is only 

about health and hygiene, for drinking, cooking, sanitation and washing. According 

to Pérez de Mendiguren Castresana (2004) the national human needs reserve does not 

cover water for productive purposes that help income-poor women and men to 

improve the harvests of their vegetable gardens, their poultry and livestock 

enterprises, for example.  

 

At Siyandhani, the minimal productive activities that are undertaken use either water 

extracted from the irrigation system or purified water from Nsami Dam. Research by 

Pérez de Mendiguren Castresana (2004) has shown that a wide range of water-

dependent productive activities such as vegetable gardens, beer brewing, brick 

making and livestock take place in South Africa and usually exceed the targeted basic 

need of 25 lpcd. Studies carried out in Limpopo Province relating to productive water 

use at household level revealed that between 18% and 45% of the respondents’ 

reported irrigating vegetable  garden crops with domestic water supply in the dry 

season (Hope and Garrod, 2004; Pérez de Mendiguren Castresana, 2004). 

 

In Chapter five (section 5.3.3.6) I have demonstrated that there is very minimal 

productive use of water at Siyandhani and households would like to increase 

domestic water use for productive activities such as vegetable gardens. It is 

increasingly recognised that productive uses of water have particular value for low-

income households and communities and have health and well-being benefits 

(Howard and Bartram, 2003). Direct health benefits are derived from improved 

nutrition and food security from garden crops that have been watered (Howard and 
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Bartram, 2003). Indirect health benefits arise from improvements in household wealth 

from productive activity.  

 

7.1.9 Level of water supply service for domestic water since 1994 

 
Accessibility of water is a function of service level. Adopting the service level 

descriptors by Howard and Bartram (2003), which can be interpreted in terms of 

household water security, shows that service level at Siyandhani can be described as 

between no access and basic access. The no access group effectively does not have 

any household water security as the quantities collected are low, the effort taken to 

acquire water is excessive and quality cannot be assured. 

 

Almost all households at Siyandhani have stand pipes but water supply systems and 

services no longer function properly. This forces poor families to collect water from 

unprotected sources or to buy it from private water vendors. The reliability of piped 

water supplies has declined in the village since 1994, in part because of the inability 

of local authorities to provide adequate services and because rising populations 

impose extra stresses on supplies.  

 

Howard and Bartram (2003) argue that increases in quantities of water used will only 

be achieved through upgrading of service level (Hope & Garrod, 2004). Thompson, 

2006 go further to say that upgrading ground water supplies to street taps will provide 

little additional welfare to rural households but a change from ground water to house 

tap or yard taps will greatly enhance people’s lives, provided that the services are 

sustainable.  This has significant implications for domestic water policy in South 

Africa which is broadly based on delivering 25 lpcd of potable water within 200 m of 

the home.  
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7.2 Irrigation water allocation and use  
 

7.2.1 Land allocation and land usage at the scheme 

 

Chapter six section 6.1 has demonstrated that the farmers at B4E have the desire to 

farm because they approached the chief (who still play a big role in land allocation) 

and asked him to allocate the abandoned land at the irrigation scheme. The study also 

indicated that 28% of the plot holders were female and the rest were male. It was also 

shown that despite the farmers’ desire to farm, the farmers at B4E are faced with 

many challenges such as the low land usage. In terms of low land usage, the farmers 

face the following challenges: there are few people who own a tractor at the village or 

even around Giyani and the demand for tractors during ploughing time is higher than 

the supply for those who can afford it and there are poor farmers who cannot afford to 

plough more that one hectare. Farmers also lack funds to purchase seeds, fertilizers 

and other inputs. 

 

7.2.2 Methods of ploughing at B4E 

 

The study demonstrated that all producers, whether small or large, were reliant on 

hired tractors for ploughing since none of them owned a tractor. Lack of access to 

affordable tractor ploughing is hindering poorer producers (and even larger ones) to 

sustain production under difficult circumstances. Tractor ploughing costs R1,150 per 

hectare and, despite the problems with securing tractors, animal traction is forbidden 

by the management committee of the B4E irrigation scheme.  

