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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Archaeology Africa was appointed by Zest Properties to undertake an archaeological
assessment of Portion 18 (a Portion of Portion 7) of the farm Rooidraai 34-JT (refer
Annexure A Locality Plan). The reason for this report is twofold, namely that an
assessment of the archaeological sites situated on the property was conditional for its
sale to take place and secondly that once the sale has gone through the portion under
discussion will by used for residential development. A Phase 1 Heritage Impact
Assessment was therefore undertaken, with the exception that no public participation
was done. Public participation, which is required in terms of the National Heritage
Resources Act (25 of 1999), can be addressed as part of the public participation required
for the proposed development’s Environmental Procedures (i.e. Basic Assessment Report,
Environmental Scoping Report or Environmental Impact Assessment Report).
Four heritage sites were identified within the boundaries of the study area. Three of
these (Sites 1, 2 and 4) can certainly be associated with the Late Iron Age, while one site
(Site 3) appears to be of more recent origin and may be associated with the so-called
Historic Period (refer Annexure B Site Distribution Map). The significance of each site
has been assessed, and mitigation measures proposed.
The location of all located sites in the vicinity of the western corner of the study area
allows for the largest part of the property to be developed without any impact on
heritage resources. A suitable buffer zone and management plan would however be
required in such a case. However, mitigation measures have also been proposed for all
the sites which, if properly undertaken, would allow for their recording and destruction
within the confines of the relevant legislation.
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1. INTRODUCTION
Archaeology Africa was appointed by Zest Properties to undertake an archaeological
assessment of Portion 18 (a Portion of Portion 7) of the farm Rooidraai 34-JT (refer
Annexure A Locality Plan).
2. DESCRIPTION OF STUDY AREA
The study areas falls within the Thaba Chweu Local Municipality and the Ehlanzeni
District Municipality, and is located in and surrounding the town of Lydenburg,
Mpumalanga Province. It consists of Portion 18 (a Portion of Portion 7) of the farm
Rooidraai 34-JT, which encompasses an area of 47.8 hectares. The boundaries of the
study area are defined by four points, the coordinates for which are:
•

25.12951 S
30.42165 E

•

25.12450 S
30.42769 E

•

25.12595 S
30.43367 E

•

25.13035 S
30.43239 E

The study area consists of open landscapes with very little trees evident and is situated
on the western bank of the valley formed by the Dorps River. While sections of the area
can be described as undulating, other sections are more level or gently sloped.
Disturbances to the physical landscape include a farm road, fencing as well as past
agricultural (ploughing and planting) activities.
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Plate 1

General view of the study area.

Plate 2

Another view of the study area.

2

3. METHODOLOGY
The methodological approach used for the study is aimed at meeting the requirements of
the relevant heritage legislation. As such a desktop study was undertaken followed by a
survey of the impact areas. In an undated draft document titled “Minimum standards for
the archaeological and palaeontological components of impact assessment reports”
issued by the South African Heritage Resources Agency (SAHRA) during the end of 2005,
the following heritage components are to be included in heritage impact assessments:

•

Archaeology

•

Shipwrecks

•

Battlefields

•

Graves

•

Structures over 60 years

•

Living heritage

•

Historical settlements

•

Landscapes

•

Geological sites

•

Palaeontological sites and objects.

All these heritage components have been addressed in this report, with the exception of
shipwrecks, geological sites as well as palaeontological sites and objects.
3.1 Desktop Study
The primary aim of the desktop study is to compile as much available information as
possible on the heritage resources of the area. Such a study also helps in providing
historical context for any sites that are located.
The desktop investigation focussed on the study of published and unpublished source
material, archival records as well as historical and archival maps. Material from the
following institutions was studied:
•

South African National Archives, Pretoria

•

Muckleneuk Library, University of South Africa, Pretoria
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•

