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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

PGS Heritage (Pty) Ltd (PGS) was appointed by Tubatse Chrome (Pty) Ltd (Tubatse) to undertake the 

mitigation of two archaeological sites (TCHR 2 & TCHR 3), which includes graves, located on a portion 

of the farm Goudmyn 337 KT in the Limpopo Province. This property is owned by Samancor Tubatse 

Ferrochrome. 

 

An archival and historical desktop study was undertaken to provide a historic framework for the 

project area and surrounding landscape. This was augmented by a study of available historical maps 

and old aerial photographs. The desktop study revealed that the surroundings of the study area is 

characterised by a long and significant history. Additionally, the assessment of the available 

topographic maps and old aerial photographs revealed that several black homesteads were located in 

the wider surroundings of the archaeological sites, but none directly associated.   

 

Construction work by Tubatse exposed human remains at site TCHR 3 in August 2018. PGS was 

contacted by Tubatse regarding the exposed remains. On Saturday, 11 August 2018, a site visit was 

conducted by an archaeological fieldwork team from PGS, who made an assessment of site TCHR 3 

and the exposed human remains observed there. All exposed human remains observed during the site 

visit were covered again with soil. The site visit also revealed that Iron Age pottery and stonewalling 

appeared to be associated with the exposed human remains. On Tuesday, 11 September 2018, 

another archaeological fieldwork team from PGS conducted a site visit. The reason for the second site 

visit was that human remains were also observed in soil dumped at site TCHR 1. According to 

representatives of Tubatse, the soil heaps from TCHR 1 had been mechanically excavated from an area 

referred to in this report as site TCHR 2, which is located some distance from the original site where 

human remains were exposed (TCHR 3). Again, all exposed human remains were again covered.  

An archaeological permit was obtained from SAHRA specifically to mitigate the 21 soil heaps located 

at site TCHR 1 (SAHRA Permit ID Number: 2806).  The archaeological mitigation work was undertaken 

over a five-day period from 15 to 19 October 2018, and comprised the archaeological screening of the 

soil heaps. Pottery, human remains, metal artefacts, stone artefacts and poorly preserved faunal 

remains were recovered. Subsequent skeletal analysis by Ms Stephany van der Walt of 

JustBioarchaeology Consulting (Pty) Ltd resulted in the identification of the human remains of five 

individuals.  

 

The archaeological mitigation and excavation of sites TCHR 2 and TCHR 3 were to be undertaken in 
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terms of an archaeological excavations permit (Permit Case ID: 2915) issued by SAHRA. Permits were 

also obtained for these two sites from the SAPS and the Sekhukhune District Municipality (Health). 

Additionally, a funeral undertaker was appointed to handle, transport and rebury any human remains 

recovered during this work. After initial non-disruptive mitigation at site TCHR 3 in December 2018, 

archaeological excavations and mitigation took place from 24 to 29 June 2019. When the fieldwork 

team arrived on site, it was found that site TCHR 2 had already been completely destroyed and was 

incorporated into the construction footprint. As a result, the archaeological mitigation focussed only 

on site TCHR 3.  

 

The archaeological mitigation and excavation of site TCHR 3 included surface collection, the excavation 

of 15 Shovel Test Pits (STPs) across various sections of the site, the recovery and screening of disturbed 

soil from several features demarcated in and around the construction pit as well as the excavation of 

four blocks. The mitigation work revealed that site TCHR 3 had been highly disturbed before the 

exposure of human remains halted the construction work. This disturbance appears to have included 

extensive horizontal and deep vertical destruction of any archaeological context within the 

construction pit, where several human remains were exposed. The disturbance of the site also 

included the surface of the site located in the surroundings of the construction pit. This surface 

disturbance appears to have been as a result of mechanical vegetation clearing that was likely 

undertaken before the construction pit was excavated. A raised area of soil and vegetation located a 

short distance west of the construction pit supports this observation. This said, the archaeological 

mitigation and excavation of site TCHR 3 resulted in the recovery of human remains, pottery, historic 

to recent metal artefacts, stone artefacts and limited faunal remains. Much of this material was in 

secondary context due to the impact of the construction activities on the site.  

 

In conclusion, as site TCHR 2 had already been destroyed by the time that the team from PGS arrived 

in June 2019 to undertake archaeological excavations, no archaeological mitigation or excavation took 

place at this site. As the site has already been destroyed for some time, no destruction permit is 

required. Although TCHR 1 contained the area where the soil dumps mechanically excavated from site 

TCHR 2 had been discarded, this site in itself does not represent an archaeological site and does not 

warrant a destruction permit. The soil dumps from site TCHR 1 were suitable screened using 

archaeological methods and all cultural material recorded. In terms of site TCHR 3, the primary aims 

of the archaeological mitigation included the recovery of human remains that were accidentally 

disturbed by construction activities and an attempt to provide archaeological context for these human 

remains. Despite the high level of disturbance to site TCHR 3, both these aims were achieved.  



Archaeological Mitigation of Sites TCHR 2 and TCHR 3 

28 April 2022          Page v  

It is believed that the archaeological mitigation work conducted was completed successfully and the 

the author of this report supports the application for a destruction permit for site TCHR 3. This said, 

an archaeological watching brief must be implemented during the construction activities.  Should any 

evicence for human remains or in situ and significant archaeological deposits be exposed, further 

mitigation work would be required.  
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TERMINOLOGY AND ABBREVIATIONS 

 

Archaeological resources 

 

This includes: 

§ 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;  

§ 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 any area within 10m of such representation; 

§ 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; 

§ 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 in the opinion of the heritage authority in any way result in a change to the nature, 

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

§ construction, alteration, demolition, removal or change in use of a place or a structure at a 

place; 

§ carrying out any works on or over or under a place; 

§ subdivision or consolidation of land comprising a place, including the structures or airspace of 

a place; 
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§ constructing or putting up for display signs or boards; 

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

§ any removal or destruction of trees, or removal of vegetation or topsoil 

 

Early Stone Age 

 

The archaeology of the Stone Age between 700 000 and 2 500 000 years ago. 

 

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 and can include (but not limited to) as stated 

under Section 3 of the NHRA: 

§ places, buildings, structures and equipment of cultural significance; 

§ places to which oral traditions are attached or which are associated with living heritage; 

§ historical settlements and townscapes; 

§ landscapes and natural features of cultural significance; 

§ geological sites of scientific or cultural importance; 

§ archaeological and palaeontological sites; 

§ graves and burial grounds, and 

§ sites of significance relating to the history of slavery in South Africa; 

 

Holocene 

 

The most recent geological time period which commenced 10 000 years ago. 
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Late Stone Age 

 

The archaeology of the last 30 000 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 iron-working and farming 

activities such as herding and agriculture. 

 

Middle Stone Age 

 

The archaeology of the Stone Age between 30 000-300 000 years ago, associated with early modern 

humans. 

 

Palaeontology 

 

Any fossilised remains or fossil trace of animals or plants which lived in the geological past, other than 

fossil fuels or fossiliferous rock intended for industrial use, and any site which contains such fossilised 

remains or trace. 
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Table 1 – List of abbreviations used in this report. 

Abbreviations Description 

AIA Archaeological Impact Assessment  

ASAPA Association of South African Professional Archaeologists 

BA Basic Assessment 

CRM Cultural Resource Management 

DEA Department of Environmental Affairs 

ECO Environmental Control Officer 

EAP Environmental Assessment Practitioner 

EIA Environmental Impact Assessment 

ESA Early Stone Age 

GPS Global Positioning System 

HIA Heritage Impact Assessment 

IAP Interested and Affected Party 

LSA Late Stone Age 

LIA Late Iron Age 

MSA Middle Stone Age 

MIA Middle Iron Age 

NEMA National Environmental Management Act 

NHRA National Heritage Resources Act 

PHRA Provincial Heritage Resources Authority 

PSSA Palaeontological Society of South Africa 

SADC Southern African Development Community 

SAHRA South African Heritage Resources Agency 
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Figure 1: Human and Cultural Timeline in Africa (Morris, 2008).
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1 INTRODUCTION 

 

PGS Heritage (Pty) Ltd (PGS) was appointed by Tubatse Chrome (Pty) Ltd (Tubatse) to undertake the 

mitigation of two archaeological sites (TCHR 2 & TCHR 3), which includes graves, located on a portion 

of the farm Goudmyn 337 KT in the Limpopo Province (refer to Figures 2 & 3 for Locality Plans). This 

property is owned by Samancor Tubatse Ferrochrome (refer to Appendix A for Landowner Consent).  

 

 
Figure 2: Google Earth image providing a depiction of the distribution of sites TCHR 1, TCHR 2 and 

TCHR 3 within their wider surroundings. The positions of the town of Steelpoort and the Tubatse 

Ferrochrome Smelter are also shown. 

 

During construction activities undertaken by Tubatse, skeletal remains were accidentally uncovered 

first at site TCHR 3, and subsequently also in soil believed to have been excavated at TCHR 2. During 

subsequent site visits undertaken by PGS, it was found that the human skeletal material uncovered at 

Tubatse Ferrochrome Smelter 

TCHR 1A & 1B 
TCHR 2 

TCHR 3A & 3B 
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site TCHR 3 was found in association with Iron Age ceramics. Furthermore, stonewalling was also 

abserved in close proximity to where the skeletal material was uncovered. At site TCHR 2, the presence 

of the skeletal material was only identified once soil which had been mechanically excavated from the 

site had been discarded across a number of soil heaps. Before the discovery of the skeletal material, 

these soil heaps were discarded across a section of the proposed development footprint in an area 

referred to as site TCHR 1. Again, the skeletal material believed to be from site TCHR 2 was found with 

Iron Age ceramics.    