 

7.2.3 Crops grown at Scheme 

 

In chapter six section 6.3.3, I have demonstrated that farmers at the scheme generally 

plant the same crops at the same time. There is no diversification and this poses a 

problem during harvesting time for those farmers who do not have their own 

transport. They battle with the selling of their crops and rely on hawkers to come to 

their plots to purchase their produce.  
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7.2.4 Crop output 

 
The lack of records posed a challenge during the estimation of crop yields at B4E but 

this problem is not unique to B4E; it was also the case at Tshiombo irrigation scheme 

as noted by Lahiff (2000), for reasons connected with local farming practices. Plot 

holders with high value crop output in the sample were all men aged between 47 and 

72. The sex of plot-holders cannot be separated from the fact that men are in a much 

stronger position with regard to their ability to command household labour. Size of 

land does not have an impact on crop output for farmers in survey because almost 

everyone has the same size of land (5 ha) except for two farmers with 4.5 ha and one 

with 2.5 ha. In chapter six, I demonstrated that agriculture is less self financing for 

the 45% of farmers earning less than R3, 000 from one year’s production, and it is 

more self financing for the six farmers earning R4, 140 or more, of which part is 

reinvested to the following year’s production. In chapter six I also demonstrated that 

more than 58% of the income generated from farming is invested back into farming 

through the purchase of inputs (81.8%), payment of labourers (27.2 %) and the hiring 

of a tractor (18.1%) to plough. Smaller producers tend to consume a higher 

proportion of their produce, and therefore, rely more on transfers from other income-

generating activities to finance agricultural production. 

 

7.2.5 Hired and household labour 

 
The study demonstrated that 60% of household members who assist at the plots are 

females; 72% of the male plot-holders in the sample were able to draw on the labour 

of their wives and other women in the household, whereas women plot-holders 

received little or no assistance from their husband (if they had one) or other men in 

their households. The study further demonstrated that all farmers use hired labour on 

either a permanent or seasonal basis, but face a challenge of meeting the minimum 

wage for farm labourer. The largest producer hired a total of seven permanent 

workers as a means of expanding the area under cultivation. 
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7.2.6 Agricultural extension service 

 
In chapter six (section 6.3.6) I have demonstrated that extension services from the 

Department of Agriculture are non-existent at the B4E Irrigation Scheme. 

 

7.2.7 Crop sales and marketing 

 

In section 7.2.7 I have demonstrated considerable variation in marketing strategies 

between plot-holders in the sample. The farmers at B4E depend on both informal and 

formal channels. The chapter demonstrated that larger producers were more likely to 

own their own vehicle and to make use of formal and informal marketing 

opportunities. Smaller producers tended to have fewer options of disposing of their 

produce, typically through selling to hawkers or to neighbouring households. 

 

The farmers at B4E are not different from other smallholder farmers, where the 

problem of market access is linked to price risk and uncertainty, inability to meet 

standards, physical market access like physical infrastructure such as roads, market 

facilities as noted by Magingxa & Kamara (2003). The chapter also demonstrated that 

farmers have attempted to reach other markets such as the Johannesburg Fresh 

Produce Market using transport facilities of Premium Trucking but the farmers were 

faced with price risk and uncertainty and the inability to meet quality standards.   

7.2.8 Water supply and use at B4E 

 
In chapter six I have demonstrated that contrary to the water scarcity problem at 

Siyandhani, the farmers at B4E have access to more water than they need for the 

irrigation of their crops, and at no cost to them. The abundance of the water for 

irrigation is also demonstrated by the fact that no one allocates the water and no 

irrigation routine is followed; each and every farmer irrigate as and when they feel 

like irrigating. However, despite the availability of water it is very difficult for most 

households to farm due to labour costs and the costs of inputs.  
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7.2.9 Water management institutions 

 
In chapter 6 I have demonstrated that a key objective of the National Water Act to 

establish suitable water management institutions (WMIs) to involve local 

communities in water management is not met in the Giyani area. This was 

demonstrated by the fact that farmers do not even know what a water management 

institution is; they confused WMIs with the Department of Water Affairs and 

Forestry. 