Directorate: Surveys and Mapping, Cape Town

In 2006 a Heritage Impact Assessment was undertaken by the author of this report on a
portion of the farm Rooidraai 34-JT situated directly across the Dorps River from the
present study area. The report was undertaken for WSP Environmental (Pty) Ltd. As the
information contained in its desktop study would be relevant for the present study
significant sections of it was included in this report as well.
3.2 Field Survey
The field survey took place on Thursday, 7 June 2007. All located sites were briefly
documented. This documentation includes photographs (where possible) and descriptions
as to the nature and condition of the located material. A hand-held Global Positioning
System was used to obtain site coordinates.
3.3 Consulting with Local Interested and/or Affected Parties
No public participation or consultation with local interested / affected parties took place.
3.4 Aspects regarding Visibility and Constraints
Not subtracting in any way from the comprehensiveness of the fieldwork undertaken, it is
important to realise that the heritage resources located during the fieldwork do not
necessarily represent all the heritage resources located there. This may be due to various
reasons, including the subterranean nature of some archaeological sites and dense
vegetation cover. As such, should any heritage features and/or objects not included in
the present inventory be located or observed, a heritage specialist must immediately be
contacted. Such observed or located heritage features and/or objects may not be
disturbed or removed in any way. This means that should such features or objects be
exposed during any of the proposed activities, development activities must immediately
stop in that area.
Similarly, should any graves or cemeteries be observed, located or exposed, all activities
in the vicinity of the located features must immediately stop. A heritage specialist must
also immediately be contacted, and who after assessing the site would in consultation
with the South African Heritage Resources Agency be able to make recommendations on
the way to proceed.
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4. FINDINGS
4.1 Desktop Study Findings
4.1.1 Cartographic findings
The study of historic and archival maps represents a valuable tool in the identification of
heritage sites within a defined area. The primary source for maps used in this study was
the cartographic section of the National Archives in Pretoria. Maps housed at the
Directorate of Surveys and Mapping in Cape Town was also studied. Only one map of
relevance for the study area was located.
4.1.1.1 Major Jackson Series Sheet 10 “LYDENBURG”
Figure 1 depicts the sheet titled LYDENBURG (National Archives, Maps, 3/571) of the
Major Jackson Map Series compiled by the Field Intelligence Department during the
Anglo Boer War (1899-1902). The sheet is the Second Revised Edition and dates from
November 1901.
No heritage resources are depicted on the map for within the boundaries of the study
area. However, a number of historically significant sites are depicted in the wider vicinity,
including:
•

Four farm buildings / houses (marked with pink arrows)

•

British military posts named Montreal and Strathcona (marked with white arrows)

•

The old wagon road from Machadodorp to Lydenburg (marked in blue dotted line)

•

The old wagon road from Spitzkop to Lydenburg (marked in red dotted line)
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Figure 1

Sheet 10 “LYDENBURG” of the Major Jackson Series
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4.1.2 Archaeological and Historical Background
4.1.2.1 The Iron Age
The area within and surrounding the town of Lydenburg is well known in the
archaeological community for its Early and Late Iron Age sites (refer Figure 2 below).

