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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

PGS Heritage was appointed by Newtown Landscape Architects cc to undertake a Heritage 

Impact Assessment (HIA) which forms part of the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) for 

the proposed construction of a new Waste Water Treatment Works (including three Oxidations 

Ponds) at the Karreekloof Resort area on Portion 13 of the Farm Schoongezicht 378 IR, 

Suikerbosrand Nature Reserve, Midvaal Local Municipality, Gauteng Province. 

  

An archival and historical desktop study was undertaken which was used to compile a historical 

layering of the study area within its regional context. This component indicated that the 

landscape within which the project area is located has a rich and diverse history.  

 

The desktop study work was followed by fieldwork which comprised a walkthrough of the 

study area. One stone concentration was identified (see Site 1) that was covered in dense 

vegetation. Based on what is presently known about the study area and the site location, it 

appears highly unlikely for the stone concentration to be a grave dressing. However, this 

absolute worst case scenario cannot be excluded at present.  

 

An Impact Risk Calculation was undertaken on the expected impact of the proposed new waste 

water treatment works development on the identified site, which indicated that the proposed 

development poses a Moderate Impact Risk to Site 1. The following mitigation measures are 

therefore required: 

 

 The vegetation covering the stone concentration must be removed under supervision 

of a suitably experienced heritage specialist or archaeologist.  

 Once the concentration is clear of any vegetation, the heritage specialist or 

archaeologist must make an assessment of the feature and write a letter to indicate 

the findings and recommendations.  

 If enough evidence is found to absolutely state that the stone concentration is not a 

grave, no further mitigation measures would be required. However, if uncertainty still 

remains, further mitigation may be required. 

 

On the condition that the recommendations made in this report are adhered to, the authors of 

this report cannot find any heritage reasons for the development not to proceed. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

PGS Heritage was appointed by Newtown Landscape Architects cc to undertake a Heritage 

Impact Assessment (HIA) which forms part of the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) for 

the proposed construction of a new Waste Water Treatment Works (including three Oxidations 

Ponds) at the Karreekloof Resort area on Portion 13 of the Farm Schoongezicht 378 IR, 

Suikerbosrand Nature Reserve, Midvaal Local Municipality, Gauteng Province. 

 

1.1 Scope of the Study 

 

The aim of the study is to identify possible heritage sites and finds that may occur in the 

proposed development area. The Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) aims to inform the 

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) in the development of a comprehensive Environmental 

Management Plan (EMP) to assist the developer in managing the identified heritage resources 

in a responsible manner in order to protect, preserve, and develop them within the framework 

provided by the National Heritage Resources Act of 1999 (Act 25 of 1999) (NHRA).  

 

1.2 Specialist Qualifications 

 

This Heritage Impact Assessment was compiled by PGS Heritage, the staff of which has a 

combined experience of nearly 40 years in the heritage consulting industry and have extensive 

experience in managing Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) processes. Mr. Polke Birkholtz, 

project manager and heritage specialist, is registered with the Association of Southern African 

Professional Archaeologists (ASAPA) as a professional archaeologist and is also a registered 

member of the Cultural Resource Management (CRM) Section of ASAPA. He has more than 16 

years experience in the industry.  

 

1.3 Assumptions and Limitations 

 

 Not detracting in any way from the comprehensiveness of the fieldwork undertaken, it 

is necessary to realise that the heritage sites located during the fieldwork do not 

necessarily represent all the heritage sites present within the area.  Should any heritage 

features or objects not included in the inventory be located or observed, a heritage 

specialist must immediately be contacted.  Such observed or located heritage features 

and/or objects may not be disturbed or removed in any way, until such time that the 
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heritage specialist has been able to make an assessment as to the significance of the site 

(or material) in question. This applies to graves and cemeteries as well.  

 

1.4 Legislative Context 

 

The identification, evaluation and assessment of any cultural heritage site, artefact or find in 

the South African context is required and governed by the following legislation: 

 

i. National Environmental Management Act (NEMA) Act 107 of 1998 

ii. National Heritage Resources Act (NHRA) Act 25 of 1999 

iii. Minerals and Petroleum Resources Development Act (MPRDA) Act 28 of 2002  

iv. Development Facilitation Act (DFA) Act 67 of 1995 

 

The following sections in each Act refer directly to the identification, evaluation and 

assessment of cultural heritage resources. 

 

i. National Environmental Management Act (NEMA) Act 107 of 1998 

a. Basic Environmental Assessment (BEA) – Section (23)(2)(d) 

b. Environmental Scoping Report (ESR) – Section (29)(1)(d) 

c. Environmental Impacts Assessment (EIA) – Section (32)(2)(d) 

d. EMP (EMP) – Section (34)(b) 

ii. National Heritage Resources Act (NHRA) Act 25 of 1999 

a. Protection of Heritage Resources – Sections 34 to 36; and 

b. Heritage Resources Management – Section 38 

iii. Minerals and Petroleum Resources Development Act (MPRDA) Act 28 of 2002  

a. Section 39(3) 

 

The NHRA stipulates that cultural heritage resources may not be disturbed without 

authorization from the relevant heritage authority. Section 34(1) of the NHRA states that “no 

person may alter or demolish any structure or part of a structure which is older than 60 years 

without a permit issued by the relevant provincial heritage resources authority…”. The NEMA 

(No 107 of 1998) states that an integrated EMP should (23:2 (b)) “…identify, predict and 

evaluate the actual and potential impact on the environment, socio-economic conditions and 

cultural heritage”. In accordance with legislative requirements and EIA rating criteria, the 
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regulations of SAHRA and ASAPA have also been incorporated to ensure that a comprehensive 

and legally compatible HIA report is compiled.   

 

1.5 Terminology and Abbreviations 

 

Archaeological resources 

 

i. material remains resulting from human activity which are in a state of disuse 

and are in or on land and which are older than 100 years including artefacts, 

human and hominid remains and artificial features and structures;  

ii. rock art, being any form of painting, engraving or other graphic representation 

on a fixed rock surface or loose rock or stone, which was executed by human 

agency and which is older than 100 years, including a 10m buffer area;  

iii. wrecks, being any vessel or aircraft, or any part thereof which was wrecked in 

South Africa, whether on land, in the internal waters, the territorial waters or 

in the maritime culture zone of the republic as defined in the Maritimes Zones 

Act, and any cargo, debris or artefacts found or associated therewith, which is 

older than 60 years or which SAHRA considers to be worthy of conservation; 

iv. features, structures and artefacts associated with military history which are 

older than 75 years and the site on which they are found. 

 

Cultural significance  

 

This means aesthetic, architectural, historical, scientific, social, spiritual, linguistic or 

technological value or significance. 