 

I also demonstrated that none of the farmers at B4E were aware of any water 

management legislation in South Africa. This situation is not unique to the study area: 

The results in the study area indicate that there is a challenge of ensuring full 

participation by local communities in water management. This difficulty was also 

noted by Schreiner et al. (2004) and Anderson (2005). 

 

Even though the establishment of Catchment Management Agencies requires the 

participation of stakeholders in the management of water resources at ground level, 

none of the farmers at B4E knew what a CMA was or were aware of the process for 

forming a CMA. This indicates that all the farmers at B4E are not being reached in 

the process of establishing a CMA. The challenge of lack of participation was raised 

by Van Koppen et al (2002) where they noted that a key challenge for CMAs is how 

they will deal with the fact that only a limited group of water users in a particular 

water management area will be reached in the process of establishing the CMA.  

 

According to Faysse (2004), South Africa has set very ambitious goals in terms of 

involving the users, especially small-scale users, in the management of water 

resources. For Nicol & Mtisi (2003), the rolling out of the institutional reforms has 

been affected by local level complexity in determining who should be represented on 

the new structures and how they can become self-financing in practice.  
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7.2.11 The RESIS programme in B4E 

 

The B4E irrigation scheme is one of the schemes selected to be part of the 

Revitalization of Smallholder Irrigation Schemes (RESIS) undertaken by the 

Department of Agriculture in Limpopo Province. To the farmers, it seems like RESIS 

was just a programme that was meant to disturb the livelihoods of the poor farmers in 

former homeland irrigation schemes. To make matters worse, in August 2008, it was 

announced that the Limpopo Department Agriculture has discontinued the RESIS 

programme in the whole province due to the lack of funds. Irrigation revitalisation 

investment costs in three provincial programmes in South Africa were found to be 

between R30,000 and R59,000 per ha. This forced crop production strategies with 

high returns per hectare, leading to an explicit commercialisation agenda focused on 

sales to external and more distant market (Denison and Manona, 2007).  

 

The next chapter, which is the concluding chapter, provides a synthesis of the key 

findings of the study.   
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CHAPTER 8: CONCLUSION 

 

One of the objectives of the study was to illustrate the existing inequities in water 

allocation and use in the sub-region. Chapter four has indicated that inequities in 

access to water exist between the former white areas and the homelands. The study 

concludes that the study area is faced with the problem of water scarcity in all the 

sub-areas of Letaba/Shingwedzi sub-region. However, the scarcity in the former 

white area of Groot Letaba has been overcome by the building of dams, diversion of 

water for irrigated commercial agriculture and the assumption that water should not 

be made available to black communities except for drinking water (although this was 

slightly altered for the apartheid-era irrigation schemes). It can be concluded that the 

Groot Letaba sub-area has structurally-induced water abundance because this area has 

both first-order resource scarcity and second-order resource abundance 

simultaneously. The Groot Letaba sub-area has managed to adapt to water scarcity by 

means of coping strategies such a building and investing in water infrastructure. The 

Klein Letaba sub-area has structurally-induced social scarcity because this area has 

both first-order resource abundance and a second-order resource scarcity 

simultaneously. Under these conditions of social resource scarcity, relative water 

abundance may still result in social instability.  

 

Causes of water scarcity in Giyani 

 

After careful data analysis and the demonstrated complex reasons for water scarcity, I 

conclude that the water scarcity in the study area is caused by a number of factors, 

notably growth in population and financial and institutional obstacles. 