Figure 2

Map showing the Early and Late Iron Age sites in the vicinity of Lydenburg as it was
known at the time (Evers, 1975:77). The approximate position of the study area is
marked in red.
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4.1.2.2.1 Early Iron Age
4.1.2.2.1.1 Overview of the Early Iron Age in Lydenburg and surrounding area
The first Early Iron Age site to be discovered in the vicinity of Lydenburg is possibly also
its best known one. The so-called Lydenburg Heads site (Sterkspruit 66/72) is located on
the southern bank of the Sterkspruit River, and has been dated to the fifth century A.D.
(Evers, 1975). Since the discovery of the site by L. von Bezing in 1962, a number of
other Early Iron Age sites have also been discovered in the area. In a paper published in
the South African Archaeological Bulletin, Marker & Evers (1976) indicate the known
existence of five Early Iron Age sites. They summarise the results of the research
undertaken by Evers and indicate that these sites are on average six hectares in extent.
They also show that typical features found on these sites include huts, pits and furnaces
used for metal working. Excavated artefacts include ceramic vessels decorated with
impressions and broadline incisions, copper and iron beads, various bone and shell
ornaments and tools as well as grinding stones.
Although no direct evidence for agricultural activities during the Early Iron Age in the
Lydenburg area was found, the presence of grinding stones suggests the existence of
these activities at the time. As can be seen below, direct evidence for herding practices
was found in the form of domesticated animal teeth (Evers & Marker, 1976).
4.1.2.2.1.2 The study area and the Early Iron Age
A study of the available published data on the Early Iron Age in and surrounding
Lydenburg (Evers, 1975; Marker & Evers, 1976; Evers, 1980; Evers, 1981; Evers, 1982
& Whitelaw, 1996) has revealed that no known Early Iron Age sites are shown on or in
the direct vicinity of the study area.
4.1.2.2.2 Late Iron Age
4.1.2.2.2.1 Overview of the Late Iron Age in Lydenburg and surrounding area
Numerous Late Iron Age sites are known for the areas from within and surrounding
Lydenburg. Research undertaken by scholars such as Evers (1975) and Marker & Evers
(1976) in the Lydenburg area and Collett (1979; 1982) in the Badfontein Valley have
revealed the existence of extensive settlements comprised of terracing, cattle tracks and
areas with concentrated enclosures. The last mentioned features consisting of an area in
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which a number of stone walled enclosures and walling are found, have been referred to
as cultural units (Evers, 1976), ruins (Collett, 1982) and homesteads (Evers, 1981). The
term “enclosure unit” will be used in this report.
In general terms two broad types of enclosure units have been found and recorded
during various research projects. Collett describes these two types as simple ruins and
complex ruins, with the first being isolated circular enclosures and the latter defined as
“…two or more contiguous circular or sub-circular enclosures.” (Collett, 1982:34). Marker
and Evans (1976) have identified three enclosure unit types. The first consists of two
concentric circles, in which the inner enclosure would most likely have been the cattle
kraal and the area between the inner and outer walling used for the building of huts. The
second type identified by Marker & Evers also has an outer wall, but instead of a single
smaller enclosure within its centre the enclosure units from this type has in its central
part a “…complex of enclosures, generally consisting of a large central one with two
opposed entrances and a number of circles around part of, or the whole of, the
perimeter” (Marker & Evers, 1976:161). The suggestion made is that the huts would
have been built between the enclosing wall and this central complex of enclosures. The
third type identified by them consists of a concentration of small enclosures which does
not appear to conform to the layout pattern of the first two types.
Excavations at a Late Iron Age site in the Gustav Klingbeil Reserve (Old number 61/73;
later Klingbeil 2530 AB:3) have revealed a complete hut floor as well as the courtyard
and verandah of a second hut. The hut floor consisted of a layer of gravel on top of which
a layer of flat stones were placed. The stones were covered in clay. The remains of a
verandah with clay flooring and a clay bench were excavated on that side of the hut
which faced down slope and toward the central livestock enclosures. The walls of the hut
were built of closely positioned poles, while the inner and outer walls were plastered with
clay.
A charred post excavated from the courtyard of a hut at Klingbeil 2540 AB:3 has been
radiocarbon dated to 130 ± 40 B.P (Evers & Vogel, 1980). The calibrated dating of the
site has been suggested as between A.D. 1640 and A.D. 1820 (Evers, 1981).
The numerous stone walled enclosures and cattle tracks found at many of these sites
indicate the significance of herding activities, and direct evidence in the form of the cattle
as well as goat/sheep teeth have been found. Agricultural activities in turn are indicated
by the location of numerous grinding stones as well as terracing used for levelling sloped
areas for use as agricultural fields (Marker & Evers, 1976).
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The Late Iron Age excavations have also revealed decorated and undecorated ceramic
fragments and vessels. Evers (1981:98) indicates that the research undertaken
essentially by he and D.P. Collett have revealed that the stone walled sites from the
Lydenburg district “…belong to a single ceramic phase which Collett has called Marateng”.
He also points to the strong association in terms of settlement layout as well as ceramic
decoration with the Pedi.
More recently, however, it has been suggested that all Late Iron Age sites from
Lydenburg can not always be associated with the Pedi alone, and that some of these can
be associated with the group known as the Koni as well. The ethnographic data recorded
by Mönnig (1978) show that the area associated with the Pedi and as such described as
the land of the Pedi (Bopedi), was first settled by other groups such as Kwena, Roka and
Koni. The research undertaken by Prof. B.V. Lombaard has also shown a strong
association of the area lying between Lydenburg and Machadodorp with the Koni (The
Lydenburg News, 12 November 1976).
4.1.2.2.2.2 The study area and the Late Iron Age
The available published data on the Late Iron Age of Lydenburg and surrounds (Collett,
1979, 1982; Evers, 1975, 1981; Marker & Evers, 1976) indicate the wide distribution of
these sites. From the map depicted in Figure 2 it is evident that the study area is
associated with known Late Iron Age sites. It is therefore not surprising that the surveys
undertaken in these areas have revealed Late Iron Age stone walled settlements.
4.1.2.3 Historic Period
4.1.2.3.1 The establishment of Lydenburg
The origins of Lydenburg can be found in the efforts of Voortrekker leader Andries
Hendrik Potgieter and his followers to get away from British influence and closer to the
market at Delagoa Bay. This led Potgieter to move away from reasonably established
areas such as Potchefstroom, Pretoria and the Magaliesberg to the vicinity of Ohrigstad
(Botha, 1958). With time, increasing numbers of Voortrekkers followed him there and
settled in the Ohrigstad area. After the establishment of the town, three main factors led
to its decline. First of these was the discord which erupted between Potgieter (and his
followers) and the Volksraad. In the end Potgieter, with his followers, moved to the
Soutpansberg. The second factor was that the promise of good trade relations with the
Portuguese (and Dutch) via Delagoa Bay proved unsuccessful. The third factor was the
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negative impact of malaria. Especially during the summer of 1848 to 1849 many
residents became ill and many died.
This decline of Ohrigstad resulted in a strong need expressed by the community for the
establishment of another town in the general vicinity but in a healthier climate. The
Volksraad subsequently held a meeting at Krugerspos on 19 September 1849. During the
meeting the decision was made for a new town to be established. On the 20th of
September 1849 it was agreed that the new town was to be called “Leidenburg” in
reference to the suffering caused by malaria. On 23 January 1850 the Volksraad in
Potchefstroom decided that the new town was to be established on the farm Rietspruit,
and by May 1850 the town was so far established that it was possible for the Volksraad
to have its first assembly there (Botha, 1958).
On 17 December 1856 the Lydenburg district was proclaimed as an independent state,
namely the Republic of Lydenburg (Duvenage, 1966).