 

Development 

 

This means any physical intervention, excavation or action other than those caused by natural 

forces, which may according to the heritage agency result in a change to the nature, 

appearance or physical nature of a place or influence its stability & future well-being, including: 

 

i. construction, alteration, demolition, removal or change in use of a place or a 

structure at a place; 

ii. carrying out any works on or over or under a place; 
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iii. subdivision or consolidation of land comprising a place, including the structures 

or airspace of a place; 

iv. constructing or putting up for display signs or boards; 

v. any change to the natural or existing condition or topography of land; and 

vi. any removal or destruction of trees, or removal of vegetation or topsoil 

 

Fossil 

 

Mineralised bones of animals, shellfish, plants and marine animals.  A trace fossil is the track or 

footprint of a fossil animal that is preserved in stone or consolidated sediment. 

 

Heritage 

 

That which is inherited and forms part of the National Estate (historical places, objects, fossils 

as defined by the National Heritage Resources Act 25 of 1999). 

 

Heritage resources  

 

This means any place or object of cultural significance 

 

Later Stone Age 

 

The archaeology of the last 20 000 years, associated with fully modern people. 

 

Late Iron Age (Early Farming Communities) 

 

The archaeology of the last 1000 years up to the 1800’s associated with ironworking and 

farming activities such as herding and agriculture. 

 

Middle Stone Age 

 

The archaeology of the Stone Age, dating to between 20 000-300 000 years ago, associated 

with early modern humans. 
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Palaeontology 

 

Any fossilised remains or fossil trace of animals or plants which lived in the geological past and 

any site which contains such fossilised remains or trace. 

 

 

Figure 1–Human and Cultural Time line in Africa (Morris, 2008) 
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2 TECHNICAL DETAILS OF THE PROJECT 

2.1 Site Location and Description 

 

Coordinates NE: 26°31'2.95"S, 28°11'19.72"E      

SW: 26°31'10.44"S, 28°11'9.27"E 

SE: 26°31'10.25"S, 28°11'19.35"E    

NW: 26°31'4.42"S, 28°11'7.58"E 

Property Portion 13 of the Farm Schoongezicht 378 IR. 

Location The study area is located within the Suikerbosrand Nature reserve, which is 

situated in the Midvaal Local Municipality of the Sedibeng District Municipality. 

It is located 17.9 km north-east of Meyerton and 17.2 km west of Heidelberg.   

Extent The extent of the study area is roughly 6.42 hectares.   

Land 

Description 

The site is has a non-perennial stream cutting through its length with a resulting 

gradient from this feature towards the south-west and north. The eastern end of 

the study area is for the most part disturbed by prior waste water treatment 

ponds and dams with the remainder of the site primarily undisturbed. The tar 

road providing access to the Kareekloof Camp defines the northern boundary 

with the south-western boundary located against the lower slope of a mountain. 

In terms of vegetation, the study area is characterised by open grassland with 

woodland vegetation found along the river banks and at higher elevations. 

 

    

Figure 2–The study area within its local context. 

Study Area 
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Figure 3–General view of the study area. The entrance gate to Kareekloof is visible in the back. 
 

 

Figure 4–Another general view of the study area. This dam located on the north-eastern end of 
the study area appears to have formed part of the Waste Water Treatment Works built during 

the late 1970s. 
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2.2 Technical Project Description 

 
PGS Heritage was appointed by Newtown Landscape Architects to conduct a Heritage Impact 

Assessment (HIA) for the proposed construction of a new Waste Water Treatment Works 

(including three Oxidations Ponds) at the Karreekloof Camp area on Portion 13 of the Farm 

Schoongezicht 378 IR, Suikerbosrand Nature Reserve, Gauteng Province. 

 

 

Figure 5 - This image provides an overlay of the proposed development layout plan in correlation 
with the study area boundaries that was surveyed in the field. Both the development layout plan 
and study area boundaries were provided by the client. 
 

 

Figure 6 – Closer view of a section of the proposed development layout plan in correlation with 
the study area boundaries that was surveyed in the field. 
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3 ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Methodology for Assessing Heritage Site Significance 

 

This report was compiled by PGS Heritage for Newtown Landscape Architects in regard to the 

proposed construction of a new Waste Water Treatment Works (including three Oxidations 

Ponds) at the Karreekloof Camp area. The applicable maps, tables and figures are included as 

stipulated in the NHRA (no 25 of 1999) and the National Environmental Management Act 

(NEMA) (no 107 of 1998). The HIA process consisted of three steps: 

 

Step I – Literature Review: The background information to the field survey leans greatly on the 

archival and historical cartographic material assessed as part of the study as well as a study of 

the available literature.  

 

Step II – Physical Survey: A physical survey was conducted on Friday, 4 October 2013. The 

survey was undertaken by a team comprising two professional archaeologists (Polke Birkholtz 

and Jessica Angel) and was undertaken on foot.   

 

Step III – Report: The final step involved the recording and documentation of relevant heritage 

resources, as well as the assessment of resources regarding the heritage impact assessment 

criteria and report writing, as well as mapping and recommendations. 

 

The significance of heritage sites was based on five main criteria:  

 

 site integrity (i.e. primary vs. secondary context),  

 amount of deposit, range of features (e.g., stonewalling, stone tools and enclosures),  

 Density of scatter (dispersed scatter) 

o Low - <10/50m2 

o Medium - 10-50/50m2 

o High - >50/50m2 

 uniqueness and  

 potential to answer present research questions.  

 

Management actions and recommended mitigation, which will result in a reduction in the 

impact on the sites, will be expressed as follows: 
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A - No further action necessary; 

B - Mapping of the site and controlled sampling required; 

C - No-go or relocate development position 

D - Preserve site, or extensive data collection and mapping of the site; and 

E - Preserve site 

 

Site Significance 

 

Site significance classification standards prescribed by the South African Heritage Resources 

Agency (2006) and approved by the Association for Southern African Professional 

Archaeologists (ASAPA) for the Southern African Development Community (SADC) region, were 

used for the purpose of this report (see Table 3). 

 
Table 1: Site significance classification standards as prescribed by SAHRA 

FIELD RATING GRADE SIGNIFICANCE RECOMMENDED MITIGATION 

National Significance (NS) Grade 1 - Conservation; National Site 

nomination 

Provincial Significance (PS) Grade 2 - Conservation; Provincial Site 

nomination 

Local Significance (LS) Grade 3A High  Conservation; Mitigation not 

advised 

Local Significance (LS) Grade 3B High  Mitigation (Part of site should 

be retained) 

Generally Protected A (GP.A) Grade 4A High/Medium Mitigation before destruction 

Generally Protected B (GP.B) Grade 4C Medium  Recording before destruction 

Generally Protected C (GP.C) Grade 4D Low  Destruction 

 

3.2 Methodology for Impact Assessment 

 

In order to ensure uniformity, a standard impact assessment methodology has been utilised so 

that a wide range of impacts can be compared. The impact assessment methodology makes 

provision for the assessment of impacts against the following criteria: 

 

 Significance; 
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 Spatial scale;  

 Temporal scale;  

 Probability; and  

 Degree of certainty. 