  

The population of Giyani Town was only 2500 when the purification plant that 

supplies water to Giyani Township and surrounding villages started operating in 

1978, but the population grew to 23,562 by 2006. Water use inevitably increased as 

the population grew and this changed the initial water abundance into a condition of 
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water scarcity, to the point where demographically-induced demand overtook the 

prevailing level of supply.  

 

Financial and institutional obstacles also cause water scarcity in the area. Water that 

is potentially available is not being fully captured because of the way in which water 

provision is organized and managed. Institutional obstacles in the study area include 

the lack of commitment by both DWAF and the Water Service Authority in terms of 

transferring water infrastructure and the management of the infrastructure. The lack 

of commitment has been demonstrated by changing the deadline for the establishment 

of an entity in the three local municipalities that do not have the capacity to become 

water service providers. Financial obstacles include the lack of funds that are needed 

to upgrade the water purification plant that was constructed in the 1970s by the 

former Gazankulu Homeland Government.  

 

The fact that available water is not fully captured is demonstrated by the farmers at 

B4E who irrigate at any time they want without charge; while community members 

in the same village (including the irrigators own households) do not have enough 

water to meet their basic human needs. This indicates that the apartheid-era practice 

of giving priority to irrigation over basic human needs policies still continues. Even 

though democracy was supposed to bring change and improve the standard of living 

for the rural poor, this study demonstrated that the people of Siyandhani actually 

became worse off in terms of water supply since 1994. 

 

The nature of scarcity in the Giyani area and Letaba/Shingwedzi sub-region 

 

The evidence of this study suggests that water scarcity in the Letaba/Shingwedzi sub-

region is not natural but anthropogenic in nature. In chapter 4 I have demonstrated 

that there is sufficient precipitation in the sub-region but yet people do not have 

access to water because of human action, hence the concept of manufactured scarcity, 

which is manifested in different ways. 
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A primary area where water scarcity can be observed is the unreliable nature of the 

infrastructure feeding the domestic water systems that causes periodic water scarcity. 

The people of Siyandhani village refer to this situation as water scarcity due to the 

frequency of the occurrence. 

 

Politically induced scarcity is another distinction that can be drawn under 

manufactured scarcity. Although scarcity may have its roots in water shortage, water 

scarcity in the Giyani area is constructed by political actors, often to meet political 

ends. Access to and control over water is linked with prevailing social and power 

relations which influence how it is used or abused (see Mehta, 2003:1). The scarcity 

in the Giyani area is not felt by all sectors and all people the area. In the Kremetart 

area (a former white town currently occupied by the affluent people in Giyani), water 

consumption is 505 litres per capita per day while taps in Siyandhani village are dry 

and consumption can be as little as 11 litres per capita per day. The phenomenon also 

exists between Klein Letaba and Groot Letaba sub-areas. In chapter four it was 

demonstrated that rural water requirements were estimated at 55 lpcd and urban water 

requirements estimated at 127 lpcd, with actual consumption of 1,200 lpcd in 

Tzaneen. This can be described as resource capture, which Turton and Ohlsson 

(1999) define as a process by which powerful social groups (whites in this case) shift 

resource distribution in their favour over time. This is particularly relevant under 

conditions of water deficit26 where access to a critical natural resource like water 

gives considerable advantage to those who control access and allocation of that 

resource. 

 

Another objective of the study was to explore the allocation and use of domestic 

water. Chapter five indicated that the water supply in Siyandhani is not reliable and it 

is interrupted frequently.  Service hours are often erratic and unreliable, and users do 

not know whether they will get water from the tap or for how long they will have to 

queue. 