Figure 3

Early photograph of Lydenburg (National Archives, TAB, 31807).

4.1.2.3.2 The South African War (1899-1902)
As mentioned above, features associated with the South African War history of the area
is indicated in the vicinity of the study area. As a result, some background information on
this period of the area’s historic past will be provided.
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4.1.2.3.2.1 The British occupation of Lydenburg
On the 6th of September 1900, the town of Lydenburg surrendered to the British forces
under Sir Redvers Buller and Ian Hamilton. Two days later, on the 8th of September
1900, a battle was fought at Paardeplaats. This battle was essentially for control of the
strategically located mountain overlooking the town, namely Mauchsberg (Doyle, 1902).
The town was occupied for the duration of the war, and after the cessation of hostilities
in 1902 the South African Constabulary (S.A.C.) still had a distinct presence in the town
and vicinity.

Figure 4

British cavalry in Lydenburg (National Archives, TAB, 26453).

One of the best sources from British side in terms of the occupation of Lydenburg, is the
diary of E.A. Mackey. Although the diary itself could not be located, excerpts from it were
published in the Lydenburg News during September and October 1948. These published
excerpts appeared under the heading A Gentleman’s War. Although not as detailed,
another work which shows some insight into the experiences of the men occupying
Lydenburg, is Gordon-Duff’s With the Gordon Highlanders to the Boer War and Beyond
which contains the letters written by Captain Lachlan Gordon-Duff.
The descriptions of both these authors in terms of the occupation of Lydenburg leave one
with the feeling that the town was almost in a position of siege. The description of the
town made by Mackey (Lydenburg News, September 3, 1948: 1 & 2) certainly supports
this suggestion “… (Lydenburg) was now surrounded with barbed wire with forts and gun
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emplacements at every corner. The streets were crowded; every house and building was
bursting with soldiers, equipment and stores; the market and church squares and other
open spaces were covered with tents.”
Although the Boer commandoes did not have the men or resources at the time to
physically surround the town and place it under siege, they made continuous attacks on
military outposts, convoys and patrols.

Figure 5

Members of the Lydenburg Commando (National Archives, TAB, 23321).