 

The archaeological mitigation undertaken is aimed at obtaining a destruction permit for the 

archaeological sites (TCHR 2 & TCHR 3) to allow for the construction work to be completed.  

 

 
Figure 3: Google Earth image providing a closer view of the distribution of the three sites. 
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2 IDENTIFICATION OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES AND BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY 

 

The following list provides a chronological framework to the identification of the archaeological sites. 

It must be noted that the framework provided here is based on known information only, and may not 

necessarily represent the entire process leading up to the identification.  

 

• Construction work by Tubatse exposed human remains at site TCHR 3 in August 2018.  

• On Friday, 10 August 2018, PGS Heritage was contacted by Mr Jacques van Niekerk of Tubatse 

regarding the exposed human remains. An archaeological site visit was scheduled for the 

following day. 

• On Saturday, 11 August 2018, Mr Polke Birkholtz and Mr Derrick James of PGS Heritage 

conducted a site visit and made an assessment of site TCHR 3 and the exposed human remains 

observed there. All exposed human remains observed during the site visit were covered again 

with soil. The site visit also revealed that Iron Age pottery and stonewalling appeared to be 

associated with the exposed human remains. 

• On Tuesday, 11 September 2018, Ms Lineree de Jager and Mr John Anderson of PGS Heritage 

conducted a second archaeological site visit. The reason for the second site visit was that 

human remains were observed in soil dumped at site TCHR 1. This soil had been mechanically 

excavated from site TCHR 2, which is located some distance from the original site where 

human remains were exposed (TCHR 3).   

• After the required permits were received, archaeological screening was undertaken of the soil 

heaps at site TCHR 1. This work was undertaken over a five-day period from Monday, 15 

October, to Friday, 19 October 2018. 

• Archaeological mitigation was conducted at site TCHR 3 from Tuesday, 4 December, to 

Thursday, 6 December 2018. This mitigation work consisted of mapping of the sites illustrated 

in an archaeological site layout plan. 

• After the required permits were received, archaeological excavations and mitigation took 

place at site TCHR 3 from Monday, 24 June, to Friday, 29 June 2019. When the fieldwork team 

arrived on site, it was found that site TCHR 2 had already been completely destroyed and was 

incorporated into the construction footprint. As a result, the archaeological mitigation 

focussed on site TCHR 3. 
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3  AIMS OF THE STUDY 

 

The objectives of the proposed archaeological mitigation are as follows:  

 

• Mitigating the Disturbed Human Remains 

 

The archaeological mitigation measures proposed here are firstly aimed at mitigating the 

disturbed human remains. This includes the retrieval and assessment of the human remains 

exposed during construction.   

 

• Establishing Context for the Disturbed Human Remains 

 

The second objective of this study is to attempt to establish archaeological and historical 

context for the human remains disturbed by the construction activities.   

 

• Assessing Archaeological Significance of Site 

 

The archaeological mitigation measures proposed here are firstly aimed at assessing the 

archaeological significance of the site. This includes aspects such as the context of the 

archaeological deposit and its uniqueness, as well as the type of artefacts found within it.  

  

• Destruction of Site 

 

The site will be (and indeed had to a certain extent already been) impacted upon by the 

proposed construction activities by Tubatse, which cannot be completed without destroying 

the site. As a result, one of the objectives of the proposed archaeological mitigation is to 

thoroughly document the archaeology so that a destruction permit can be issued by SAHRA.  

 

• Interpreting the Site 

 

The archaeological mitigation measures proposed here are also aimed at interpreting the site. 

Archaeological excavation and investigation can throw more light on the history of the site 

and the persons who lived here.  
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4 METHODOLOGY 

 

The following methodology was followed during the study.  

 

• Archival and Historical Desktop Study 

 

The first step in the process was to undertake an archival and historical desktop study to 

compile a history of the study area and surrounding landscape. This study was undertaken to 

better understand the historical context of the site and to aid the interpretation of the site.  

 

• Archaeological Mitigation 

 

A range of activities were undertaken as part of the archaeological mitigation of the site. In 

terms of the mitigation of the soil heaps at site TCHR 1, this work included surface collection 

and archaeological screening. The archaeological mitigation of site TCHR 3 included surface 

collection across the site, the excavation of 15 shovel test pits and the excavation of four test 

blocks. All these activities are discussed in more detail below.  

 

All material excavated and recovered from the sites were grouped into broad categories (i.e. 

human remains, pottery, metal, fauna, shell etc.) and were marked and packaged within its 

original unit context into these broad categories. Any human remains recovered during the 

archaeological mitigation was wrapped in foil and also provided with the provenience details. 

Please see below for skeletal analysis.     

 

• Skeletal Analysis 

 

Skeletal analysis of all the remains recovered from the soil heaps at site TCHR 1 and the 

archaeological site at TCHR 3 was undertaken by Ms Stephany van der Walt of 

JustBioarchaeology Consulting (Pty) Ltd. The full specialist report is included under Appendix 

B of this report (Van der Walt 2019).  

 

• Recording of Site Layout Plan 

 

A scaled site layout plan was compiled of distribution of soil heaps located at site TCHR 1. In 
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terms of site TCHR 3, all the components of the archaeological mitigation was recorded using 

a total station. The end result is a layout plan depicting all components of the archaeological 

site, including the stonewalling. 

 

• Laboratory Analyses of Archaeological Material  

 

The material recovered from various components of the site was cleaned, classified, recorded 

and photographed.  

 

• Compilation of Report  

 

This document represents the mitigation report containing the information recorded from site 

TCHR 1 and site TCHR 3 as well as from the analyses of the archaeological material. Possible 

dates and interpretations of the site and the assessment of its archaeological significance are 

made and conclusions and recommendations provided. The report also addresses aspects 

relating to the significance of the site. 
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5 DESKTOP STUDY FINDINGS 

 
5.1 Archaeological Overview of the Study Area and Surroundings 

 

DATE DESCRIPTION 

The Study Area and Surroundings during the Stone Age 

The South African Stone Age is the longest archaeological phase identified in human history and lasted 
for millions of years.  

2.5 million - 250 000 
years ago 

The Early Stone Age is the first and oldest phase identified in South Africa’s 
archaeological history and comprises two technological phases. The earliest 
of these technological phases is known as Oldowan, which is associated with 
crude flakes and hammerstones and dates to some 2 million years ago.  

The second technological phase in the earlier stone age of Southern Africa is 
known as the Acheulian and comprises more refined and better-made stone 
artefacts such as the cleaver and bifacial hand axe. The Acheulian dates back 
to approximately 1.5 million years ago. 

Stone artefacts dating to the Early Stone Age have been identified by 
previous archaeological surveys on farms located in the surroundings of the 
study area, including Onverwacht 292KT, Hendrikplaats 281KT and 
Winterveld 293KT (Pistorius 2005; 2006). 

250 000 to 40 000 years 
ago 

The Middle Stone Age is the second oldest phase identified in South Africa’s 
archaeological history. This phase is associated with flakes, points and blades 
manufactured by means of the so-called ‘prepared core’ technique. 

During previous archaeological surveys, scatters of Middle Stone Age lithics 
have been identified on farms located in the surroundings of the study area, 
including Onverwacht 292KT, Hendrikplaats 281KT and Winterveld 293KT 
(Pistorius 2005; 2006). 

40 000 years ago to the 
historic past 

The Later Stone Age is the third archaeological phase identified and is 
associated with an abundance of very small artefacts known as microliths. A 
well-known feature of the Later Stone Age is rock art in the form of rock 
paintings and engravings.  

Stone artefacts dating to the Early Stone Age have been identified by 
previous archaeological surveys on farms located in the surroundings of the 
study area, including Onverwacht 292KT, Hendrikplaats 281KT and 
Winterveld 293KT (Pistorius 2005; 2006). 

The Study Area and Surroundings during the Iron Age 

The arrival of early farming communities during the first millenium, heralded in the start of the Iron Age 
for South Africa. The Iron Age is that period in South Africa’s archaeological history associated with pre-
colonial farming communities who practiced cultivation and pastoralist farming activities, metal working, 
cultural customs such as lobola and whose settlement layouts show the tangible representation of the 
significance of cattle (known as the Central Cattle Pattern) (Huffman, 2007). 
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AD 450 – AD 750 

The Mzonjani facies of the Kwale Branch of the Urewe Ceramic Tradition is 
the earliest Iron Age presence for which archaeological evidence had been 
found in the surroundings of the study area. The key features on the 
decoration of the ceramics from this facies comprise punctuates on the rim 
and spaced motifs on the shoulder of the vessel (Huffman, 2007).      

No sites associated with the Mzonjani facies are known to be located within 
the immediate surroundings of the study area. 

AD 750 – AD 1000 

The Doornkop facies of the Happy Rest Sub-branch of the Kalundu Ceramic 
Tradition is the second Iron Age presence in the study area and surroundings. 
The key features on the decoration of the ceramics from this facies comprise 
multiple herringbone bands in neck (Huffman, 2007).      

One site with Doornkop pottery and burnt floors was identified by a previous 
survey on the farm Maandagshoek 254 KT, which is located north of the 
study area (Roodt 2006). 

AD 1000 – AD 1300 

The Eiland facies of the Happy Rest Sub-branch of the Kalundu Ceramic 
Tradition is the third Iron Age presence for which archaeological evidence 
had been found in the surroundings of the study area. The key features on 
the decoration of the ceramics from this facies comprise fine herringbone 
with ladder stamping (Huffman, 2007).      

No significant sites associated with the Eiland facies are known to be located 
within the study area. This said, one site with Eiland pottery was identified 
by a previous survey on the farm Maandagshoek, which is located north of 
the study area. 