 

A combined quantitative and qualitative methodology was used to describe impacts for each of 

the aforementioned assessment criteria. A summary of each of the qualitative descriptors, 

along with the equivalent quantitative rating scale for each of the aforementioned criteria, is 

given in Table 4. 

 

Table 2: Quantitative rating and equivalent descriptors for the impact assessment criteria 

RATING SIGNIFICANCE EXTENT SCALE TEMPORAL SCALE 

1 VERY LOW Isolated corridor / proposed corridor Incidental 

2 LOW Study area Short-term 

3 MODERATE Local Medium-term 

4 HIGH Regional / Provincial Long-term 

5 VERY HIGH Global / National Permanent 

 

A more detailed description of each of the assessment criteria is given in the following sections. 

 

Significance Assessment 

 

The significance rating (importance) of the associated impacts embraces the notion of extent 

and magnitude, but does not always clearly define these, since their importance in the rating 

scale is very relative. For example, 10 structures younger than 60 years might be affected by a 

proposed development, and if destroyed the impact can be considered as VERY LOW in that 

the structures are all of Low Heritage Significance. If two of the structures are older than 60 

years and of historic significance, and as a result of High Heritage Significance, the impact will 

be considered to be HIGH to VERY HIGH.  

 

A more detailed description of the impact significance rating scale is given in Table 5 below. 
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Table 3:  Description of the significance rating scale 

RATING DESCRIPTION 

5 VERY HIGH Of the highest order possible within the bounds of impacts which could 

occur.  In the case of adverse impacts:  there is no possible mitigation 

and/or remedial activity which could offset the impact.  In the case of 

beneficial impacts, there is no real alternative to achieving this benefit. 

4 HIGH Impact is of substantial order within the bounds of impacts which could 

occur.  In the case of adverse impacts:  mitigation and/or remedial 

activity is feasible but difficult, expensive, time-consuming or some 

combination of these.  In the case of beneficial impacts, other means of 

achieving this benefit are feasible but they are more difficult, expensive, 

time-consuming or some combination of these. 

3 MODERATE Impact is real but not substantial in relation to other impacts, which 

might take effect within the bounds of those which could occur.  In the 

case of adverse impacts:  mitigation and/or remedial activity are both 

feasible and fairly easily possible. In the case of beneficial impacts:  other 

means of achieving this benefit are about equal in time, cost, effort, etc. 

2 LOW Impact is of a low order and therefore likely to have little real effect.  In 

the case of adverse impacts:  mitigation and/or remedial activity is either 

easily achieved or little will be required, or both.  In the case of beneficial 

impacts, alternative means for achieving this benefit are likely to be 

easier, cheaper, more effective, less time consuming, or some 

combination of these. 

1 VERY LOW Impact is negligible within the bounds of impacts which could occur.  In 

the case of adverse impacts, almost no mitigation and/or remedial 

activity is needed, and any minor steps which might be needed are easy, 

cheap, and simple.  In the case of beneficial impacts, alternative means 

are almost all likely to be better, in one or a number of ways, than this 

means of achieving the benefit.  Three additional categories must also be 

used where relevant.  They are in addition to the category represented 

on the scale, and if used, will replace the scale. 

0 NO IMPACT There is no impact at all - not even a very low impact on a party or 

system. 



 

HIA – Proposed New Waste Water Treatment Works at Kareekloof         Page 14 of 43 

 

Spatial Scale 

 

The spatial scale refers to the extent of the impact i.e. will the impact be felt at the local, 

regional, or global scale. The spatial assessment scale is described in more detail in Table 6. 

 

Table 4: Description of the spatial significance rating scale 

RATING DESCRIPTION 

5 Global/National The maximum extent of any impact.   

4 Regional/Provincial The spatial scale is moderate within the bounds of possible 

impacts, and will be felt at a regional scale (District Municipality to 

Provincial Level). The impact will affect an area up to 50 km from 

the proposed site / corridor. 

3 Local The impact will affect an area up to 5 km from the proposed site. 

2 Study Area The impact will affect an area not exceeding the boundary of the 

study area. 

1 Isolated Sites / 

proposed site 

The impact will affect an area no bigger than the site. 

 

Temporal/Duration Scale 

 

In order to accurately describe the impact, it is necessary to understand the duration and 

persistence of an impact in the environment. The temporal or duration scale is rated according 

to criteria set out in Table 7. 

 

Table 5: Description of the temporal rating scale 

RATING DESCRIPTION 

1 Incidental The impact will be limited to isolated incidences that are expected 
to occur very sporadically. 

2 Short-term The environmental impact identified will operate for the duration 
of the construction phase or a period of less than 5 years, 
whichever is the greater. 

3 Medium-term The environmental impact identified will operate for the duration 
of life of the project. 

4 Long-term The environmental impact identified will operate beyond the life of 
operation of the project. 

5 Permanent The environmental impact will be permanent. 
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Degree of Probability 

 

The probability or likelihood of an impact occurring will be outlined in Table 8 below. 

 

Table 6: Description of the degree of probability of an impact occurring 

RATING DESCRIPTION 

1 Practically impossible 

2 Unlikely 

3 Could happen  

4 Very likely 

5 It’s going to happen / has occurred 

 

Degree of Certainty 

 

As with all studies, it is not possible to be 100% certain of all facts, and for this reason a 

standard “degree of certainty” scale is used, as discussed in Table 9. The level of detail for 

specialist studies is determined according to the degree of certainty required for decision-

making.  

 

 
Table 7: Description of the degree of certainty rating scale 

RATING DESCRIPTION 

Definite More than 90% sure of a particular fact. 

Probable Between 70 and 90% sure of a particular fact, or of the likelihood of 

that impact occurring. 

Possible Between 40 and 70% sure of a particular fact, or of the likelihood of 

an impact occurring. 

Unsure Less than 40% sure of a particular fact or the likelihood of an 

impact occurring. 

Can’t know The consultant believes an assessment is not possible even with 

additional research. 
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Quantitative Description of Impacts 

 

To allow for impacts to be described in a quantitative manner, in addition to the qualitative 

description given above, a rating scale of between 1 and 5 was used for each of the assessment 

criteria. Thus the total value of the impact is described as the function of significance, spatial 

and temporal scale, as described below: 

 

Impact Risk = (SIGNIFICANCE +Spatial+ Temporal) X Probability 

    3   5 

 

An example of how this rating scale is applied is shown below. 

 

Table 8: Example of Rating Scale 

Note: The significance, spatial and temporal scales are added to give a total of 8, which is divided by 3 to give a 
criterion rating of 2.67. The probability (3) is divided by 5 to give a probability rating of 0.6.  The criteria rating of 
2.67 is then multiplied by the probability rating (0,6) to give the final rating of 1,6. 

 

The impact risk is classified according to five classes as described in the table below. 