4.1.2.3.2.2 The road between Machadodorp and Lydenburg
Lydenburg

was

situated

approximately

50

miles

north

of

the

railway

line

at

Machadodorp. As a result all stores, equipment and ammunition had to be transported
from the Machadodorp station by road to Lydenburg. This made the road link between
Lydenburg and Machadodorp of crucial strategic importance to the British occupation
force in Lydenburg. As a way of protecting the road, various forts were built along it.
While Mackey indicates that four forts were established, Doyle (1902) lists a total of
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seven forts. Nonetheless, both authors concur that these forts were placed roughly ten
miles apart.
Mackey (n.d.) describes the four forts as Helvetia (the fort closest to Machadodorp),
Schoeman’s Kloof, Badfontein and Witklip. Of these, the fort at Witklip would be the
closest to the present developments. However, the farm Witklip is still some distance to
the south.
The journey between Machadodorp and Lydenburg took between two and three days by
oxwagon, and no-one was allowed to travel this road without an armed escort. Such
military escorts mostly consisted of a dozen mounted men. Senior military officers who
travelled along the road had their own personal escorts of about 20 men (Mackey, n.d.).
Although these protective measures were enforced to protect supplies and men, the Boer
Commandoes often attacked the convoys and sometimes the forts as well. One of the
best sources from Boer side which describe some of these activities is the diary of F.L.
Rothmann that was published by M.E.R. under the title Oorlogsdagboek. The diary
describes the experiences of the Boer commandoes in the areas surrounding Lydenburg,
and contains various descriptions of the convoys between Machadodorp and Lydenburg
as well as the ambushes and attacks undertaken by the Boer commandoes on these
convoys. Apart from disrupting the British lines of communication and supply, the diary
makes it evident that at least some of the attacks on convoys were aimed at capturing
horses (M.E.R., 1947), which of course was an essential part of the mobile warfare
practiced by the Boers.
4.1.2.3.2.3 The military posts surrounding Lydenburg
Although none of the forts which guarded the Machadorp-Lydenburg road and described
in the diary of E.A. Mackey are located close to the study area, the archival map depicted
in Figure 1 indicates the existence of the Montreal and Strathcona military posts toward
the east of the study area. The names of these two military posts have a strong
association with Canada. While the association with Montreal is evident, the name
Strathcona needs explanation. It appears to have been derived from the Strathcona’s
Horse, a regiment raised and paid for by the Canadian high commissioner, the Right
Honorable Baron Strathcona and Mount Royal of Lochnell Castle of the United Kingdom,
Donald Smith. Although the Strathcona’s Horse was officially viewed by Britain as
separate from the other Canadian regiments, it was “…Canadian in practice, if not in
theory.” (Reid, 1996:38).
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Figure 6

Officers of Strathcona’s Horse, the members of which were known as “The Queen’s
Cowboys” (Miller, 1993).

4.1.3 Early farm ownership
4.1.3.1 Rooidraai
The farm Rooidraai (old number 1242, present number 34-JT) was first inspected on the
1st of April 1857 by J.M. de Beer. On 1 February 1872 it was transferred through
government “grondbrief” to Charel Johannes Viljoen & Son.
On 30 August 1859 the eastern half of the farm (titled Portion A) was transferred from
Charel Johannes Viljoen & Son to Gideon Petrus Viljoen. The same portion was again
transferred on 5 August 1872 from Gideon Petrus Viljoen to Stephanus Johannes
Schoeman & Son.
On 24 July 1874 a portion of portion A (titled Portion AI) was transferred from Stephanus
Johannes Schoeman & Son to Jan Ruiter. On the same day the portion was transferred
from Jan Ruiter to Johannes Stephanus Lombard.
Johannes Stephanus Lombard (also spelled Lombaard) was a reasonably historic figure
associated with the establishment of a number of new farming technologies on his
portion of the farm Rooidraai. The first of these was the construction of a water wheel
with mill for him on the western bank of the Dorps River. It is recorded that it was the
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previous owner of the Lombard’s land, namely Jan Ruiter, who constructed the wheel and
mill for Lombard. In 1884 a second mill was acquired by Lombard. This mill was known
as a Nicolson’s Flour Dresser. In 1888 the company Ruston & Co delivered and installed a
threshing machine and steam engine on Lombard’s land. As a result farmers from the
surrounding areas started bringing their corn to Lombard to have it threshed.
During 1891 J.S. Lombard was killed by lightning while riding a horse in the vicinity of
Ottoshoop.