AD 1300 – AD 1500 

The Kgopolwe facies of the Happy Rest sub-branch of the Kalundu Ceramic 
tradition is the fifth Iron Age presence for which archaeological evidence had 
been found in the surroundings of the study area. The key features on the 
decoration of the ceramics from this facies comprise multiple incised bands 
separated by colour and lip decoration on bowls (Huffman, 2007).      

Sites with Kgopolwe facies ceramics have been identified in the surroundings 
of the study area.  

AD 1650 - AD 1840 

The Marateng facies of the Moloko Branch of the Urewe Ceramic Ceramic 
Tradition is the sixth 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 incised arcades on upper shoulder separating black 
and red (Huffman, 2007). The Marateng facies can be associated with 
modern Pedi.  

Sites with Marateng facies ceramics have been identified in the surroundings 
of the study area. 

 
 
 
 
 



 

Archaeological Mitigation of Sites TCHR 2 and TCHR 3 

28 April 2022          Page 20  

5.2 Aspects of the History of the Study Area and Surroundings 

5.2.1 Late Iron Age and Historic Black Settlement 

5.2.1.1 The situation during the early nineteenth century   

 

According to Bergh (1999), the Pedi, Roka, Koni and Tau were settled in the surroundings of the study 

area during the start of the nineteenth century. As confirmation of this, Schoeman (1997) indicates 

that when the Bapedi settled in the Sekhukhuneland region during the second half of the seventeenth 

century (Schoeman, 1997), a number of groups such as the Kwena, Roka, Koni and Tau had preceded 

them there. 

 

The Kwena of Mongatane was the first of these groups to settle in this wider area. Upon reaching the 

Olifants River, they split up into two groups. The first of these was under the leadership of Masabela, 

who established the first permanent Sotho settlement in Sekhukhuneland. The second group under 

Kope, decided to proceed upstream along the Olifants River and subsequently established themselves 

near present-day Groblersdal. This second group under Kope later became known as the BaKopa. 

 

With time the Phasa, related to the group of Masabela, also moved into the Sekhukhuneland region. 

Although both these groups referred to themselves as the Roka, other groups of a similar name were 

also found here. After the settlement of the Roka, and by approximately 1700, various Koni and Tau 

groups also moved into the area. 

 

5.2.1.2 Khumalo Ndebele   

 

The Khumalo Ndebele of Mzilikazi was a Northern-Nguni group that moved out of KwaZulu-Natal 

during 1821. They first settled at the confluence of the Vaal and Olifants Rivers from where they moved 

further north and fought with the Ndzundza-Ndebele of Magodongo who resided near present-day 

Stoffberg. The Ndzundza-Ndebele were defeated, and Mzilikazi and his followers settled temporarily 

in these parts (Bergh, 1999). 

 

During their short residence in the area, the Khumalo-Ndebele attacked the Koni of Makopole in the 

vicinity of present-day Lydenburg, before attacking the Bapedi of Maroteng in 1822.  

 

Mzilikazi then turned his attention to the area between the Olifants and Steelpoort Rivers, which was 

the heartland of the Bapedi. In the ensuing military activities, the Pedi paramount leader Phetedi, as 
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well as most of his brothers, were killed. However, one of the brothers managed to escape northwards 

and survived. He was Sekwati. 

 

Sekwati returned to the area in 1828 and settled at Phiring, from where he started to rebuild the 

Maroteng kingdom.  

 

According to Smith (1967), the Khumalo-Ndebele stayed in the wider surroundings of the present study 

area for approximately a year, and during this time raided or destroyed much of the grain and livestock 

of the surrounding communities. 

 

5.2.1.3 Bapedi   

 

As mentioned before, the Bapedi settled in the Sekhukhuneland region during the second half of the 

seventeenth century (Schoeman, 1997). Küsel (2006) describes that the Pedi under Thobele crossed 

over the Leolo Mountains and eventually established themselves at Mogokgomeng in c. 1650. 

Mogokgomeng is located immediately east of the Steelpoort River and is located just south of the 

Steelpoort Railway Station. Upon establishing themselves at Mogokgomeng, the Pedi found that a 

number of groups were already living in this area, including the Kwena, Roka, Koni and Tau, 

 

During the later stages of the 1700s and early period of the 1800s, the Morateng group of the Bapedi 

became the most dominant force in the area, subjecting many of the other communities and groups. 

They reached their zenith during the rule of Thulare (ca. 1790 – ca. 1820).  

 

Although the heartland of the Bapedi kingdom was the area between the Olifants and Steelpoort 

Rivers, their influence stretched much further than that. For example, the winter pasture of Sekwati 

was located in the areas directly to the east of the Steelpoort River. Of course, the early capital of the 

Pedi at Mogokgomeng was also located directly east of this river. 

 

5.2.2 Voortrekkers and the establishment of Ohrigstad and Lydenburg  

 

In an effort to get further away from British influence, and at the same time closer to the market at 

Delagoa Bay, the Voortrekker leader Andries Hendrik Potgieter together with a large following, moved 

from areas only recently established after the Great Trek such as Potchefstroom, Pretoria and the 

Magaliesberg to the vicinity of Ohrigstad. It is estimated that by August 1845, there were already a 
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thousand Voortrekkers resident in the surroundings of Ohrigstad (Botha, 1958). 

 

Attention now focused on the establishment of a town, and as early as 30 July 1845 a meeting was 

held at the new town named Ohrigstad. The meeting was aimed at reorganising the Voortrekker 

government and also establishing a new Volksraad (Botha, 1958). 

 

 
Figure 4: Voortrekker leader Andries Hendrik Potgieter (Pienaar, 1990:136). 

 

The wider surroundings of the town of Ohrigstad also became increasingly settled by the new arrivals. 

During the period between August 1845 and December 1847, a total of 406 individual farms were 

proclaimed.  

 

Due to a number of reasons, including the prevalence of malaria, the settlement of Ohrigstad started 

to decline within a short period of time. As a result, the Volksraad came together on 19 September 
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1849 in the higher-lying town of Krugerspos and decided that a new town was to be established in a 

healthier area. On 20 September 1849, the decision was made to name the new town “Leidenburg”, 

and on 23 January 1850 the Volksraad in Potchefstroom decided that the new town was to be 

established on the farm Rietspruit (Botha, 1958:91). 

 

The Lydenburg district was proclaimed as an independent state, namely the Republic of Lydenburg, on 

17 December 1856 (Duvenage, 1966).  

 

5.2.3 Relations between the Voortrekkers and Bapedi during Sekwati’s reign  

 

In July 1845 the Voortrekker leader A.H. Potgieter negotiated a settlement with Sekwati, the Pedi ruler. 

This settlement was aimed at allowing Potgieter’s followers to settle and establish farms in present-

day Mpumalanga. However, relations turned sour when the Volksraad negotiated and made a 

separate agreement with the Swazi kingdom to allow white farmers to settle in the areas falling under 

Sekwati’s rule. Sekwati was very unhappy about this agreement in that he felt that as the Swazi never 

managed to subject him, he still had the only say in terms of the land in question.  

 

Nonetheless, farmers started establishing farms over large parts near Ohrigstad and Lydenburg, as well 

as quite close to Sekwati’s residence and capital.  

 

Although the initial stages (1845 to 1846) of contact between the Bapedi of Sekwati and the Boers was 

characterised by peace, this issue regarding the land negotiations started having a negative impact on 

the relationship.  

 

By August 1852, relations had so deteriorated that Potgieter led a commando against Sekwati. The 

commando, assisted by black forces, was not able to defeat the Pedi at their Phiring stronghold and 

lay a siege around the town in an attempt to subjugate them. The siege also proved unsuccessful and 

the commando left. Although the military activities did not curtail the power and influence of Sekwati, 

he decided to relocate his capital to the more defensive Thaba Mosego in the Leolo Mountains. 

 

Due to the failure of the military actions taken against Sekwati, as well as the secession of the 

Lydenburg Republic in 1856, the Boers from these parts started making a strong motion in favour of a 

peaceful settlement with Sekwati. In October 1857, a commission was appointed to investigate the 

possible resolution of peace with the Pedi leader. Issues regarding land and boundaries were also to 
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be discussed. On 17 November 1857, the Boers and Sekwati concluded a peace agreement. According 

to the terms of the agreement, the Steelpoort River was established as the boundary between the 

Bapedi and the Boer Republic. However, the agreement did not solve all the problems as it did not 

stipulate or rule on the issue of Boer farms already existing to the west of the Steelpoort River, nor did 

it indicate how far south the boundary of the Pedi land reached. 

 

After the signing of the agreement during the late 1850s relative peace settled over the area. However, 

the 1860s and 1870s were characterised by friction between the Bapedi and the white farmers. These 

unfriendly relations worsened and culminated in open warfare during the latter part of the 1870s.  

 

5.2.4 Relations between the Whites and Bapedi during Sekhukhune’s reign  

 

When Sekhukhune succeeded Sekwati as ruler of the Bapedi in 1861, his first priority was to strengthen 

his power base by eliminating or fighting any threats to his throne. Apart from the direct threats to his 

throne, Sekhukhune also felt threatened by a number of groups that used to be under Pedi influence. 

For example, both the Ndzundza-Ndebele and Bakopa started functioning independently from the Pedi 

during this time. 

 

As a means of strengthening his position, Sekhukhune remained at peace with the Boers, and 

subsequently made an agreement with the Lydenburg Republic, which in effect upheld the same 

provisions contained in the 1857 agreement, with the exception that no ruling was made in terms of 

the Steelpoort River as the boundary. 

 

During October 1863, Sekhukhune also sent Pedi forces to assist a Boer attack on the Ndzundza. 

However, the attack was a failure (Bergh, 1999). 