 

                                                 
26 Water deficit is the prevailing condition that exists when the consumption of freshwater within a 
social entity exceeds the level of sustainability (Turton and Ohlsson, 1999). 
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The use of irrigation water for domestic and other purposes depends to a large extent 

on the availability of water from sources such as yard taps, tanks at Siyandhani 

Primary School and the street taps. At present the people from Siyandhani use 

alternative sources for drinking water and other domestic uses. However, most of the 

sources, such as Bobomeni, B4E pump station, Ka Magesheni, and B4E irrigation 

scheme, are all directly linked to the irrigation system. The supply of water to the 

irrigation scheme may also be interrupted and the dependency on irrigation water in 

Siyandhani becomes obvious during the closure of the irrigation system for a week or 

more when the canal is being cleaned or for other unknown reasons.  

 

Water allocated per capita per day can be as little as 7 litres. This study has indicated 

that the water scarcity in the Klein Letaba sub-area cascaded down to household 

level. Women in the village are the ones that are mostly affected by the water scarcity 

because they are the main water collectors who have to spend many hours collecting 

water. The increasing duration of time spent by women on water collection is a clear 

indication of the problem of water scarcity. 

 

Human rights are binding obligations that reflect universal values and entail 

responsibilities on part of governments. The human right to water according to the 

UN (2003) entitles everyone to sufficient, safe, acceptable, physically accessible and 

affordable water for personal and domestic use. Ensuring that every person has access 

to at least 20 litres of clean water each to meet their basic need is a minimum 

requirement for respecting the right to water.  The people of Siyandhani village do 

not have adequate water in terms of availability, quality and accessibility. The quality 

of water used by Siyandhani villagers is a cause for concern and a public health 

hazard. The amounts of water used for basic household activities such as cooking, 

drinking, bathing etc., are similar to findings of studies in other developing countries 

but the main concern here is the quality of water used for household activities. 

Ensuring that every person has access to at least 20 litres of clean water each to meet 

their basic need is a minimum requirement for respecting the right to water. Because 

the people at Siyandhani sometimes have less than 20 litres and the water that they 

use most of the time is not suitable for human consumption, I conclude that their 
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human right to water is violated. The judgement by the high court on the case of 

Mazibuko vs. City of Johannesburg marked a key turning point in the struggle of 

South Africa’s historically marginalised groups for their right to water. For the first 

time, a court in South Africa has affirmed the right to sufficient water for basic daily 

requirements. The judgement has created a platform for the people of Siyandhani to 

hold the water service authority accountable for the violation of the human right. 

 

Another objective of the study was to explore the allocation and use of irrigation 

water. Chapter six indicated that there is enough water for irrigation at B4E irrigation 

scheme located at Siyandhani village. While scarcity is a widespread problem, it is 

not experienced by all sectors.The farmers at the scheme can irrigate as much as they 

want any time of the day and they are not paying any irrigation costs, this indicates 

that the underlying cause of water scarcity is not a physical deficiency of supply. This 

again is an indication that irrigation is still given a priority above meeting human 

basic needs and it also manifests in manufactured scarcity in the village of 

Siyandhani. The abundance of water for irrigation, and the availability of land for 

production, together with relatively low levels of agricultural production, shows that 

access to reliable water is an essential, though not sufficient condition for poverty 

reduction. 

 

They study also found that farmers are not using all land allocated to them due to lack 

of funds to hire tractors. The study indicated that different crops are produced at the 

scheme but the farmers are facing challenges in terms of the marketing of the crops. 

The farmers are mostly dependent on informal marketing channels and only those 

with their own transport access formal marketing channels at local level. Farmers also 

face challenge in terms of accessing extension services, as they do not receive any 

extension services from the Department of Agriculture. 

 

Another objective of the study was to explore the dynamics of existing formal and 

informal institutions, and their relationships, pertaining to water management. 