Figure 7

One of the early owners of the a portion of the farm Rooidraai, Johannes Stephanus
Lombaard (Lydenburg News, 4 March 1977).
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4.2

Survey Findings

The foot surveys resulted in the identification of four heritage sites within the study area.
Three of these sites (see Sites 1, 2 & 4) can be positively associated with the Late Iron
Age. Settlements associated with this period from the surrounding area are known to be
very large, and contains enclosure units, terracing and cattle tracks (Evers, 1975; 1980).
It is quite likely that all of the Iron Age sites from the study area are associated with one
large settlement.
The fourth site (see Site 3 below) appears to be of more recent origin and can be
associated with the Historic Period.
4.2.1 Site 1
4.2.1.1 Site Coordinates and Description
Coordinates:
25.12862 S
30.42476 E
The site is situated on the edge of a ridge and overlooks the valley to the south. It
consists of an elongated kidney-shaped stone walled enclosure with a smaller enclosure
attached to its northern side. The big enclosure measures approximately 40m x 15m and
its collapsed stone walls are approximately 0.5m high and 1m wide. The stones used in
constructing the walls were of local origin as many of these stones are available from the
immediate vicinity.
No artefacts or any other cultural material were identified. No ash midden /
archaeological deposit could also been found.
At the time of the fieldwork the site was overgrown with grass and only a few small trees
and bushes were observed. The big enclosure was damaged or robbed at its western end
and vehicle tracks were visible entering the enclosure.
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Plate 3

A section of the walling from Site 1 can be seen in the foreground.

Plate 4

Another section of walling from Site 1.
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4.2.1.2 Site Significance
Although the site can certainly be classified as belonging to the Late Iron Age, it consists
of a small isolated unit. It has little scientific, historical or religious value, and can
certainly also not be considered as unique. As a result, the site is classified as of Low
Significance.
4.2.1.3 Impact of the Proposed Development
Although final and detailed development layout plans are not presently available, a
worst-case scenario was used in which the entire site will be destroyed by the proposed
development of the study area.
4.2.1.4 Development Alternatives
The significance of the site is not high enough to warrant the consideration of
development alternatives.
4.2.1.5 Mitigation
Very little mitigation work can take place with the vegetation growth found over most of
the site. Although vegetation clearing by hand is one solution, another less expensive
way would be to undertake the mitigation work at the end of winter or at the latest
during spring. Hopefully this would allow most of the vegetation to have cleared.
The following mitigation measures are required for Site 1:
•

The entire site must be recorded through surveyed drawings and photographs.
The end result of this would be a layout plan and photographic record of the site.

•

The results of the survey must be compiled in report form.

•

An application must be made to the South African Heritage Resources Agency for
a permit to destroy the site. This application must be submitted with the layout
plan and photographic record of the site.
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4.2.2 Site 2
4.2.2.1 Site Coordinates and Description
Coordinates:
25.12912 S
30.42363 E
A large Late Iron Age stone walled complex is situated approximately 100m to the west
of Site 1 and is located on and along the same ridge overlooking the valley to the south.
The site measures approximately 100m x 40m. It includes a scalloped outer (perimeter)
wall which varies in size (height and thickness), as well as approximately 15 small
circular enclosures. The walls along the southern end of the site are much more
prominent (bigger and wider) and better preserved (up to 1.3m high and 1.2m wide)
than those on the northern end, which in some areas consists of only a single line of
packed stones. Although entrances to the complex were observed on its southern and
eastern ends, it is possible that the poor preservation of sections of the walling may hide
more entrances.
No artefacts or any other cultural material were identified. No ash midden /
archaeological deposit could also been found.
At the time of the fieldwork the site was overgrown with grass and only a few small trees
and bushes were observed. Sections of the walling was also damaged and robbed.
The site is similar to the stone walled Late Iron Age settlements located and excavated
by Evers (1975) and Marker & Evers (1976) in the Lydenburg area and Collett (1979,
1982) in the Badfontein Valley. It can be described as a complex unit similar to the Type
2 defined by Marker & Evers (1976).
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Plate 5

Plate 6

A section of the walling from Site 2.