 

Nevertheless, a number of factors again soured the relationship between the Bapedi and the whites 

(Bergh, 1999). During this time Sekhukhune sent some of his people to settle on the farms south and 

east of the Steelpoort River. These included groups under Vroetepe and Marobele who were sent to 

the banks of the Dwars Rivers to settle there to grow crops on the rivers’ banks (Van Rooyen, 1950). 

 

When a farmer named Jancowitz, who had bought a farm in the vicinity of Mafolofolo, was prohibited 

by followers of Sekhukhune’s younger brother Johannes Dinkwanyane from marking the beacons on 

his property or from collecting wood there, Sekhukhune decided to send his warriors to assist his 

brother. 
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Figure 5: Sekhukhune, ruler of the Bapedi (Grosskopf, 1957). 

 

The Boers from the surrounding areas identified the incident as a threat and grouped themselves into 

lagers. They subsequently asked the government for assistance. On 16 May 1876, the Volksraad 

declared war on the Bapedi. After a number of successes, the forces of the Zuid-Afrikaansche Republiek 

(Z.A.R.) attacked Tshate, the new capital of Sekhukhune. As the first attacks proved unsuccessful, the 

decision was made to place the town under siege. Although a peace agreement was signed on 16 

February 1877, Sekhukhune was not in agreement with all of the provisions. The subsequent British 

annexation of Transvaal allowed Sekhukhune a measure of strategic space. Although negotiations 

were undertaken with the new British authorities, the relations between the British and the Bapedi 

eventually resulted in the outbreak of war. The war ended in the British attack on Sekhukhune’s capital 

Tshate on 28 November 1879. Although Sekhukhune managed to escape, he was captured on 2 

December 1879, and imprisoned at Pretoria (Bergh, 1999). 
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Most of the significant battles of the wars between the Bapedi of Sekhukhune and the Z.A.R. as well 

as the British authorities, such as the decisive Tshate battle of 28 November 1879, took place far away 

from the study area. For example, Tshate, the scene of this battle and also capital of Sekhukhune, was 

located 32.2 km north-west of the present study area. However, during the war between the British 

forces and Sekhukhune’s Bapedi of 1878-1879, a British territorial force known as the Diamond Field 

Horse had a military camp “…near Dwars River”. The camp was situated in an area surrounded by hills 

and had a clear field of fire of approximately 300 to 400 yards around the camp. On 7 August 1878 the 

camp was attacked by a force of some 2000 men. Forty-eight head of cattle and fifty-two horses were 

captured by the attackers (Smith, 1966).  

 

The exact locality of the camp is not known. While Smith (1966:24 & 25) describes it as being “…about 

four miles on the Lydenburg side of Dwars River”, it still does not give any indication from which point 

on the Dwars River the four miles is taken. Van Rooyen (1950) only states that the place where the 

Diamond Field Horse was attacked was close to the Steelpoort River. Although the exact position of 

the camp is therefore not certain, it at least indicates that the military activities during this period were 

not only restricted to the areas west of the Steelpoort River. 

 

5.2.5 Historic Overview of Mining within the Surroundings of the Study Area  

 

The surroundings of the study area is known for its mining operations, including the mining of platinum 

and chromium. The earliest known mining of these minerals in the surroundings of the study area took 

place on the farm Goudmyn 337 KT, where a Mr Findlay was already mining chromium in 1916 (Silk 

1988). While these early mining activities would have taken place on the same farm that the study area 

is located on, the exact position or extent of these early mining activities on the farm is not known. 

 

Platinum mining also has a long history in the surroundings of the study area. Platinum was first 

discovered in the Lydenburg District by J.A. Lombaard on his farm Maandagshoek 254 KT. This farm is 

located approximately 16.9km north by northwest of the study area (Machens 2009). 

 

However, it was Hans Merensky who identified the first platinum reef in South Africa and brought it to 

the attention of the world (Machens, 2009). With the assistance provided by Lombaard’s cousins 

Schalk and Willem Schoeman, Merensky also discovered platinum south of the Steelpoort River. All 

these discoveries and investigations were made during August and September 1924 (National 

Archives, MNW, MM525/25).  
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The discovery of a platinum reef by Hans Merensky led to a mad rush by fortune seekers, prospectors 

and businessmen from across the country to obtain options on farms where platinum was believed to 

be found.  

 

 
Figure 6: Hans Merensky (16 March 1871 – 21 October 1952) (Machens, 2009). 

 

In an article published in “Die Huisgenoot” of 5 June 1925, G.P. Canitz describes a visit made by him to 

the Lydenburg platinum fields, including the workings on Dwarsrivier. The prospecting operations 

undertaken on Dwarsrivier are described in some detail by Canitz (1925), and are discussed here to 

provide an example of these early prospecting activities.  

 

Canitz (1925) indicates that the platinum reef ran halfway up along a big mountain range on the farm, 

and all along the reef tunnels and shafts were excavated and bored into the mountain. The ore was 

then taken to the Dwarsrivier camp where it was stamped and bagged. The final phase in the process 

was the panning of the fine ore in the Dwars River to evaluate the quality of the platinum. It can be 

expected that early prospecting operations in the surroundings of the study area would have been 

conducted in the same way as was the case on the farm Dwarsrivier.     
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Figure 7: This historic photograph taken in 1925 shows five unnamed platinum prospectors at their 

camp on the farm Dwarsrivier (National Archives, Photographs, TAB, 17509). While this camp is not 

believed to have been located anywhere near the present study area, this photograph does provide 

one with an idea as to the early platinum prospecting activities in this general vicinity. 

 

 
Figure 8: Sketch of the kitchen area at the Dwars River camp c. 1925 (Canitz, 1925:23). 
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5.3 Old Topographic Maps 

 

An assessment of available old topographic maps was undertaken as a way to establish a historic 

layering for the study area. These historic maps are also valuable resources in identifying possible 

heritage sites and features located within the study area.  

 

5.3.1 First Editions of the 2430CA and 2430CC Topographic Sheets 

 

This section deals with the First Editions of the 2430CA STEELPOORT and 2430CC KENNEDY’S VALE 

Topographical Sheets. The 2430CA sheet was based on aerial photography undertaken in 1956 

whereas the 2430CC sheet was based on aerial photography undertaken in 1954. Both map sheets 

were surveyed in 1963 and drawn in 1964 by the Trigonometrical Survey Office.  

 

A composite map of the two maps sheets that depict the study area and surroundings is shown below. 

The following observations can be made from these map sheets: 

 

• No black homesteads are depicted anywhere close to the two archaeological sites (TCHR 2 & 

TCHR 3); 

• A total of six black homesteads are depicted in the wider surroundings of the study area. The 

nearest of these homesteads to site TCHR 2 is located 1,070m north-east of the site. Similarly, 

the nearest of these homesteads to site TCHR 3 is located 1,072m south by south-west of the 

site. Additionally, this latter homestead is also located on the adjacent farm; and 

• An agricultural field is depicted a few hundred meters from the two sites. This agricultural field 

is shown to be approximately 10 hectares in extent. 

 

 
 
 
 



 

Archaeological Mitigation of Sites TCHR 2 and TCHR 3 

28 April 2022          Page 30  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 9: Detail view of the depiction of the study area and surroundings on the First Editions of the 2430CA STEELPOORT and 2430CC KENNEDY’S VALE 
Topographic Sheets. Both these sheets were compiled in 1963. The positions of archaeological sites TCHR 2 and TCHR 3 are marked. Additionally, all the 

black homesteads depicted on these images are marked in red. 

2430CA 

2430CC 

TCHR 3 

TCHR 2 
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5.4 Old Aerial Photographs 

 

An assessment of available old aerial photographs was undertaken. Such an assessment assists with 

the identification of possible heritage features and also augments the interpretation of the history of 

a particular area. Aerial photographs of the study area dating to 1971, 1976 and 1984 were obtained 

from the Chief Directorate: National Geo-Spatial Information of the Department of Agriculture, Land 

Reform and Rural Development in Cape Town.  

 

5.4.1 Aerial Photograph taken in 1971 

 

This section deals with the aerial photograph that was taken in 1971 (NGI, Aerial Photographs, 

681_011_02603). An overlay of the positions of the two archaeological sites (TCHR 2 & TCHR 3) over 

this 1971 aerial photograph was made using Google Earth Pro. See Figure 17 below. The following 

general observations can be made from this depiction of the study area: 

 

• No black homesteads are depicted anywhere close to the two archaeological sites (TCHR 2 & 

TCHR 3); 

• The nearest of the black homesteads to the two archaeological sites is a possible homestead 

located on the adjoining farm Grootboom 336 KT. This possible homestead is located 

approximately 592m south-west of site TCHR 3 and approximately 895m south-west of site 

TCHR 2; and 

• A high number of black homesteads are depicted in area area to the north-east of the two 

archaeological sites. Although these homesteads are also located on the farm Goudmyn 337 

KT, the nearest of these is located 921m north-east of site TCHR 2 and 1,162m north-east of 

site TCHR 3. 
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Figure 10: The study area and surroundings as depicted on the 1971 aerial photograph (NGI, Aerial Photographs, 681_011_02603). The positions of the two 

archaeological sites are marked. Additionally, all the black homesteads that appear to be depicted on these images are enclosed in white. 

TCHR 3 

TCHR 2 
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6 DESCRIPTION OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES 

 
6.1 Introduction 

 

A description of sites TCHR 1, TCHR 2 and TCHR 3 will be provided in this chapter. This said, it is 

important to note that site TCHR 1 is not an archaeological site. However, a description of TCHR 1 is 

also included here for the sake of clarification.   