Chapter five showed the challenges in ensuring full participation in institutions such 

as the lack of participation and awareness by local communities. Due to this I 
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conclude that new power holders (local and district level officials and politicians) 

have been ineffective in challenging the interests of older interest groups or water 

users. Commercial farmers and irrigation boards are in a potentially strong 

negotiating position to influence the direction of the CMA while the disadvantaged 

communities continue to suffer from significant power imbalances in knowledge and 

expertise and they are left out in the process. Because people in Giyani in general 

don’t participate in the CMA, they will not be able to influence water management 

and allocation. This is unfortunate since the new dispensation for DWAF is intended 

to provide water for those who really need it.   

 

It should be clear from my discussion that people in Siyandhani have in part given up 

and they have learned to live with the water scarcity and therefore their voices are 

lost. Local people seem incapable of holding local officials and politicians to account, 

or making them serve their needs, and/or the politicians and officials are spectacularly 

useless at their jobs. The people of Siyandhani can break out of their water scarcity 

situation and the violation of their human right through the mobilisation of residents 

in this village and other rural areas, and broader civil society to institute a legal action 

against Mopani District Municipality as the Water Service Authority through courts, 

in order to ensure that the desired real changes on the ground are realised. The courts, 

human right commission, as well as human rights activist can monitor government 

progranmmes and thereby help government realise their obligation to fulfil the right 

to water.  

 

Finally, the study was interested in water reform, but it seems water reform for both 

domestic and productive purposes is not happening in Siyandhani and many other 

villages around Giyani. It is useless having all sorts of high level and progressive 

processes in Pretoria if nothing is happening on the ground. This calls into question 

the reform process and the people leading it. 
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ANNEXURE A: DOMESTIC WATER USE STUDY QUESTIONNAIRE 
 

 

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR HOUSEHOLD/INDIVIDUAL 
 

Date: Questionnaire No: 
Person interviewed:  
Respondent gender  
Respondent Age 
(Yrs) 

 

House Number  
 
 
HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION, OCCUPATIONS  
 
Who lives in the household, some or all of the time and what do they do? 
 
M/F AGE MARITAL 

STATUS 
OCCUPATION 

1.    
2.    
3.    
4.    
5.    
6.    
7.    
8.    
9.    
10.    
11.    
12.    
13.    
14.    
15.    
 
What are the sources of income for this household? 
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WATER SOURCE 
 
What is the household’s main water source in the rainy / dry season?  
 
Bobomeni (C)  Yard tap 

 
 

B4E Pumpstation(C) 
 

 Water vendor  

Kheto School 
 

 Magesheni(C) 
 

 

B4E scheme(C) 
 

 Other peoples’ tap  

Siyandhani Primary 
School 

   

Other: Specify 
 
 
 
NOTES: 
 
 
 
 
 
Are there other water sources in the village which you do not have access to? Why? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
How far it is to the above mentioned water sources from the household? (Metres) / 
walking time in minutes/hrs 
 
Source Distance 
 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
If household use water from the canal: What would you say about the quality of water 
collected? 
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What is water from canal used for? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
What do you do before drinking water from the canal? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Has anyone in the household suffered from diarrhoea or cholera in the last three 
months? 
 
WATER AVAILABILITY 
 
Is the water always available for domestic use from source?    
What is the reason for not having enough water? 
 
 
 
 
Number of days without water from the source in the past three months? 
 
What do you do to get water if there is no water from your source? 
 
 
 
 
 

How much do you spend to buy water per day? 

 

 
Where do you get the money to buy water? 
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What would you do with money you use to buy water? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
WATER COLLECTION 
 
Who collects the water? How much? How often? 
 
WHO AGE GENDER HOW MUCH? HOW OFTEN? DURATIO

N/ TRIP 
1.      
2.      
3.      
4.      
Does collection vary seasonally? How and Why? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
What are your suggestions to improve the problems of water quality and availability? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DOMESTIC WATER USE 
 
How much water does the household use per day? 
 
What is the water used for? How much is used and how often? 
 
Activity LITRES USED / ACTIVITY HOW OFTEN 
1.  
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2.  
 

 

3.  
 

 

4.  
 

 

5.  
 

 

6.  
 

