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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 
This report presents an initial heritage study of an area of land above Harbour Road, Hout 
Bay. The proponent is seeking to establish the feasibility of developing the land as a 
residential area. Although well vegetated, sufficient visibility was possible to enable five Later 
Stone Age sites to be recorded. These sites were all shell scatters, although some may have 
parts that may develop into proper middens. A pre-colonial burial was noted in site HB1. Any 
development of the lower parts of the property will have an impact on these sites and the 
burial and each should be mitigated appropriately via excavation and recording. The 
boundary of the Table Mountain National Park (a declared World Heritage Site) and the 
aesthetic qualities of the Hout Bay valley could also be negatively impacted by any 
development of the area although this could be much reduced by allowing only a very low 
density development to take place. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 
 
The Archaeology Contracts Office was appointed by Urban Vision to conduct an initial 
heritage assessment of three large erven in Hout Bay (Figure 1). The erven in question are 
4869, 4870 and 4871, located just above the harbour and Harbour Cave. The assessment 
forms part of a study in which residential development of the lower portions of the three erven 
is being considered. There are currently just two houses on the site, one each on erven 4869 
and 4870. They are located near the upper reach of the proposed development area but only 
one falls within it. Note that the three erven are far larger than the study area extending well 
up the mountain (Kapteinspiek) to the north-west above the 152m contour.  
 

Figure 1: Map of the Hout Bay valley showing the location of the study area (outlined in red). 
 

2 DESCRIPTION OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 
The site lies on a fairly steep part of Kapteinspiek immediately above the cliff which lies along 
the edge of Harbour Road (Plate 1). The substrate appears to be comprised almost entirely 
of undisturbed Holocene sands but some areas of the site have been remodelled in recent 
years by construction of a zig-zag road to the upper residences (Plate 2). The upper parts of 
the proposed development area are relatively thickly vegetated. Down the slope the 
vegetation is very dense, taking the form of a small Afromontane milkwood forest. Parts of 
the cliff have been blasted to facilitate widening of Harbour Road in the late 1970’s or early 
1980’s.  It was during this time that Harbour Cave (excavated by Bill Buchannan) was largely 
destroyed. 
 
The structures in the study area are all contemporary and therefore not protected. 
 
 

3418 AB&AD Cape Peninsula  (Mapping information supplied by - Chief Directorate: Surveys and Mapping. 
Website: w3sli.wcape.gov.za) 
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Plate 1: View of the cliff between Harbour Road and the proposed development area. 

 
 
Plate 2: View across part of the upper portion of the proposed development area showing the 
most disturbed part of the site. 

 
Plate 3: View of the lower part of the site showing the thick forest and steep slope. 
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3 METHODS 
 
Due to the very large size of the three erven, only the proposed development area was 
considered during this initial risk assessment stage of the project. We did not attempt to 
cover the entire development area but instead focussed on the lower parts closest to the sea. 
In the upper reaches of the development area a few patches were checked for the presence 
of archaeological material. Two transects from the middle of the area down the slope towards 
the Harbour Road were walked and the lower areas just above the road and cliff were 
searched more thoroughly. The positions of all finds were recorded with a hand-held GPS 
receiver using the WGS84 datum. Sites were photographed as necessary. 
 
The fieldwork on which this report is based was conducted on the 15th

 

 November 2005.The 
budgeted 4 hours were spent on site. The search team members were: 

Tim Hart (MA Archaeology)   
Jayson Orton (MA Archaeology) 
Isabell Schmidt (MA candidate and ACO exchange student, Cologne University). 
 

4 FINDINGS 
 
4.1 Later Stone Age sites 
 
Five Later Stone Age sites were found during the fieldwork. These are mapped on the aerial 
photograph contained in Figure 2. These were concentrated on the lowest slopes of the 
property, mostly just above the cliff in which the Hout Bay Cave was located prior to its 
destruction. Although the thick vegetation prevented comprehensive coverage of the site, it 
appears that very little or no archaeological material occurs on the upper slopes although 
occasional random marine shell fragments were seen. 

HB1 

HB4 
HB3 

HB2 

HB5 

Hout Bay Cave 
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Figure 2: Aerial photograph showing part of the proposed development area above Harbour 
Road (outlined in blue) and the five sites recorded (marked in red). 
 
 
4.1.1 HB1 
 
GPS co-ordinates:  S 34° 02’ 56.4” E 18° 20’ 41.5” 
Description:  This site has been disturbed by the access road that zigzags across the 

property (Plate 4). It consists of a dispersed shell scatter on a low angled 
slope. The scatter appears to be quite large and is visible for at least 20 
m in the road cutting. A burial was noted eroding from the edge of the 
road cutting. The site falls on Erf 4870. 