 

Table 9: Impact Risk Classes 

RATING IMPACT CLASS DESCRIPTION 

0.1 – 1.0 1 Very Low 

1.1 – 2.0 2 Low 

2.1 – 3.0 3 Moderate 

3.1 – 4.0 4 High 

4.1 – 5.0 5 Very High 

 

Therefore, with reference to the example used for heritage structures above, an impact rating 

of 1.6 will fall in the Impact Class 2, which will be considered to be a low impact. 

IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE SPATIAL 

SCALE 

TEMPORAL 

SCALE 

PROBABILITY RATING 

 Low Local Medium 

Term 

Could Happen Low 

Impact on 

heritage 

structures 

2 3 3 3 1.6 
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4 DESKTOP STUDY FINDINGS 

4.1 Archival and Historic Maps of the Study Area and Surrounding Landscape 

4.1.1 Heidelberg Sheet of the Major Jackson Map Series 

 

The figure below depicts an enlarged section of the ‘Heidelberg’ sheet of the Major Jackson 

Map Series (National Archives, Maps, 2/179). This series was compiled and drawn in the 

Surveyor-General’s Office in Pretoria during the South African War under the direction of Major 

H.M. Jackson of the Royal Engineers. The specific sheet’s surveys were undertaken during July 

1902. The sheet was drawn and photo-lithographed by the Mapping Section of the Field 

Intelligence Department during July 1902. The map was revised on the 21st of April 1903.  

 

The approximate position of the study area is depicted in red. It is evident from this map that 

no heritage sites or features are depicted within or in close vicinity to the study area. 

 

 

Figure 7 – Section of the Heidelberg Sheet of the Major Jackson Series. The image in the back 
shows the entire Schoongezicht farm with the image in the front representing an enlarged view 
of the study area and surroundings. The position of the study area is indicated in red. 
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4.1.2 First Edition of the 2628CA Topographical Sheet 

 

A section of the First Edition of the 2628CA Topographical Sheet is shown below. The map 

sheet was based on aerial photography undertaken in 1948, was surveyed in 1953 and drawn 

in 1956 by the Trigonometrical Survey Office. 

 

The study area is depicted in red. It is evident from this image that no heritage sites or features 

are depicted within or in close vicinity to the study area. One observation to be made from the 

map is that at the time the study area and surroundings were still very much undisturbed with 

no evidence for tar roads, transmission lines or telephone lined evident anywhere in proximity 

to the study area. A farm track is shown to the west of the study area, but this represents the 

only human disturbance evident in the surroundings of the study area at the time.   

 

 

 

Figure 8 - First Edition of the 2628CA Topographical Map dated to 1956. The position and 
boundary of the study area is shown in red. 
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4.1.3 Second Edition of the 2628CA Topographical Sheet. 

 

Second Edition of the 2628CA Topographical Sheet is presented below. This sheet was 

remapped in 1976 by the Director-General Surveys and was printed in 1979 by the Government 

Printer. The study area is depicted in red. It is evident from this image that no heritage sites or 

features are depicted within or in close vicinity to the study area. It must be noted that a small 

irregular brown mark within the study area appears to have been an ink blot rather than a 

particular feature. This is supported by the legend of the map which does not contain a symbol 

similar to this mark.  

 

A comparison between this map and the one from 1956 clearly shows how the surroundings of 

the study area had experienced a lot of development between 1956 and 1979. This includes 

transmission lines, telephone lines and roads. It is also evident that the Suikerbosrand Nature 

Reserve had by now been established with the Kareekloof Resort also completed (see Feature 

1). South-east of the Kareekloof Resort a kraal is depicted (see Feature 2). It is not presently 

certain whether this identifies a Late Iron Age stonewalled site or a more recent structure.  

 

 

Figure 9 - Second Edition of the 2628CA Topographical Map dated to 1979. The position and 
boundary of the study area is shown in red. 
 

Feature 1 

Feature 2 
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4.1.4 Third Edition of the 2627DB Topographical Sheet 

 

A Third Edition of the 2628CA Topographical Sheet is presented below. It was printed in 1995 

by the Government Printer. 

 

This map edition depicts a single feature within the study area, namely a reservoir (see Feature 

1). It is clear that this reservoir represents one of the dams associated with the former Waste 

Water Treatment Works. It is therefore clear that the existing Waste Water Treatment Works 

were built between 1979 and 1991, and potentially sections of it after 1991 as well. 

 

The Kareekloof Resort is again depicted to the right of the study area. 

 

 

 

Figure 10 - Third Edition of the 2628CA Topographical Map dated to 1995. The position and 
boundary of the study area is shown in red. 
 

 

 

 

Feature 1 
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4.2 Historic Overview of the Study Area and Surrounding Landscape 

 

DATE DESCRIPTION 

2.5 million to 250 

000 years ago 

The Earlier Stone Age (ESA) is the first and oldest phase identified in South 
Africa’s archaeological history and comprises two technological phases. The 
earliest of these is known as Oldowan and is associated with more robust 
flaked tools. It dates to approximately <2 million years ago. The second 
technological phase is the Acheulian and comprises more refined stone 
artefacts such as the cleaver and bifacial hand axe. The Acheulian dates back 
to approximately 1.5 million years ago.  

A number of ESA sites are known from the confluence of the Klip, 
Suikerbosrand and Vaal Rivers in proximity to the town of Vereeniging. 
These sites include Klipplaatdrift, River View Estates and Three Rivers (Bergh, 
1999). Another Early Stone Age was identified by Clarence Van Riet Lowe 
during the late 1940s near Henley-on-Klip (Van Riet Lowe & Van der Elst, 
1949).  

While the Early Stone Age sites near Vereeniging are roughly 27.4 km south-
west of the present study area, the Henley-on-Klip site is approximately 12.7 
km south-west of the present study area. 

<250 000 to 40 000 
years ago 

The Middle Stone Age (MSA) is associated with flakes, points and blades 
manufactured by means of the prepared core technique. This phase is 
furthermore associated with modern humans and complex cognition 
(Wadley 2013). 

40 000 years ago to 
the historic past 

The Later Stone Age (LSA) is the third archaeological phase identified and is 
associated with an abundance of very small stone tools known as microliths.  

A Later Stone Age site is known from the farm Badfontein, roughly 17.8 km 
south-west of the present study area (Bergh, 1999). Rock engravings 
associated with the Later Stone Age were identified at Waldrift, near 
Vereeniging (Bergh, 1999). Another unidentified rock engraving site is known 
between the study area and Heidelberg (see Bergh, 1999). The Waldrift site 
is situated 26.8 km south-west of the present study area.  

AD 1450 – AD 1650 

The Ntsuanatsatsi facies of the Blackburn Branch of the Urewe Ceramic 
Tradition represents the earliest known Iron Age period within the 
surroundings of the study area. The decoration on the ceramics from this 
facies is characterised by a broad band of stamping in the neck, stamped 
arcades on the shoulder and appliqué (Huffman, 2007). 