 

7.  
 

 

8.  
 

 

PRODUCTIVE USE OF WATER 

1. What are the other uses of water except washing, cooking, drinking and 
cleaning?  

2. How much water is used for these productive activities?  
3. How often are activities undertaken? 

 

PRODUCTIVE 
USE 

LITRES USED / 
ACTIVITY 

HOW OFTEN 

1.  
 

 

2.  
 

 

3.  
 

 

4.  
 

 

5.  
 

 

6.  
 

 

If no productive activities are undertaken, ask why? 

What productive activities would you undertake if you had access to water? 

SERVICE BY GOVERNMENT 

 How is the quality of the service provided by GG Municipality?  
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Do you think domestic water supply has changed since 1994 (accessibility of source, 
in terms of the maintenance of the resources, continuity of water supply)?  
 
 
 
 
 
What do you think the government (all levels) should be doing to help people access 
water in this area? 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Thank the respondents sincerely for his/her/their contribution and cooperation. 
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ANNEXURE B: AGRICULTURAL WATER USE QUESTIONNAIRE 
 

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR FARMERS 
 
Name of Plot holder 
 

Gender Date 

Plot Number  
 

  

 OBSERVATIONS – Location, land, services, general appearance, status 
 
 How much land do you have on scheme, what other size of land does your family 
have access to? When and how did you obtain it? 
 
 
HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION, OCCUPATIONS AND SOURCES OF 
INCOME 
 
 Who lives in the household, some or all of the time and what do they do? 
 
M/F AGE MARITAL 

STATUS 
OCCUPATION 

1.    
2.    
3.    
4.    
5.    
6.    
7.    
8.    
9.    
10.    
11.    
12.    
13.    
14.    
15.    
 
What are the main sources of income for this household? 
 
CROPS 
 
How have you used your land from November 2005 to October 2006 – crops planted, 
crops harvested. How much was sold, and at what price; how much was consumed 
within the household? 
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MONTH CROPS AREA 

PLANTE
D 

CROPS 
HARVESTED 

VOLUME 
CONSUMED  

VOLUME 
SOLD AND 
WHERE? 

INCOME 

November       
December  

 
     

January       
February       
March       
April       
May       
June       
July        
August       
September       
October       
 
If not all land allocated was planted, ask why? 
 
How do you spend money earned from sale of crops? 
 
How many of your household work on your land, and what tasks do they do? 
 Do you employ anyone from outside the household to work on your land?  
 
How often do they work, what tasks do they do and how much do you pay them? 
 
WATER USE 

 
What is the source of water for irrigation? 

 
Who allocates water?  

 
Do you have access to as much water as you need? Could you use more water than 
you have access to at present on the same area of land? 
 
Current crops planted: How often to you irrigate which crop for how long? 
 
Crop Area planted How often How long 

(min/hrs) 
    
    
    
    
 
What irrigation method do you use? 

 

 

 

 



 233

 
WATER MANAGEMENT INSTITUTIONS 
 
What are the institutions concerned in water management?   
 
Are there any water user associations in the area?  
 
Are you involved in a water user association? 
 
Are you a member of a WUA?  
 
How effective is the WUA? 
 
What benefits does a WUA provide? 
 
Do you participate in the WUA? HOW?  If not, Why not? 
 
Are you aware of the legislation about water management in South Africa? 
 
Are you aware of the CMAs establishment in your area?  
 
Have you been involved in the process? (Information, meetings ….)  
 
Are you a member of any farmers associations? 
   
What benefits does a WUA provide? 
 
GENERAL 

 
What assistance/ advice or training do you receive from the agricultural officers on 
the scheme?  
 
Are you satisfied with the service they provide? 

 
 If there is no government extension officer allocated? Who provides extension 
services? 
 
What are the main problems facing farmers here today – list three 

 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
 
What do you think the government (all levels) should be doing to help people in this 
area? 
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