 

6.2 Site Descriptions 

 
6.2.1 TCHR 1 

 

TCHR 1A TCHR 1B 

S 24.749856 S 24.749139 

E 30.189128 E 30.190008 

 

TCHR 1 comprises a group of soil heaps which, according to information provided by Tubatse, had 

been mechanically excavated from site TCHR 2. The presence of skeletal and cultural material in the 

soil from TCHR 2 was only identified once the soil had been deposited at TCHR 1. An archaeological 

permit was obtained from SAHRA to screen the 21 soil heaps located at the site (SAHRA Permit ID 

Number: 2806). The screening of these soil heaps resulted in the identification of inter alia the 

following: 

 

• human skeletal remains; 

• a total of 125 potsherds (including a number of decorated fragments); 

• one bangle of iron; and 

• one adze of iron. 

 

The decorated potsherds from the site were identified as Kgopolwe ware (Van der Walt, personal 

communication). The Kgopolwe facies of the Kalundu Tradition has been dated to between AD 1030 

– 1350 which falls within the Middle Iron Age period (Huffman, 2007). 
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Figure 11: General view of site TCHR 1 showing the area where soil heaps were discarded.  

 

 

 
Figure 12: Closer view of some of the soil heaps from site TCHR 1.  
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6.2.2 TCHR 2 

 

TCHR 2 

S 24.749246 

E 30.188254 

 

According to Tubatse, TCHR 2 represents the site from where the soil and cultural material found at 

TCHR 1 were mechanically excavated. The mining company was unaware that an archaeological site 

was located here and the presence of skeletal and cultural material in the soil from TCHR 2 was only 

identified once the soil had been deposited at TCHR 1. 

 

Very little cultural material could still be seen on the surface of site TCHR 2 after the discovery of 

archaeological material in the soil heaps from TCHR 1 was made. This is likely due to the fact that the 

archaeological deposit containing Kgopolwe pottery and human skeletal remains had almost entirely 

been removed from site TCHR 2 before their presence were identified in the soil heaps at TCHR 1.  

 

At the time of the archaeological mitigation in June 2019, site TCHR 2 had already been destroyed by 

construction activities. As a result, no archaeological mitigation could be undertaken at the site. 
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Figure 13: General view of site TCHR 2 shortly after the discovery of archaeological material in the 

soil heaps from site TCHR 1. 
 
 

 
Figure 14: Another general view of site TCHR 2 shortly after the discovery of archaeological material 

in the soil heaps from site TCHR 1 
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6.2.3 TCHR 3 

 

TCHR 3A TCHR 3B 

S 24.753054 S 24.752527 

E 30.188697 E 30.189176 

 

Please note that the site description provided here primarily provides a view of the site before 

archaeological mitigation was undertaken. Site TCHR 3 was identified when a number of skeletal 

remains were accidentally uncovered here by Tubatse during construction activities. This was the first 

accidental discovery of skeletal material from the construction site. During the subsequent site visit 

by PGS, skeletal material from at least two individuals could be identified.  

 

This site where the human remains had been exposed by mechanical operations had some bones 

visible on the surface, while others had been covered by soil. The number and type of skeletal 

elements that were visible indicated that the remains could belong to at least two individuals. 

However, it is possible that this area could contain more than two sets of human remains. The remains 

were not buried very deep and were exposed during the mechanical stripping of topsoil at depths of 

approximately 30 – 50cm. The construction activities had uncovered Iron Age pottery with the skeletal 

material. At the time of the first site visits it was suggested that the shallow vertical placement of the 

burials as well as the associated Iron Age pottery indicate that these skeletons can be associated with 

the Iron Age. This was confirmed with the identification and excavation of an in situ burial. 

 

A stonewalled site is located directly north of the area where human remains were uncovered. An 

assessment of the layout of the stonewalled site suggests that a Late Iron Age stonewalled site was 

likely located here. The layout of the stonewalling from the site include two parallel walled sections 

not unlike cattle tracks, as well as at least two stonewalled enclosures with attached walled sections. 

The stonewalling itself is not well preserved. Additionally, before the accidental discovery of the 

archaeological site, construction activities had disturbed presumably extensive sections of the site 

almost on all of its sides. The poor preservation of the site was found to hinder its interpretation. 

 

What appears to be a collapsed oval structure with associated stones was identified on the north-

eastern extreme of the site. The structure was identified in an area entirely enclosed by disturbance 

caused by the construction activities. A lower grinder was observed near the oval structure. The oval 
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structure appears to have been a small oval-shaped stonewalled enclosure of which the walling had 

since largely collapsed. As the feature appears to have been a stonewalled enclosure associated with 

the Late Iron Age stonewalled site, it was not expected that a grave would be located here. This said, 

as part of the archaeological mitigation measures, this feature was also excavated to absolutely 

confirm that no grave is located here. Apart from the lower grinder observed near the oval stone 

enclosure, three other lower grinders and one upper grinder were also observed across the surface of 

the site at the time of the site visits.  

 

Three metal fragments, including a metal tin, were observed on the surface of the site during the site 

visits. The presence of these historic artefacts does not necessarily mean that the site was occupied 

during this more recent period. This is said as the site is located in an area containing vegetation, 

including trees. The shade from such trees may have been used during more recent times by for 

example herdsmen, or more recently, construction workers. In fact, aerial photographs have revealed 

that nearby construction activities were already undertaken during the 1970s. The tangible evidence 

from the site, namely the potsherds uncovered by construction activities on its southern end as well 

as the general layout of the stonewalling, rather suggest that an Iron Age site was located here. 

 

 
Figure 15: General view of a section of the stonewalled site from TCHR 3 depicting what is believed to 

be a cattle track.   
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Figure 16: Another general view of the walling that is believed to form part of a cattle track at site 

TCHR 3. 
 
 

 
Figure 17: The stone feature at TCHR 3 that is believed to be a small collapsed oval enclosure 

associated with the site. The lower grinder is visible in the foreground on the right. 
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Figure 18: General view of the site showing on the right the area where human remains had been 

accidentally uncovered during construction activities. The start of the preserved stonewalling can be 
seen in the middle left of this image.    

 
 

 
Figure 19: Another view of the area where construction activities had exposed human remains.The 

vegetated area in the back of this photograph is the area where stonewalling is still preserved.  
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7 PERMITS 

 

A number of permits were obtained for the archaeological mitigation of sites TCHR 1, TCHR 2 and 

TCHR 3. The following permits were obtained for the archaeological mitigation of the soil heaps 

containing human remains and archaeological material at site TCHR 1: 

 

• An archaeological permit was obtained from the South African Heritage Resources Authority 

(SAHRA). This permit (SAHRA Permit ID Number: 2806) allowed for the archaeological 

screening of soil heaps from site TCHR 1 and the storage of recovered human remains at the 

mine. The permit is included under Appendix C.  

 

The following permits were obtained for the archaeological mitigation of sites TCHR 2 and TCHR 3: 

 

• A permit from the South African Police Service (SAPS). The permit is included under Appendix 

D. 

• A permit from Sekhukhune District Municipality (Health). This permit is included under 

Appendix E. 

• A permit from SAHRA for the archaeological mitigation and excavation of sites TCHR 2 and 

TCHR 3. This permit (SAHRA Permit ID Number: 2915) allowed for the mitigation and 

excavation of these two sites and also allowed for the reburial of any recovered human 

remains on the same property. The permit from SAHRA is included under Appendix F. 

 

Additionally, Mosaic Funeral Group was appointed to handle and rebury the excavated human 

remains. A letter from the funeral undertaker confirming their appointment for this work is included 

under Appendix G. 

 

As required by the corresponding permit authorities, representatives of the SAPS and Sekhukhune 

District Municipality  (Health) were present during all stages of the archaeological excavations 

undertaken at site TCHR 3. As indicated elsewhere, no archaeological excavation work was possible at 

site TCHR 2 as the site had already been destroyed by the time that the fieldwork team from PGS 

arrived on site to commence with the archaeological excavations. 
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8 ARCHAEOLOGICAL MITIGATION 

 
8.1 Introduction 

 

This chapter discusses the archaeological mitigation undertaken at the various sites. 

 

8.2 Archaeological Mitigation of site TCHR 1 

 

TCHR 1 comprises a group of 21 soil heaps which, according to information provided by Tubatse, had 

been mechanically excavated from site TCHR 2. The presence of skeletal and cultural material in the 

soil from TCHR 2 was only identified once the soil had been deposited at TCHR 1. When the discovery 

of archaeological material and human remains in the soil heaps were made, it was realised that the 

soil heaps had been dumped in an area that was urgently required for the continuation of construction 

activities on the project. As a result, the mitigation of these 21 soil heaps was identified as an urgent 

priority by the mine. For this reason the mitigation of site TCHR 1 was undertaken separately from the 

mitigation of sites TCHR 2 and TCHR 3.  

 

 
Figure 20: General view of a section of the soil heaps from site TCHR 1. 

 

An archaeological permit was obtained from SAHRA specifically to mitigate the 21 soil heaps located 

at site TCHR 1 (SAHRA Permit ID Number: 2806). The mitigation work was undertaken over a five-day 
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period from 15 to 19 October 2018. A team from PGS consisting of one archaeologist (Lineree de Jager) 

and four field technicians (John Anderson, Thomas Mulaudzi, Joseph Moela and Tshepo Sambo) 

conducted the process of mitigation. This process combined various methods as there was a time 

constraint on the activities to be undertaken. The soil heaps with cultural material or human skeletal 

material were identified first; these were also the soil heaps that contained soil of a grey ashy colour 

and texture. These soil heaps were screened manually with both sieves and shovels. The soil heaps 

that did not have any visible cultural or skeletal material on the surface were opened up mechanically 

with an excavator and then testing was conducted by manually sieving the soil to make sure no cultural 

or human skeletal material was overlooked.  