AD 1500 - AD 1700 

The Olifantspoort facies of the Moloko Branch of the Urewe Ceramic 
Tradition is the next Iron Age facies to be identified within the surroundings 
of the study area. The key features of the decoration used on the ceramics 
from this facies include multiple bands of fine stamping or narrow incision 
separated by colour (Huffman, 2007).  

AD 1650 – AD 1850 
The Uitkomst facies of the Blackburn Branch of the Urewe Ceramic Tradition 
represents the third Iron Age period to be identified for the surroundings of 
the study area. The decoration on the ceramics associated with this facies is 
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characterised by stamped arcades, appliqué of parallel incisions, stamping as 
well as cord impressions (Huffman, 2007). Based on the available 
archaeological and oral evidence from this period, the sixteenth and 
seventeenth centuries saw the movement of Sotho/Tswana communities 
from the lower lying Bushveld areas in the north (where they had been 
settled since AD 1500) toward the higher, predominantly grassland areas to 
the south. By AD 1650, these communities had successfully settled in these 
areas (Hall, 2007). 

AD 1700 – AD 1840 

The Buispoort facies of the Moloko branch of the Urewe Ceramic Tradition is 
the next phase to be identified within the study area’s surroundings. The key 
features on the decorated ceramics include rim notching, broadly incised 
chevrons and white bands, all with red ochre (Huffman, 2007). 

c. 1823 

By 1823 the Khudu were known to have resided in the general vicinity of the 
present study area, and especially near the confluence of the Suikerbosrant 
and Vaal Rivers (Bergh, 1999). This confluence is located roughly 26.9 km 
south-west of the present study area. 

1823 - 1827 

During the so-called Difaqane, the Khumalo Ndebele (more commonly 
known as the Matabele) of Mzilikazi established themselves along the banks 
of the Vaal River and pushed the Khudu further to the west (Bergh, 1999). In 
c. 1827 the Matabele moved further north and settled along the 
Magaliesberg Mountain and five years later in 1832 settled along the Marico 
River. 

February 1836 

The first Voortrekker parties started crossing the Vaal River (Bergh, 1999). 
Voortrekker leader Louis Trichardt moved with his party to the confluence of 
the Wilge and Vaal Rivers and stayed on the western bank of the Wilge for a 
while before crossing over the Vaal (d’Assonville, 2002). They subsequently 
met up with Lang Hans van Rensburg at Elandspruit, near present-day 
Heidelberg (Bergh, 1999). 

1857 The district of Pretoria was established and the study area fell within this 
district at the time (Bergh, 1999). 

1866 The district of Heidelberg was established and the study area fell within this 
district at the time (Bergh, 1999). It appears to have remained in this district. 

1899 – 1902 

The South African War (also known as the Anglo Boer War) was fought 
between Great Britain and the Boer republics of the Zuid-Afrikaansche 
Republiek and Orange Free State.  

While no battles or skirmishes are known from the study area and its direct 
surroundings, the war certainly left its mark on this landscape. In fact, the 
owner of the farm Schoongezicht 378 IR at the time namely Hendrik 
Christoffel Keyter (1865 – 1957), was an Assistant Field Cornet in command 
of the Klip River Ward during the war years (The Army Quarterly and 
Defence Journal, 1984). 

Tangible remains of the war are still to be found in the surroundings of the 
study area. These include the Diepkloof Farm Museum on the northern end 
Suikerbosrand Nature Reserve which contains the original Marais farmhouse 
which had been burnt down by British forces during the war as part of the 
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so-called scorched earth policy. The museum is located roughly 4.6 km 
north-east of the present study area. Another tangible reminder of the war 
in this landscape is the Witkop Blockhouse, which is located roughly 12.9 km 
north-west of the present study area. These blockhouses were used during 
the guerrilla phase of the war to secure the all-important railway lines and 
other strategic sites. 

One of the closest known events and skirmishes of the Boer War to the 
study area took place on 26 and 27 December 1900 when British troops 
stationed at Meyerton destroyed all the buildings on the farm Slangfontein 
372 IR and dispatched all the people living on the farm to the concentration 
camp at Vereeniging. On 29 December 1900 a Boer commando retaliated by 
attacking a black village near Meyerton that was sympathetic to the British. 
The commando made off with 187 cattle, 975 goats and sheep and 17 
horses. A resident of the villages was killed by the commando when he 
attempted to alert the British force at Meyerton (www.vaalmeander.co.za). 
The farm Slangfontein is located 7.9 km south-west of the present study 
area, whereas Meyerton is located roughly 17.4 km south-west of the study 
area. 

A number of the towns in the general surroundings of the study area also 
had separate white and black concentration camps where all the people 
removed from the farms were kept. These include Heidelberg and Meyerton. 
Thousands of white and black people died in these camps during the war.   

c. 1958 – c. 1960 

During this time the farm Schoongezicht was mentioned in a favourable light 
by a number of conservation and nature journals such as the Bokmakierie 
(1958), Trees in South Africa (1958) and Velddtrust (1960). All these 
publications mention the natural splendour of the farm Schoongezicht of a 
Mr. M.C. Keyter. Trees in South Africa describes the farm as “...Mr. C.M. 
Keyter’s lovely farm Schoongezicht...” whereas under the heading “Tribute to 
Farmer” the Velddtrust states that “...this kloof is on Schoongezicht, which 
belongs to a conservation-conscious farmer, Mr. M.C. Keyter, who has never 
allowed fire or an axe to hack and burn into its age-old pattern of evolution”. 
Similarly, the Bokmakierie indicates that the bird club was “...again able to 
visit Mr. Keyter’s farm, Schoongezicht, near Meyerton. The well-wooded kloof 
provided excellent opportunities for bird-watching for both the energetic and 
not-so-active!” 

With this as background, it is therefore not surprising that the farm 
Schoongezicht was included in the Suikerbosrand Nature Reserve established 
13 years later.  

1973 The Suikerbosrand Nature Reserve was established (Bergh 1999). Other 
sources indicate that the nature reserve was established in 1974. 

1975 

In 1975 a contract for the “...construction of domestic and irrigation water 
networks, sewerage reticulations, sewerage purification works, roads and 
parking areas at Heidelbergkloof and Kareekloof...” was awarded to D & M 
Padaanleg (Pty) Ltd. The project architects were Jan Bosch & Partners 
whereas the consulting engineers were W.J.S. van Heerden, Calitz & Hayes 
Inc. The contract amount was R1,025,358 (Construction in South Africa, 
1975). 

It seems likely that at least some of the waste water treatment facilities 
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identified on the eastern end of the study area were originally built as part 
of this contract. 

1978 

The main access road to the Kareekloof Public Resort was completed in 1978 
(Annual Report of the Transvaal Nature Conservation Division, 1978). This 
access road is the same one that passes the present study area. It is of 
course more than likely that the tar road was fixed and retarred over the 
years, but this year was when the road was first built.  

