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Background

ÅFactory was established in 1946 as Good 
Hope textiles,

ÅThe town of Zwelitsha developed around 
the work opportunities offered by the 
factory, over 2000 workers supporting 
some 25000 individuals.

ÅAlso the Jan Tshatshu Dairy commenced 
as a community initiative associated with 
the effluent irrigation 





Background : 

Effluent Generation & Disposal

ÅThe factory undertakes the full range of textile 

manufacture activities, ranging from spinning and 

weaving to dyeing and finishing.

ÅThe process uses significant quantities of water 

(4000 m3/d of which +/- 75% is released as effluent.

ÅEffluent disposal routes include:

ïIrrigation of slightly saline effluent

ïEvaporation of high saline effluent in evaporation ponds,

ïDomestic sewage discharged to Zwelitsha STW,







Legal Framework
ÅPermit 684 N and Exemption 178B was issued ito 

the old Water Act of 1956, which was endorsed by 
the former Ciskei government.  This specified the 
following:
ïTotal volume of effluent disposed of:

ïQuality limit for irrigation water,

ïManagement procedures for irrigation,

ïControl of evaporation dams,

ï14 day storage,

ïNo runoff to Buffalo River,

ïReporting.

ÅUnfortunately Da Gama was unable to comply with 
the requirements.



Da Gama Activities

ÅIn 1993, the Da Gama plant at Fort Jackson (old Cyril 
Lord) relocated their wet processes to Zwelisha.

Åthe Ciskei / RSA permanent water commission issued an 
ultimatum to Da Gama to comply with its permit 
requirements.  

ÅAn Effluent Management Committee was established

ÅDa Gama embarked on a number of studies and a 
course of action to rectify the situation, 
ïCaustic soda recovery,

ïWater use efficiency & Process optimization,

ïImproved Effluent handling,

ïVarious Impact Assessments (1994),



Studies Performed

ÅBKS, 1994. Da Gama Textiles effluent management 
plan: Impact Assessment. Report No. I04/85.

ÅGroundwater Consulting Services, 1994. Da Gama 
Textiles: The Results of the Hydrogeological 
Investigations of the Malakalaka Valley. Report 94.3-
025/RP1.

ÅHALDANE, KLEYN & ASSOCIATES INC, 1995. Da 
Gama Textile Company Ltd: An Hydrological Study of 
Jan Tshatshu Irrigation Scheme. Report No. 93109.

ÅGroundwater Consulting Services, 1996. Da Gama 
Textiles: Geohydrological Assessment of the Leakage 
from the Evaporation Ponds. Report 95-W12-01.Rep1.

ÅBKS, 1996. Da Gama Textiles effluent management 
plan: Evaporation pond investigation. Report No. 
I04/175.



Da Gama Impact on Buffalo River

Buffalo River - TDS Contributions

October 1989 to September 1993

DaGama   14,67%

Diffuse Sources  

61.81%

King Williams

Town   5.69%

Ciskei Public

Works  4.55%

Unknown   13.29%



Impact Assessment Study 

Conclusions:
ÅUnder current circumstances, Da Gama effluent 

irrigation had not had significant impact on the 
fitness for use of Buffalo River or Laing Dam in 
terms of salt.

ÅRunoff down the Mlakalaka Stream was 
unacceptable showing poor control.

ÅIrrigation lands were in poor state and soils were 
no longer suitable for elevated salinity irrigation.

ÅEvidence of contamination of ground water in 
Mlakalaka Valley, but water is naturally poor.



Revised Exemption

ÅIn 1999 a revised Exemption 2004B was issued 
which contained 81 conditions which was more 
specific on the old requirements and included 
new conditions:
ïTo phase out irrigation, & do full treatment.

ïConvene a representative Monitoring committee,

ïImprove management of stormwater,

ïProper agreement to use Tshatshu Lands,

ïFencing & notices.

ÅDespite every good intention, Da Gama was still 
not able to comply!





Stormwater Control

ÅSW from higher lying areas should be 

diverted around & below tail water dam.

ÅContaminated run-off intercepted and lead 

to tail water dam.

ÅSpecial concession agreed to, to manage 

SW on site rather than ódivertô, but this is 

ïprone to human error,

ïIncrease risk of pollution.



Tail water Dam 

- too full !!