 

 
Figure 21: This photograph taken during the mitigation of TCHR 1 shows the difference in soil colour 

and texture observed between the various soil heaps.  
 

The process was conducted carefully and under supervision to ensure that all the material that had 

been disturbed and dumped could still be retrieved, no matter how fragmented. The human skeletal 

material elements, as well as those from animals (which was also present) were wrapped in foil to 

prevent moisture from affecting the preservation. Each recovered item was marked according to the 

soil heap number that it was retrieved from and placed in a plastic container that was stored on the 

mine property. During the mitigation work that was subsequently undertaken at TCHR 3, the project 

forensic archaeologist also included the human remains retrieved from the soil heaps in her analysis 

and study. The cultural material was cleaned, documented, photographed and assessed to provide 

some context for the archaeological site which had been disturbed. 

SOIL HEAP 4 

SOIL HEAP 5 

SOIL HEAP 6 
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Figure 22: Site layout plan depicting the distribution and layout of the 21 soil heaps at site TCHR 1.  
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Table 2 – Mitigation at TCHR 2 – Soil Heaps 

Date Site Photographs Activities and Findings 
20

18
.1

0.
15

 

  

The archaeological fieldwork team from PGS arrived 
at Tubatse at 8H40. Medical exams and induction 
took place, and the contractors pack was approved at 
12H00. The team arrived at site TCHR 1 at 13H15. The 
soil heaps with cultural material or human skeletal 
remains visible on the surface were identified and 
screened first. The process used was a combination of 
using the sieves and emptying the shovels. If the 
sieving didn’t produce much material, then the shovel 
method was used. Screening of Soil Heap 1 began 
with manual sieving as there was evidence of bones 
on the surface. However, 96 shovels of screened 
material produced only one small piece of pottery. 
Screening therefore continued by spreading out the 
shovels of soil to identify any cultural material or 
human skeletal material. The first soil heap was 
completed at 16H20. Finds included: 

• 48 human bones (including one tooth) mostly 
broken; 

• 4 animal bones of which 1 was a tortoise shell; 
and 

• 14 potsherds. 

 

 

Figure 23: The mitigation work at Soil Heap 1. 
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Date Site Photographs Activities and Findings 
20

18
.1

0.
1 6

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PGS arrived on site at 6H50 and started screening Soil 
Heap 2 as this heap had the most evidence of bone 
material on the surface.  

The material was screened using sieves and 400 
shovels of material was screened in this way. It was 
found  that the soil heap contained mostly 
fragmented bones. The following archaeological 
material was recovered: 

• More than 600 fragmented bones (human and 
animal); 

• 40 potsherds; 

• A metal bracelet; and 

• One grinding stone. 

 

A site layout plan for site TCHR 1 was measured and 
drawn. Photographic recording of the site was also 
undertaken.  

 

Soil Heap 5 was screened at the same time as Soil 
Heap 2. The mitigation of this soil heap was 
undertaken manually with shovels as only small 
pottery pieces were observed on the surface. Finds 
included: 

• 2 bones (human or animal); and 

• 14 potsherds. 
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Figure 24: Screening activities taking place at Soil Heap 2. 

 

 

Figure 25: Soil Heap 2 during the mitigation work. 
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Date Site Photographs Activities and Findings 
20

18
.1

0.
1 7

 

 

 

 

PGS arrived on site at 7H00 and started screening Soil 
Heap 18 as bones were identified on its surface. The 
screening was conducted mostly with shovels and 
then sieved at intervals The soil heap was finished at 
9H00. The following archaeological material was 
recovered: 

• 305 bones (human and animal); 

• 15 teeth (8 loose teeth and 7 teeth still 
connected to jaw bone); and 

• 13 potsherds. 

 

 

 

The PGS team started screening Soil Heap 11 at 9H20 
as there was evidence of cultural material on the 
surface. The screening was conducted mostly with 
shovels and then sieved at intervals. The screening of 
Soil Heap 11 was completed at 11H20. The following 
archaeological material was recovered: 

• 2 grinding stones used for the construction of 
mud floors and walls; and 

• 12 potsherds. 

 

 

 

Screening of Soil Heap 7 started after lunch as this 
heap had evidence of pottery on the surface. The 
process was conducted using mostly shovels with 
sieves used at intervals.  As soon as more bones were 
identified, the sieves were used extensively. 
Approximately 400 shovels of material was screened. 
The following archaeological material was recovered: 

• More than 100 fragmented bones and 12 
complete bones (human and animal); and 

• 8 pottery pieces. 

The screening of Soil Heap 7 continued the following 
day. 
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Date Site Photographs Activities and Findings 
20

18
.1

0.
1 8

 

  

PGS arrived on site at 6H50 to continue screening of 
Soil Heap 7, which had started the previous day. The 
screening finished at 7H30. The following 
archaeological material was recovered: 

• 359 bones (human and animal); 

• 12 teeth (6 loose teeth and 6 in 2 jawbones - 3 
in each); 

• 22 potsherds, and 

• 1 iron adze or axe. 

 
 
 

 

Figure 26: Screening activities taking place at Soil Heap 18. 
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Figure 27: Screening activities taking place at Soil Heap 11. 

 

 

Figure 28: Screening activities taking place at Soil Heap 7. 
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Date Site Photographs Activities and Findings 
20

18
.1

0.
1 8

 

 

 

  

Soil Heap 20 was screened next as there was some 
cultural material visible on the surface. Screening was 
done mostly with shovels. However, sieves were used 
at intervals (100 shovels). Not much cultural material 
was identified with either the shovels or the sieves, 
but the colour of the soil heap was the same as the 
ones previously mitigated. The following 
archaeological material was recovered: 

• 28 fragmented bone pieces (human and animal); 
and 

• 6 potsherds. 

 

 

 

The team started screening Soil Heap 19 at 9H30 
mostly with shovels and using sieves at intervals (100 
shovels). Soil Heap 19 was completed at 11H20. The 
following archaeological material was recovered: 

• 5 fragmented bone pieces (human and animal); 
and 

• 2 potsherds. 

 

 

 

 
 
 
Soil Heap 13 was initially screened using a 
combination of shovels and sieves (50 shovels). Not 
much cultural material was identified, and the 
process was then conducted manually with shovels. 
The soil heap was finished at 13H40. The following 
archaeological material was recovered: 

• 6 potsherds. 

 

 
 

 

 



 

Archaeological Mitigation of Sites TCHR 2 and TCHR 3 

28 April 2022          Page 52  

Date Site Photographs Activities and Findings 
20

18
.1

0.
18

 

 

 
 

The remainder of the 11 soil heaps that did not 
contain cultural material or human skeletal material 
on the surface were opened with the assistance of a 
mechanical excavator. These heaps also contained 
many rocks and the soil texture and colour did not 
match the heaps that were manually screened, from 
which most of the bones were retrieved. The heaps 
that were scraped open were screened with sieves at 
random to ensure no material was overlooked and 
that the correct methodology was followed. The finds 
resulting from the day’s work, were as follows:  

Soil heap 4: = 100 shovels – nothing. 

Soil heap 3: = 100 shovels – nothing 

Soil heap 6: = 100 shovels – nothing 

Soil heap 8: = 100 shovels – nothing 
 

 

 

Figure 29: Screening activities taking place at Soil Heap 20. 
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Figure 30: Screening activities taking place at Soil Heap 19. 

 

 

Figure 31: Screening activities taking place at Soil Heap 13. 
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Date Site Photographs Activities and Findings 
20

18
.1

0.
19

 

 

 
 

PGS arrived on site at 7H00 to start manually 
screening Soil Heap 9, which was the last heap with 
evidence on the surface of cultural material. The 
screening was conducted manually with both shovels 
and sieves. The screening was finished at 9H30. The 
following archaeological material was recovered: 

• 4 bones (human or animal); 

• 2 potsherds; and 

• 2 pieces of broken shell. 

While Soil Heap 9 was being screened, the area to the 
south of the soil heap was also screened. In this area, 
7 pieces of bone could be observed on the surface. 
These were collected but are believed to be mostly 
animal bone. 

Screening of the exposed soil heaps that were 
scraped open by the excavator was conducted with 
sieves. The findings of these are as follows: 

• Soil heap 10: 100 shovels – nothing 

• Soil heap 12: 100 shovels – nothing 

• Soil heap 14: 100 shovels – nothing 

• Soil heap 15: 100 shovels – nothing 

• Soil heap 16: 100 shovels – nothing 

• Soil heap 17: 100 shovels – nothing 

• Soil heap 21: 100 shovels – nothing 

The screening of the soil heaps was concluded at 
11H00.  

The cultural and skeletal material retrieved from the 
screening of the soil heaps was placed in a plastic 
crate and delivered to mine security for storage until 
the burials at TCHR 3 were exhumed and relocated. 

A visit to site TCHR 3 was made to cover the exposed 
human skeletal remains with foil and then with soil to 
protect them from environmental damage.  
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Figure 32: Screening activities taking place at Soil Heap 9. 

 

 

Figure 33: Screening activities taking place at Soil Heap 12. 
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8.3 Archaeological Mitigation of site TCHR 3 
 
8.3.1 Surface Collection 

 

The first step in the archaeological mitigation was for the entire fieldwork team to conduct a 

systematic walkthrough of the archaeological site in transects with the purpose of identifying and 

collecting all artefacts located on its surface. The artefacts recovered in this way were primarily 

retrieved from the construction pit where they had been exposed to the surface due to construction 

work. As a result, emphasis in the surface collection was placed on the construction pit. Here the 

provenience of the recovered artefacts were defined within the parameters of 10 archaeological units 

named features. 

 

The surface collection resulted in the recovery of potsherds, animal bones and human remains. One 

historic artefact was also observed on the surface of the site.   