March 1983 The Kareekloof Public Resort was transferred to Overvaal Resorts Limited. 

September 1993 

In terms of the Overvaal Resorts Limited Act No. 127 of 1993 a total of 12 
public resorts were transferred to the new public company Aventura 
Limited. These included Badplaas, Warmbaths, Loskop Dam, Tshipise, 
Blydepoort as well as Kareekloof. The act was implemented on 1 September 
1993 and from this day forward the Kareekloof Public Resort became known 
as the Kareekloof Aventura.  

2002-2003 

At the end of the 2002/2003 financial year Aventura Kareekloof was sold for 
R1.7 million (Annual Report of the Department of Public Enterprises, 
2002/2003). It is assumed that the resort was bought by Protea Hotels in 
2002/2003. 

 

4.3 The Archaeology of the Study Area and Surrounding Landscape 

 
4.3.1 Introduction 

 

In this section an overview will be provided of the known archaeology and archaeological sites 

of the study area and surrounding landscape. In the historic overview provided above an 

attempt was made to show some of the known archaeological sites from the surroundings. 

These include the Early Stone Age sites near Vereeniging and Henley-on-Klip as well as the 

Later Stone Age site at Badfontein. However, for the most part these known archaeological 

sites are located some distance from the present study area. One aspect of the country’s 

archaeological history is however well recorded for the direct vicinity of the study area, namely 

the Late Iron Age. This component, which represents part of the history of black South Africans, 

will be discussed in more detail below.  

 

This is important in that standard written historic literature for the most part portrays a bias 

towards white history. The earlier black history is primarily recorded in oral history as well as in 

the tangible remains of former homesteads and settlements. By way of archaeological 

research, the histories of these homesteads and settlements as well as the people who built 

them and resided there, can be revealed and recorded. 
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4.3.2 The Late Iron Age 

 

Archaeological research studies on the stonewalled settlements in the Suikerbosrand area have 

been conducted over many years and include the work of Taylor (1984), Mason (1986), 

Huffman (1986) and Sadr & Rodier (2012). A few of these research studies will be discussed in 

more detail below. 

 

During 1973 Prof. Revil Mason of the University of the Witwatersrand conducted 

archaeological excavations at three Late Iron Age stonewalled settlements identified as 101/73, 

102/73 and 103/73. These sites were all located on the south-western end of the 

Suikerbosrand mountains and the research here was conducted for the then Transvaal Nature 

Conservation Department. Although the exact locality of these three sites is not presently 

known, it is estimated that these sites would have been located near the present day entrance 

to the Suikerbosrand Nature Reserve as well as the Kareekloof Resort.  This general area is 

located roughly 2,6 km south-west of the present study area.  

 

The excavations undertaken by Mason proved especially successful at sites 102/73 and 103/73, 

with a good faunal sample recovered from the former while the research at the latter identified 

“...14 huts remains in relation to a series of arc embayments facing a number of enclosures” 

(Mason, 1986:611).  

 

Mason (1986) describes the settlements in this area as small, circular to elliptical sites, which 

resemble the Klipriviersberg settlements due to the similar settlement layout and distribution 

in the landscape. Kaditshwene and Selonskraal settlements are also considered to be similar, 

however consist of much larger stone wall concentrations than the ones identified at 

Suikerbosrand and Klipriviersberg (Mason 1986).  

 

In c. 1982 M.O.V. Taylor conducted archaeological research on a Late Iron Age stonewalled site 

known as 2628 CA1 on the farm Schoongezicht 378 IR (Taylor, 1984).  While the exact  location 

of this site is also not presently known, it is believed to be in a similar position than the sites 

excavated by Mason and as a result is more than likely approximately 2.6 km south-west of the 

present study area. Taylor identified a stonewalled site with an outer perimeter wall consisting 

of ‘linked semicircular walls’, a central area comprising four enclosures and an intermediary 

area in which corbelled stone huts, small circular single course foundations structures as well 

as small circular enclosures were found.  
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Figure 11 – The site layout plan for site 2628 CA1 (Taylor, 1984:249). 
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Taylor identified the site as Sotho-Tswana and indicated that its domestic area was associated 

with the perimeter wall. He interpreted the low single course foundation structures in the 

intermediary zone as cooking areas associated with huts. Small circular enclosures in the 

intermediary section were interpreted as enclosures for small livestock such as goats whereas 

the large central enclosures were used for cattle (Taylor, 1984). 

 

The research of Sadr and Rodier (2012) is significant for the study area and its direct 

surroundings and provides one with a good overall view of the Late Iron Age stonewalled 

settlements found within the Suikerbosrand Nature Reserve and its surroundings.  

 

By using Google Earth and GIS technology, the two authors were able to identify a total of 750 

stone walled settlements in a pre-defined polygon named Pam 1.  This pre-defined polygon is 

one of 15 such polygons from southern Gauteng in the process of being studied and analysed 

as part of the project. These polygons were defined using existing roads as boundaries to 

ensure distinct differentiation between defined polygons. The polygon known as Pam 1 was 

defined in such a way that it included a section of the Klip River floodplain, a section of the 

mountainous Suikerbosrand Nature Reserve as well as a section of the Suikerbosrand River 

Valley. Significant for the present study is that this polygon also included the present study 

area.   

 

Based on settlement layout structure the authors were able to identify four main groups of 

settlement types. The first three of these were derived from the nomenclature identified by 

Mike Taylor in his 1979 Masters thesis, namely Group I, Group II and Group III. The fourth 

group was added by the two authors to describe a settlement type not defined by Taylor.  

 

Group I type settlements are defined as containing outer walls which “...are often nearly 

circular or oval, sometimes irregular, and with small primary circles attached.” These 

settlements are similar to the Type N settlement types identified by Maggs (1976). Huffman 

(2007) identifies the Type N settlements with the early Fokeng and the so-called Ntsuanatsatsi 

pottery characterised by the prevalence of comb stamping and appliqué (or finger pinching).  

 

There is clearly a marked difference between the Group I structures and the Group 2 

settlements in which “...instead of a clear perimeter wall, the outer limit of the homestead is 

marked by a discontinuous series of c-shaped walls facing inwards towards a central group of 

enclosures.” Huffman (2007) describes these scalloped structures as the Molokwane type 
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settlements which can be associated with the so-called Buispoort pottery which is 

characterised by “...rim notching, broadly incised chevrons and white bands, all with red 

ochre...” (Huffman, 2007:205).  

 

The Group 3 settlements are described as “...a confusion of inner enclosures within a 

continuous perimeter wall marked by varying lengths of curved and sometimes broadly 

scalloped walls.” Huffman (2007) refers to these settlements as the Klipriviersberg type which 

he identifies as a merger of the Ntsuanatsatsi and Olifantspoort and associates it with the 

Uitkomst style pottery which is characterised by “...stamped arcades, appliqué and blocks of of 

parallel incisions, stamping and cord impressions...” (Huffman, 2007:173).  