Content: Shell: S. argenvillei, C. granatina, S. barbara, Crepidula, sp., whelks. 
  Other: Quartz and quartzite flakes. 
Burial: Only the very top of the cranium was visible and it is certain that the 

entire burial is still intact. The cranium is in an upright position and facing 
approximately due north indicating that the body has been placed in a 
sitting position – typical of pre-colonial burial styles. The burial is located 
right on the edge of one of the existing access roads and is therefore in a 
vulnerable position. 

 

 
Plate 4: Site HB1 immediately adjacent to the access road. 
 
4.1.2 HB2 
 
GPS co-ordinates:  S 34° 02’ 53.8” E 18° 20’ 45.4” 
Description:  This site is a very large shell scatter with some patches having quite 

dense shell visible (Plate 5). The site is at least 30 m by 40 m in size and 
extends along the cliff top above the location of Harbour Cave. 

Content: Shell: S. argenvillei, C. granatina, C. meridionalis, C. oculus, whelks. 
Other: Quartz, quartzite and CCS flakes and aeolianite fragments. One adze-

like piece was observed in CCS (right-hand artefact in Plate 6). Also 
some historical glass and ceramics which seem to be an overprint. 
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Plate 5: The surface of part of HB2. Plate 6: A glass fragment and three 

stone artefacts from HB2. 
 
4.1.3 HB3 
 
GPS co-ordinates:  S 34° 02’ 54.6” E 18° 20’ 43.8” 
Description:  This site is a fairly ephemeral shell scatter occurring just below one of 

the access roads on the property. It is located down slope of another site 
which lies above the road and the two may be the same site. 

Content: Shell: S. argenvillei, C. granatina, C. meridionalis, whelks. 
  Other: Quartz flake. 
 
4.1.4 HB4 
 
GPS co-ordinates:  S 34° 02’ 53.7” E 18° 20’ 43.0” 
Description:  This site is an extensive shell scatter located in and around a small 

borrow pit. The material revealed in section indicates that the scatter 
may develop into a proper midden in places. The main horizon is located 
more than a meter below the surface but scattered shell seems to occur 
throughout the exposed depth. 
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Content: Shell: S. argenvillei, C. granatina, S. granularis, C. meridionalis, S. cochlear, 
   C. miniata, C. oculus, whelks.   

Other: Quartzite flakes and upper grindstone, ochre, ostrich eggshell 
 
 
 
 

 
Plate 7: Part of the in situ shell layer at HB4. 
 
4.1.5 HB5 
 
GPS co-ordinates:  S 34° 03’ 01.1” E 18° 20’ 37.6” 
Description:  This site is an extremely large scatter located on a very steep and thickly 

wooded section of hillside immediately above the lowermost portion of 
the access road. It appears as though people may have been living on 
the slope and throwing all waste material down slope such that extensive 
scatters of shell built up amongst the trees. 

Content: Shell: S. argenvillei, C. granatina, S. barbara, S. granularis, S. cochlear,    
   C. meridionalis, whelks. 
  Other: Bone, quartz and quartzite flakes, quartzite grindstones including one 
upper    grindstone with very heavy wear. 
 
4.2 Cultural landscape issues 
 
4.2.1 Visual aesthetics 
 
The proposed development site occupies a very prominent position at the southern end of 
the Hout Bay valley. The valley has traditionally been a well wooded valley with much 
greenery and over development of the valley will result in a permanent loss of this quality.  It 
is clear that the visual impacts that are associated with this proposal are going to be an issue 
that requires very careful addressing warranting a specialist study of its own. 
 
The proposed development site is visible from much of Chapmans Peak Drive and lies within 
the sight of a National Heritage Site – Table Mountain National Park. This means that in 
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terms of the National Heritage Resources Act, the relevant heritage authority is entitled to 
exercise its legal powers in terms of commenting on any proposed development layout and 
the structures to be situated thereon. 
 
4.2.2 Table Mountain National Park and development boundaries 
 
Table Mountain National Park (TMNP) is a declared World Heritage Site which borders the 
proposed development area on its western edge. It is desirable to maintain a soft 
boundary/buffer zone around the TMNP and as such appropriate development of the site is 
essential. This should favour a low density development with significant amounts of green 
space to prevent the formation of a harsh urban edge. Part of the visual impact relates to the 
view across towards Karbonkelberg from the world-renowned Chapman’s Peak Drive which 
enters Hout Bay from the south. In addition the 152 m contour, above which no development 
is allowed, passes through the upper part of the site and this would also need to be 
considered during the planning phase of the proposed development. 
 