 

Table 3 – Provenience of Artefacts and Ecofacts recovered during Surface Collection 

Provenience Potsherds Stone Metal Animal Bones 

TCHR 3 / Feature 1 9 - - - 

TCHR 3 / Feature 2 14 1 - Yes 

TCHR 3 / Feature 3 - 2 - - 

TCHR 3 / Feature 4 19 1 1 - 

TCHR 3 / Feature 5 16 - - Yes 

TCHR 3 / Feature 6 1 - - Yes 

TCHR 3 / Feature 7 - 1 - - 

TCHR 3 / Feature 8 1 - - - 

TCHR 3 / Feature 9 - - - - 

TCHR 3 / Feature 10 - - - - 
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8.3.2 Shovel Test Pits 

 

Shovel test pits (STPs) are used to assess the presence of archaeological deposits as well as the depth 

of the cultural material located there. Fifteen STPs arranged in four clusters were excavated in various 

localities across the site. The STPs from each of these clusters were approximately 300m x 300m in 

area and were spaced 500m apart. The excavated soil from all 15 the STPs were archaeologically 

screened. The STPs were excavated to varying depths. The corresponding depths of the excavated 

STPS are indicated in the table addressing the artefacts and ecofacts recovered from the 15 STPs 

below.   

 

The first two clusters of STPs were placed in an area located south-west of the construction pit. This 

position was chosen as it was situated on a reasonably level piece of ground that had not been 

disturbed by construction activities. The position of these STPs in this area was to establish whether 

any undisturbed midden material extended to this area.  

 

The cluster of STPs located at the furthest distance from the construction pit comprised six STPs that 

were numbered STP 1 to STP 6. This first cluster of STPs was located approximately 34m south-west 

of the construction pit. The six STPs from here were placed along the north-south axis. Some potsherds 

were identified in STP 4, STP 5 and STP 6. Interestingly, a total of seven potsherds were recovered 

from STP 5. Closer examination of these ceramics indicated that six of the seven potsherds recovered 

from this STP were derived from a single container. This indicates that although a high density of 

ceramics were recovered from a single STP, this does not necessarily mean that a concentration of 

pottery fragments is located here. 

 

A second cluster of three STPs (STP 7 to STP 9) were positioned at a distance of approximately 26m 

south-west of the construction pit. These three STPs were also placed along the north-south axis. 

Although the soil excavated from these STPs were also archaeologically screened, only one potsherd 

and two animal bones were recovered from these three STPs.  

 

No clear midden features could be observed during the excavation of these 12 STPs located south-

west of the construction pit. While a total of 10 ceramics were recovered from STP 4, STP 5 and STP 

6, the excavation of the three STPs located closer to the construction pit area revealed much less 

archaeological material, with only one potsherd and two animal bones recovered from STP 7, STP 8 

and STP 9.   
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Figure 34: General view of the area where the first six STPs were excavated. The corresponding 
number of each STP is also indicated.    

 

STP 1 

STP 2 

STP 3 

STP 4 

STP 5 

STP 6 
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Figure 35: General view of the area where the second cluster of STPs were excavated. The 
corresponding number of each STP is also indicated.    

 
 

STP 7 

STP 8 

STP 9 
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Figure 36: Another view of the area where STP 7 to STP 9 were excavated. The construction pit is 
located just outside this image on the right. 

 
 
The third cluster of STPs was placed on the southern end of the site. This position was chosen to 

establish whether any middens could be identified in this part of the site. Three STPs were excavated 

here, and were numbered STP 10 to STP 12. Although these STPs were also screened, no 

archaeological material could be identified within any of these three STPs.  

 

The fourth and last cluster of STPs was excavated across the inner surface of a small stone enclosure. 

The position of this cluster was chosen to establish whether any anthropogenic deposits were located 

within the the stone enclosure. Three STPs were excavated, namely STP 13 to STP 15. The soil 

excavated from these three STPs was also screened. Again, no archaeological deposit could be 

identified within these three STPs.  

 



 

Archaeological Mitigation of Sites TCHR 2 and TCHR 3 

28 April 2022          Page 61  

 

 

Figure 37: This photograph depicts the area where STP 10 to STP 12 were excavated. It shows the 
cleared area before the excavations took place.  
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Figure 38: General view of the area where the fourth cluster of STPs was excavated. The 
corresponding number of each STP is also indicated.    

 

 

Figure 39: This photograph provides a wider view of the area where STP 13 to STP 15 were 
excavated. The stone enclosure can also be seen. 

STP 15 

STP 14 

STP 13 
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Table 4 – Provenience of Artefacts and Ecofacts recovered from the STPs 

Provenience Potsherds Stone Metal Animal Bones Depth 

TCHR 3 / STP 1 - - - - 327 mm 

TCHR 3 / STP 2 - - - - 250 mm 

TCHR 3 / STP 3 -  - - 206 mm 

TCHR 3 / STP 4 1 - - - 214 mm 

TCHR 3 / STP 5 7 - - - 197 mm 

TCHR 3 / STP 6 2 - - - 188 mm 

TCHR 3 / STP 7 - - - - 179 mm 

TCHR 3 / STP 8 - - - 1 194 mm 

TCHR 3 / STP 9 1 - - 1 171 mm 

TCHR 3 / STP 10 - - - - 217 mm 

TCHR 3 / STP 11 - - - - 224 mm 

TCHR 3 / STP 12 - - - - 215 mm 

TCHR 3 / STP 13 - - - - 240 mm 

TCHR 3 / STP 14 - - - - 221 mm 

TCHR 3 / STP 15 - - - - 283 mm 

 

 

8.3.3 Features 

 

The construction pit area represents the focal point of the archaeological mitigation of site TCHR 3 in 

that this is the area where all the human remains from the site had been exposed during mechanical 

excavation work. Despite the extensive disturbance of primary context brought about by the 

construction work, an attempt was made to provide some measure of provenience for the recovered 

human remains and archaeological material recovered from this largely disturbed area. This was 

achieved by defining a total of 10 features within and around the construction pit at the very start of 

the mitigation work.  

 

When excavations started, Feature 3 and Feature 4 were excavated as Block 1. Additionally, a partially 
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in situ burial (TCHR-01) was excavated within Feature 5. This excavation is discussed as Block 3 below. 

In this section, the focus will be on all the other features not affected by the excavation of blocks. 

 

Four of the identified 10 features comprised soil heaps of varying sizes that were mechanically 

excavated from the construction pit and discarded around the construction pit. These are Feature 1, 

Feature 2, Feature 9 and Feature 10. Five of the remaining six features were placed along the edges 

and sides of the construction pit. These were Feature 3, Feature 4, Feature 5, Feature 7 and Feature 

8. The central base of the construction pit was named Feature 6.  

 

The excavation of these features were focussed on retrieving human remains and archaeological 

material disturbed by construction activities. As a result, no controlled excavations were undertaken 

within these features. With the exception of Feature 3 and Feature 4 that were excavated as a single 

block, the per-feature provenience of all archaeological material and human remains was recorded.  

 

 

 

 

Figure 40: The eastern and south-eastern sides of the construction pit can be seen. This photograph 
was taken in a south-eastern direction and illustrates the area where Feature 4 (area on both sides of 

the corner of pit where person is standing) and Feature 5 (left) were located.   
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Figure 41: The western and north-western sides of the construction pit can be seen. This photograph 
was taken in a north-western direction and illustrates the area where Feature 7 (area around 

construction pit wall visible on the left) and a section of Feature 8 (area around construction wall 
visible in the back) were located.   

 

 

Figure 42: This photograph depicts the soil heap that was identified as Feature 1. This soil heap was 
located immediately west of the construction pit. A section of the construction pit is just visible in the 

top right corner of this image.  
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Figure 43: The soil heap visible in this photograph was identified as Feature 2. This area is located 
immediately south-west of the construction pit.  

 

 

Figure 44: This elongated soil heap was identified as Feature 9. It is located immediately south-east 
of the construction pit. The south-eastern corner of the construction pit may just be seen on the left. 
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The table below provides the provenience of archaeological material recovered from the features. 

Only the material recovered from soil heaps are presented in this table. The reason for this is that the 

findings from the excavation of Block 1 and Block 3 will be presented in the next section. Both these 

blocks were excavated within and across features. Additionally, no subsurface material was recovered 

from Feature 6 to Feature 8.  

 
Table 5 – Provenience of Archaeological Material and Human Remains recovered from the Features 

Provenience Potsherds Stone Metal Fauna Shell Human Remains 

TCHR 3 / Feature 1 54 - - Yes Yes Yes 

TCHR 3 / Feature 2 43 - - Yes - Yes 

TCHR 3 / Feature 9 - - - - - - 

TCHR 3 / Feature 10 3 - - - - - 

 

 
8.3.4 Test Blocks 

 

A total of four test blocks were excavated. These blocks were excavated in varying degrees of 

controlled excavation, largely depending on the level of disturbance as a result of the impact of the 

construction work. The excavation of these test blocks, and the findings and observations made during 

these excavations, will be individually discussed below. 

 

Block 1 

 

Block 1 was defined during the excavation of disturbed soil in Feature 3 and Feature 4 along the 

southern wall of the construction pit. The primary aim of the excavation of this block was to recover 

all the disturbed human remains and archaeological material from these two features. Additionally, 

another aim of this excavation was to establish if a relatively undisturbed stratigraphic profile could 

be exposed along the southern wall of the construction pit. The excavation of this block revealed a 

profile approximately 7000mm in length. This profile was recorded with measured drawings. 