 

The newly defined Group IV settlements are described as “densely clustered” stone circles not 

dissimilar to the stone walled settlements studied by Martin Hall (1981) in the Ntinini Basin of 

KwaZulu-Natal Province (Sadr & Rohier, 2012).  

 

The study by Sadr and Rhodie (2012) has revealed that the Suikerbosrand Nature Reserve 

shows significant changes in the settlement patterns from dispersed homesteads to nucleated 

towns during the last two or three centuries before colonial times. The above-mentioned 

authors also agree that climate change, conflict and other factors may have helped bring about 

the observed changes in settlement patterns. They also state that the climate and vegetation of 

the Suikerbosrand was favourable, housing high potential arable lands throughout much of the 

area. It is worth noting however that Huffman (1986) suggests that the Suikerbosrand area was 

only occupied by Iron Age Farmers after the 16th Century as the climate was previously not 

suitable for agriculture. 

 

Although the direct surroundings of the study area is characterised by a concentration of Late 

Iron Age stonewalled settlements, no such sites were identified during the fieldwork within the 

present study area. A Google Earth assessment of the surroundings of the study area was also 

made, and although a large number of Late Iron Age stonewalled settlements could be 

identified in the wider surroundings of the study area, the nearest visible Late Iron Age 

stonewalled site identified on Google Earth is located roughly 1.1 km north-east of the present 

study area.   
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Figure 12 – Examples of the four different stonewalled settlement types identified by Sadr and 
Rodier (2012:3 & 4) within the polygon known as Pam 1. As indicated, this polygon included the 
present study area as well.  
 

 

Group I Group II Group III 

Group IV 
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4.4 Previous Heritage Impact Assessments in the Study Area and Surroundings 

 

This section is based on an assessment of the available reports on the South African Heritage 

Resources Information System (SAHRIS) of SAHRA. However, at the time of writing, the website 

of SAHRA was under maintenance and as a result these previous reports could not be accessed.   

 

A DVD of the Report Mapping Project of SAHRA’s Archaeology, Palaeontology & Meteorites Unit 

was available to assess any previous archaeological and heritage impact assessment reports. 

However, this DVD was brought out in 2009 and as a result would not represent a complete 

picture. The DVD does not show any previous archaeological or heritage impact assessments 

within the study area or its direct surroundings. The closest previous reports are listed below:   

 

 Van Schalkwyk, J.A. & van den Bos, J. 1999. Scoping Report on Cultural Resources for the 

Proposed Clarens to Suikerbosrand Pipeline. An unpublished report by the National 

Cultural History Museum on file at SAHRA as: 1999-SAHRA-0077. 

 

The study area for this report is located 10.7 km south-east of the present study area. 

 

 Van Schalkwyk, J.A. 2003. Heritage Sites: Proposed Vosloorus Cultural Village. An 

unpublished report by the National Cultural History Museum on file at SAHRA as: 2003-

SAHRA-0060. 

 

The study area for this report is located 9.2 km north of the present study area. 

 

 Van der Walt, J. 2007. Archaeological Impact Assessment: Link Northern Waterline 

Project at the Suikerbosrand Nature Reserve. An unpublished report by Matakoma-ARM 

Heritage Contracts Unit on file at SAHRA as: 2007-SAHRA-0579. 

 

The study area for this report is located 3.2 km north-east of the present study area. 

 

 Coetzee, F.P. 2008. Cultural Heritage Survey of the Proposed Development at Floracadia 

North and Floracadia South, Heidelberg, Gauteng. An unpublished report by the 

University of South Africa on file at SAHRA as: 2008-SAHRA-0477. 

 

The study area for this report is located 11.3 km east of the present study area. 
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5 FIELDWORK FINDINGS 

A systematic walkthrough of the study area was undertaken by a fieldwork team comprising 

two archaeologists. Only one member of the team carried a hand-held GPS, and the recorded 

track logs are depicted in white below. It must be noted that the second archaeologist 

surveyed the area between the portrayed track logs. One stone concentration was identified.  

 

 

Figure 13 – Google Earth map depicting the boundary of the study area provided by the client in 
red, the recorded track logs in white line and the identified site marked in yellow.   
 

 

Figure 14 – Site proximity to the development footprint areas. 

Site 1 

Site 1 
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5.1 Site 1 

 

Site Coordinates: 

 

S 26°31'5.53" 

E 28°11'14.96" 

 

Site Description 

 

A concentration of stones was identified during the field survey. The stone concentration was 

found to be covered in dense vegetation, which made any potential identification of the feature 

impossible.  

 

The concentration was identified a short distance below the dam wall of the waste water 

treatment dam located on the north-eastern end of the study area. It is therefore possible that 

the stone concentration may have been placed here during the construction of this dam during 

the late 1970s.  

 

However, the worst case scenario possibility would of course be for the stone concentration to 

be a grave dressing. While this appears to be highly unlikely, this risk can still not be excluded for 

certain. 

 

Site significance 

 

Until such time that the presence of a grave here has been confirmed or disproved, the site 

must be viewed as containing a grave. All graves have high levels of emotional, religious and in 

some cases historical significance. As such the site is of Generally Protected A (GP. A) or 

High/Medium Significance. This indicates that the site may not be impacted upon without prior 

mitigation. The mitigation measures to be undertaken for the site can be found below.  

 

It is important to note that as soon as it has been confirmed (through the mitigation outlined 

below) that a grave is not located here, the stone concentration would have no significance at 

all. 
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Figure 15 – General view of the site. Note the dense vegetation. 
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6 IMPACT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT ON HERITAGE RESOURCES 

 

In this section the impact of the proposed construction of the waste water treatment works on 

the site that was identified will be calculated. 

 

6.1 Risk Calculation for the Impact of the Proposed Development on Site 1 

 

As shown above, although the site is located within in the study area, it is situated 

approximately 70 m from the development footprint as shown on the available diagram.  

 

As mentioned above, the impact of the proposed development of the new waste water 

treatment works on Site 1 will be established. 

   

Impact Risk = (Significance +Spatial+ Temporal)   X  Probability 

    3           5 

 

Impact Risk = (4 +2+ 4)   X  3 
     3     5 

 

Table 10: Risk Calculation for Development Impact on Site 1 

 

This calculation has revealed that the impact risk of the proposed development on Site 1 falls 

within Impact Class 3, which represents a Moderate Impact Risk. As a result, mitigation 

measures would be required. 

 

IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE SPATIAL 

SCALE 

TEMPORAL 

SCALE 

PROBABILITY RATING 

 High Study Area Long Term Could Happen Medium 

Impact on 

Site 1 

4 2 4 3 2.0 
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7 MITIGATION MEASURES AND GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

7.1 Mitigation measures required for identified heritage sites 

 

An Impact risk calculation was undertaken on the expected impact of the proposed new waste 

water treatment works development on the identified site, which indicated that the proposed 

development poses a Moderate Impact Risk to Site 1.  