 
Plate 8: View of the south-western part of Hout Bay from Chapman’s Peak Drive with the 
approximate boundary of the proposed development area ringed in red. 
 

5 APPLICABLE HERITAGE LEGISLATION 
 
The National Heritage Resources Act (NHRA) of 1999 protects the following, amongst other 
heritage resources.  Furthermore section 38 requires that heritage impacts assessments 
(HIA’s) are required for certain kinds of development such as rezoning of land greater than 
5000 sq m in extend or exceeding 3 or more sub-divisions.  Standalone HIA’s are not 
required where an EIA is carried out as long as the EIA contains an HIA component. 
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5.1 Section 35  
 
"Archaeological’’ means - 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.  This means that an 
archaeological site is any area where there are artefacts (objects made by human hand) that 
are over 100 years of age.  An archaeological find is therefore any object or collection of 
objects made by human hand that is over 100 years old.  This can range from ancient stone 
tools to the contents of historic rubbish dumps containing ceramic shards and bottles.  
 
‘‘Palaeontological’’ means - 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. The term fossil means 
mineralised bones of animals, shellfish, plants, marine animals.  A trace fossil is the track or 
footprint of a fossil animal that is preserved in stone or consolidated sediment. 
 

5.2  Section 34  
 
‘‘Structure’’ means - any building, works, device or other facility made by people and which 
is fixed to land, and includes any fixtures, fittings and equipment associated therewith. 
Protected structures are those which are over 60 years old. 
 

5.3 Section 48.2 
 
“Cultural landscapes” are protected by the Act.  Section 48.2 permits Heritage Western 
Cape to intervene and comment on the design and aesthetic qualities of any development 
that forms part of or is within sight of a cultural landscape.  In this instance we refer to Table 
Mountain National Park – a grade 1 heritage site. 
 

6 CONCLUSIONS 
 
There will be significant impacts on two different aspects of heritage on the proposed 
development site.  
 

• Firstly, five Later Stone Age archaeological sites have been identified and there are 
quite likely to be several more which are not visible on the surface.  These sites gain 
significance in that thousand of archaeological sites have been lost as a result of 
development activities on the Peninsula. Furthermore, one of the sites contains a 
human burial which appears to be completely intact. Given the covering of Holocene 
sand on the site it is quite likely that further burials may be located id bulk earthmoving 
takes place on the site.  The implications of the presence of the archaeological 
material is that either development does not take place on the lower slopes, or the 
developer fund mitigation of the archaeological sites – this will require a fairly 
extensive programme of excavation, the cost of which would need to be carried by the 
developer. 
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• The second aspect concerns the intangible qualities of the Hout Bay valley and the 
proximity of the site to the TMNP. The valley has traditionally had a strong green 
quality and the Park is a declared World Heritage Site. Impacts will be felt on both the 
valley in general as well as the Park. Included in the former is the view across the bay 
from the world-renowned Chapman’s Peak Drive.  While this factor does not preclude 
development, it does means that the visual qualities of any proposed development are 
going to need very careful consideration, and respond to input from both Heritage 
Western Cape (Provincial Heritage Authority), and SAHRA (National Heritage). 

 

7 RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
It is strongly recommended that consideration be given to a very low density development 
with extensive tracts of natural vegetation left intact. This will help to prevent hardening of the 
TMNP boundary zone and maintain the green qualities of the valley. It is anticipated that 
HWC will request a full Heritage Impact Assessment containing specialist input and planning 
and visual impacts. 
 
The presence of pre-colonial archaeological sites mean that the developers would need to 
comply with any restrictions placed on them by the Province archaeologist at Heritage 
Western Cape (HWC). It should be noted that any development of the lower parts of the 
property will affect the shell scatters and the burial with the latter being especially vulnerable 
due to its position right on the edge of an existing road. 
 
The presence of a burial on the property means that due respect should be accorded the 
area around site HB1 and correct procedure according to South African Heritage Resources 
Agency (SAHRA) guidelines should be followed prior to any development occurring. 
 
Given the above, we suggest that limited development of the site be allowed subject to the 
approval of both HWC and SAHRA.  If the proponent decides to continue with development 
activities, it is recommended that all draft plans be presented to HWC (Belcom) along with 
details of envisaged visual impacts. 
 
 

8 INVESTIGATION TEAM 
 
Fieldwork:   T. Hart 
    J. Orton 
    I. Schmidt 
 
Report:   J. Orton 

T. Hart 
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