 

In meeting the aims of the excavation of Block 1, namely the recovery of disturbed human remains 

and the exposure of a relatively undisturbed profile, the overall extent of the block turned out to be 

quite extensive. The extent of Block 1 is approximately 8000mm by 4000mm. Although extensive, by 

far the largest component of this block had already been disturbed by the construction activities.  
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Figure 45: General view across the southern end of the construction pit showing Block 1 after the 
completion of its excavation. 

 

 

 

Figure 46: Another view of Block 1 as seen from the north. The entire southern profile of Block 1 can 
be seen in this photograph. 
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Table 6 – Provenience of Archaeological Material recovered from Block 1 

Provenience Potsherds Stone Metal Fauna Shell Human Remains 

TCHR 3 / Block 1 / Feature 3 4 1 - - - - 

TCHR 3 / Block 1 / Feature 4 5 - - - - Yes 

TCHR 3 / Block 1 / Features 3 
and Feature 4 

131 1 - Yes - - 

 

 

Block 2 

 

Block 2 was laid out partially across one of the cattle tracks. It was 1600 mm in length (along the north-

south axis) and 1000 mm wide. The primary aims of this excavation were twofold. First, the block was 

excavated across a section of stonewalling to establish whether cow dung observed nearby against 

the western wall of the construction pit at Feature 5 (refer to Figures 48 and 49) extended underneath 

the stonewall or stopped when reaching the stonewall. Second, the excavation was undertaken in a 

completely controlled manner to establish whether undisturbed archaeological material could be 

exposed in a controlled manner.  

 

The excavation of Block 2 was undertaken stratigraphically. As a result, three stratigraphic levels were 

individually excavated and screened. The excavation started with the clearing of vegetation from 

within the surface of the block and its surroundings. After the surface of the block was recorded 

photographically, excavation by hand using trowels and brushes commenced. The excavation revealed 

that the first layer comprised brown sandy soil. It seems likely for this layer to have been the topsoil 

layer. It was excavated to a depth of approximately 70 mm, when the colour of the soil started to 

change to white. This new layer was found to be a thick layer of cow dung interposed by grey soil. This 

second layer was excavated to a depth of 266 mm when a new layer comprising brown soil interposed 

by small stones and pebbles was revealed. This third layer of the excavation was found to be a sterile 

layer. The excavation was stopped at a depth of approximately 330 mm.     

 

• Layer 1: Approximately 70 mm deep comprising brown, sandy soil; 

 

• Layer 2: Approximately 196 mm deep comprising a cow dung with grey soil; and 

 

• Layer 3: The excavation stopped when this layer was exposed to a depth of 64 mm. It 
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comprised a sterile layer of brown soil interposed by small stones and pebbles. 

 

Table 7 – Provenience of Archaeological Material recovered from Block 2 

Provenience Potsherds Stone Metal Fauna Shell Human Remains 

TCHR 3 / Block 2 / Layer 1 2 - - Yes - - 

TCHR 3 / Block 2 / Layer 2 3 - - Yes - - 

TCHR 3 / Block 2 / Layer 3 - - - - - - 

 

 

Figure 47: General view of Block 2 after the excavation was completed.  
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Figure 48: View of a section of the northern profile of Block 2. The white cow dung layer can clearly 
be seen on the eastern and western sides of the excavation and evidently was not affected by the 
stonewall and extends below it towards the north. Kindly note that the north arrow is incorrect on 

this photograph and should point perpendicular to the back wall.  
 

 

Figure 49: Closer view of a section of the northern profile of Block 2. The white from the cow dung 
layer can clearly be seen underneath the stonewall.  
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Block 3 

 

During an archaeological site visit before the commencement of archaeological excavations, the 

decision was made for human remains observed on the surface to be collected, wrapped in tin foil and 

covered by soil. Once the archaeological excavations commenced, these wrapped parcels of human 

remains were recovered. During the recovery of one of these parcels from the area defined as Feature 

5, it was realised that an in situ burial was still largely preserved here. The burial was located alongside 

the eastern wall of the construction pit.  

 

The in situ burial was carefully excavated by the project forensic archaeologist Stephany van der Walt. 

Once fully exposed, the grave was recorded photographically. Unfortunally, the forensic 

archaeologist’s camera was stolen during the project team’s journey back home. A police case was 

opened at the police station in Phola, but the camera was never recovered. As a result, no photographs 

exist that depict the fully excavated burial in situ. This said, a photograph taken before the completion 

of the excavation, does indicate the in situ burial and its position. Refer Figure 50 below.  

 

 
Figure 50: The in situ burial identified as TCHR03-01. The foetal position of the remains can be seen. 

Due to the theft of the forensic archaeologist’s camera, this is the only photograph for the in situ 
burial that exists (Van der Walt, 2019:14). 
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Figure 51: This photograph shows the profile of a section of the eastern wall of the construction pit at 
Feature 5. The layer of cow dung can clearly be seen. The position of Block 3 where the in situ burial 
of TCHR3-01 was excavated, can be seen in the middle background on the right. Block 2 is just visible 

in the back behind Block 3.   
 

In her report, Van der Walt (2019:13) indicates that the “…remains of TCHR03-01 were the only 

remains found in-situ…The individual was found positioned on his/her left side in the foetal 

position…The remains seemed to have been moved slightly as the remains were not perfectly 

articulated and many “old” fractures were observed, including the fractured femur. However, the ankle 

bones were still clearly articulated and in the presumed position for an individual in the foetal position.” 

 

The excavation of the burial was undertaken within Block 3 and all the material excavated from this 

unit was screened. The excavation revealed two beads associated with the burial. These beads include 

a cylindrical bone bead as well as a blue-coloured glass bead. A stone was also recovered. 

 

Table 8 – Provenience of Archaeological Material recovered from Block 3 

Provenience Potsherds Beads Stone Metal Fauna Shell Human Remains 

TCHR 3 / Block 3 - 2 1 - - - Yes 

 
 

Block 3 

Block 2 

Feature 5 
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Block 4 

 

What appears to be a collapsed oval structure with associated stones were identified on the north-

eastern extreme of site TCHR 3 in an area entirely enclosed by disturbance caused by the construction 

activities. A lower grinder was observed near the oval structure. The oval structure appears to have 

been a small oval-shaped stonewalled enclosure of which the walling had since largely collapsed.  

 

The decision was made early on to excavate the feature to ensure that the stone structure is not a 

surface dressing for a grave. This was also indicated in the archaeological permit application. A block 

measuring 2800 mm by 2500 mm was placed around the stone structure and excavated as a single 

unit. Due to the fear of damaging human remains, the excavation proceeded very carefully. Whenever 

archaeological material was exposed, the depth and position of this material was recorded. The 

excavation was halted at a depth of between 49cm and 30cm below the original surface when sterile 

layer comprising soil and pebbles was evidently reached. At the depth that the excavation was halted, 

an undisturbed quartz intrusion into the bedrock could be observed. Apart from the sterile soil and 

pebble layer exposed above this bedrock, the undisturbed geological intrusion further supports that 

no grave was buried here. 

 

When the stones from the structure were removed, a metal item (referred to as Metal Artefact 3 in 

this report) was identified immediately below a section of collapsed stones. It seems likely for the 

metal artefact to have been dropped at the structure during the historic to recent time and before the 

walls of the structure collapsed. The actual excavation of Block 4 revealed a few animal bones just 

below the surface whereas five potsherds derived from a single container were found approximately 

10cm below the original surface. Although two of these potsherds were rim fragments, no decoration 

could be observed. It is clear that the potsherds from Block 4 can be associated with the Late Iron Age. 

 

No evidence for a burial pit or grave could be observed during the excavation of Block 4. From this it 

is evident the the stone structure was a small stone enclosure associated with the Late Iron Age phase 

of occupation at site TCHR 3. 

 

 Table 9 – Provenience of Archaeological Material recovered from Block 4 

Provenience Potsherds Beads Stone Metal Fauna Shell Human Remains 

TCHR 3 / Block 4 5 - 1 1 Yes - - 
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Figure 52: General view of the stone structure where Block 4 was excavated.   
 

 

Figure 53: Another view of Block 4 after its excavation was completed.  
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8.4 Discussion on the Stratigraphy of site TCHR 3 

 

The extensive disturbance to the archaeological context of site TCHR 3 means that in situ and 

undisturbed profiles of stratigraphy were difficult to obtain. This said, the controlled excavation of 

Block 2 revealed an undisturbed stratigraphic sequence comprising three layers. The top layer (Layer 

1) is approximately 70 mm deep and comprises brown, sandy soil. Although this top layer included the 

top soil, cultural material in the form of undecorated potsherds (n=2) and faunal remains were also 

recovered from this layer. A second stratigraphic layer (Layer 2) was approximately 196 mm deep and 

consisted of cow dung interposed by grey soil. Cultural material in the form of undecorated potsherds 

(n=3) and a relatively high number of faunal remains were recovered from this layer. At a depth of 

approximately 266 mm, a new layer (Layer 3) comprising brown soil interposed by small stones and 

pebbles was revealed. This layer was completely sterile and was exposed to a depth of approximately 

330 mm with absolutely no cultural material or faunal remains recovered.  

 

The layer comprising cow dung interposed by grey soil (Layer 2) was also identified against the eastern 

profile of the construction pit as well as in the southern profile of Block 1. The in situ burial TCHR03-

01 appears to have been buried within this cow dung layer.  

 

It can be argued that the cow dung layer identified across sections of the site can likely be associated 

with the Kgopolwe occupation of the site, whereas the top layers in Block 1 and Block 2 can be 

associated with the Late Iron Age occupation of the site. The recording of the cow dung layer under a 

section of stone walling in Block 2 appears to support this ascertion. This is said as the stone walling 

from the site is believed to be associated the second occupation of the site. As will be shown below, 

this second occupation can be associated with Marateng facies ceramics, which in this case can be 

associated with the Koni.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 