 

Based on what is presently known about the study area and the site location, it appears highly 

unlikely for the stone concentration to be a grave dressing. However, this absolute worst case 

scenario cannot be excluded at present. Due to the dense vegetation covering the feature it 

was impossible to provide an immediate recommendation on the structure. The following 

mitigation measures are therefore required: 

 

 The vegetation covering the stone concentration must be removed under supervision 

of a suitably experienced heritage specialist or archaeologist.  

 Once the concentration is clear of any vegetation, the heritage specialist or 

archaeologist must make an assessment of the feature and write a letter to indicate 

the findings and recommendations.  

 If enough evidence is found to absolutely state that the stone concentration is not a 

grave, no further mitigation measures would be required. However, if uncertainty still 

remains, further mitigation may be required. 
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8 CONCLUSIONS 

 

PGS Heritage was appointed by Newtown Landscape Architects cc to undertake a Heritage 

Impact Assessment (HIA) which forms part of the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) for 

the proposed construction of a new Waste Water Treatment Works (including three Oxidations 

Ponds) at the Karreekloof Camp area on Portion 13 of the Farm Schoongezicht 378 IR, 

Suikerbosrand Nature Reserve, Midvaal Local Municipality, Gauteng Province. 

  

An archival and historical desktop study was undertaken which was used to compile a historical 

layering of the study area within its regional context. This component indicated that the 

landscape within which the project area is located has a rich and diverse history.  

 

The desktop study work was followed by fieldwork which comprised a walkthrough of the 

study area. One stone concentration was identified (see Site 1) that was covered in dense 

vegetation. Based on what is presently known about the study area and the site location, it 

appears highly unlikely for the stone concentration to be a grave dressing. However, this 

absolute worst case scenario cannot be excluded at present.  

 

An Impact Risk Calculation was undertaken on the expected impact of the proposed new waste 

water treatment works development on the identified site, which indicated that the proposed 

development poses a Moderate Impact Risk to Site 1. The following mitigation measures are 

therefore required: 

 

 The vegetation covering the stone concentration must be removed under supervision 

of a suitably experienced heritage specialist or archaeologist.  

 Once the concentration is clear of any vegetation, the heritage specialist or 

archaeologist must make an assessment of the feature and write a letter to indicate 

the findings and recommendations.  

 If enough evidence is found to absolutely state that the stone concentration is not a 

grave, no further mitigation measures would be required. However, if uncertainty still 

remains, further mitigation may be required. 

 

On the condition that the recommendations made in this report are adhered to, the authors of 

this report cannot find any heritage reasons for the development not to proceed. 
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General principles 

 

In areas where there has not yet been a systematic survey to identify conservation worthy 

places, a permit is required to alter or demolish any structure older than 60 years.  This will 

apply until a survey has been done and identified heritage resources are formally protected.   

 

Archaeological and palaeontological sites, materials, and meteorites are the source of our 

understanding of the evolution of the earth, life on earth and the history of people.  In terms of 

the heritage legislation, permits are required to damage, destroy, alter, or disturb them.  

Furthermore, individuals who already possess heritage material are required to register it. The 

management of heritage resources is integrated with environmental resources and this means 

that, before development takes place, heritage resources are assessed and, if necessary, 

rescued. 

 

In addition to the formal protection of culturally significant graves, all graves which are older 

than 60 years and are not located in a cemetery (such as ancestral graves in rural areas), are 

protected. The legislation also protects the interests of communities that have an interest in 

the graves: they should be consulted before any disturbance takes place. The graves of victims 

of conflict and those associated with the liberation struggle are to be identified, cared for, 

protected and memorials erected in their honour.   

 

Anyone who intends to undertake a development must notify the heritage resources authority 

and, if there is reason to believe that heritage resources will be affected, an impact assessment 

report must be compiled at the construction company’s cost.  Thus, the construction company 

will be able to proceed without uncertainty about whether work will have to be stopped if an 

archaeological or heritage resource is discovered.   

 

According to the National Heritage Act (Act 25 of 1999 section 32) it is stated that: 

An object or collection of objects, or a type of object or a list of objects, whether specific or 

generic, that is part of the national estate and the export of which SAHRA deems it necessary to 

control, may be declared a heritage object, including –  

 

• objects recovered from the soil or waters of South Africa, including archaeological 

and palaeontological objects, meteorites and rare geological specimens; 

• visual art objects; 
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• military objects; 

• numismatic objects; 

• objects of cultural and historical significance; 

• objects to which oral traditions are attached and which are associated with living 

heritage; 

• objects of scientific or technological interest; 

• books, records, documents, photographic positives and negatives, graphic 

material, film or video or sound recordings, excluding those that are public records 

as defined in section 1 (xiv) of the National Archives of South Africa Act, 1996 ( Act 

No. 43 of 1996), or in a provincial law pertaining to records or archives; and  

• any other prescribed category.   

 

Under the National Heritage Resources Act (Act No. 25 of 1999), provisions are made that deal 

with, and offer protection to, all historic and prehistoric cultural remains, including graves and 

human remains.  

 

Graves and cemeteries 

 

Graves younger than 60 years fall under Section 2(1) of the Removal of Graves and Dead Bodies 

Ordinance (Ordinance no. 7 of 1925) as well as the Human Tissues Act (Act 65 of 1983) and are 

under the jurisdiction of the National Department of Health and the relevant Provincial 

Department of Health and must be submitted for final approval to the Office of the relevant 

Provincial Premier. This function is usually delegated to the Provincial MEC for Local 

Government and Planning, or in some cases the MEC for Housing and Welfare.  Authorisation 

for exhumation and reinternment must also be obtained from the relevant local or regional 

council where the grave is situated, as well as the relevant local or regional council to where 

the grave is being relocated.  All local and regional provisions, laws and by-laws must also be 

adhered to.  In order to handle and transport human remains, the institution conducting the 

relocation should be authorised under Section 24 of Act 65 of 1983 (Human Tissues Act).   

 

Graves older than 60 years, but younger than 100 years, fall under Section 36 of Act 25 of 1999 

(National Heritage Resources Act) as well as the Human Tissues Act (Act 65 of 1983) and are 

under the jurisdiction of the South African Heritage Resources Agency (SAHRA).  The procedure 
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for Consultation regarding Burial Grounds and Graves (Section 36(5) of Act 25 of 1999) is 

applicable to graves older than 60 years that are situated outside a formal cemetery 

administrated by a local authority.  Graves in the category located inside a formal cemetery 

administrated by a local authority will also require the same authorisation as set out for graves 

younger than 60 years, over and above SAHRA authorisation.   

 

If the grave is not situated inside a formal cemetery but is to be relocated to one, permission 

from the local authority is required and all regulations, laws and by-laws set by the cemetery 

authority must be adhered to. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



        

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

             

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