Another section of walling from Site 2.
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4.2.2.2 Site Significance
The site represents a reasonably extensive and complex cluster unit. It can be considered
to have scientific value. The site is of High Significance.
4.2.2.3 Impact of the Proposed Development
Although final and detailed development layout plans are not presently available, a
worst-case scenario was used in which the entire site will be destroyed by the proposed
development of the study area.
4.2.2.4 Development Alternatives
Due to the high level of significance associated with the site, an attempt must be made
to preserve the site in situ. This would mean that the proposed development would have
to be kept away from the site, and that a reasonable buffer zone be demarcated. A buffer
zone of 10m should suffice.
4.2.2.5 Mitigation
The appropriate mitigation measures would depend on whether the site will be preserved
or destroyed. If the site is to be preserved, the following mitigation measures must be
undertaken:
•

A 15m buffer zone must be demarcated around the entire site.

•

A site management plan must be compiled with which the preservation and
management of the site can be undertaken through the course of the planning,
construction and operational phases of the proposed development. Such a
management plan would necessarily also include a monitoring program.

If the site is to be destroyed, the following mitigation measures will be required:
•

The entire site must be recorded through surveyed drawings and photographs.
The end result of this would be a layout plan and photographic record of the site.

•

Once the vegetation growth has been cleared (either by hand or as a result of
seasonal changes in vegetation) all the enclosure units of the site can be visited
and comparatively assessed in terms of condition, research potential and the like.
This can be used to identify areas from within the site which would be best suited
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for archaeological test excavation. Ideally, excavation is aimed at obtaining a
representative artefact assemblage from the site as well as material for
radiocarbon dating. The opening and recording of hut floors would also be
positive.
•

The results of the survey and excavation will then be compiled in report form.

•

An application must be made to the South African Heritage Resources Agency for
a permit to destroy the site. This application must be submitted with the report.

4.2.3 Site 3
4.2.3.1 Site Coordinates and Description
Coordinates:
25.12902 S
30.42277 E
The site consists of another stone walled complex. It is situated approximately 80m to
the north-west of Site 2, but is situated away from the ridge on which the first two sites
are located. It is furthermore located adjacent to the north-western boundary fence.
The site is smaller than the previous one and measures approximately 40m x 30m in
size. An outer (perimeter) wall again demarcates the site, though it had been damaged
during the clearing of the boundary for the fence. Four smaller circular enclosures were
observed inside the perimeter wall, while a square-shaped line of packed rocks (± 6m x
6m) was also observed. The function of this feature is presently unclear, but it seems
likely that they served as the foundations of a mud-brick structure.
The appearance of a rectangular stone foundation as well as the position of the site
further away from the ridge’s edge suggest a different origin for the site than is the case
for the other stonewalled sites from within the study area.
No artefacts or any other cultural material were identified. No ash midden /
archaeological deposit could also been found.
At the time of the fieldwork the site was overgrown with grass and only a few small trees
and bushes were observed. Sections of the walling was also damaged and robbed.
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Plate 7

The rectangular foundation (A) and outer perimeter wall (B) at Site 3.

Plate 8

Closer view of the rectangular foundation at Site 3.
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4.2.3.2 Site Significance
The site has little in the way of scientific significance or uniqueness and is furthermore
poorly preserved. The site is of Low Significance.
4.2.3.3 Impact of the Proposed Development
Although final and detailed development layout plans are not presently available, a
worst-case scenario was used in which the entire site will be destroyed by the proposed
development of the study area.
4.2.3.4 Development Alternatives
The significance of the site is not high enough to warrant the consideration of
development alternatives.
4.2.3.5 Mitigation
Very little mitigation work can take place with the vegetation growth found over most of
the site. Although vegetation clearing by hand is one solution, another less expensive
way would be to undertake the mitigation work at the end of winter or at the latest
during spring. Hopefully this would allow most of the vegetation to have cleared.
The following mitigation measures are required for the site:
•

The entire site must be recorded through surveyed drawings and photographs.
The end result of this would be a layout plan and photographic record of the site.

•

The results of the survey must be compiled in report form.

•

An application must be made to the South African Heritage Resources Agency for
a permit to destroy the site. This application must be submitted with the layout
plan and photographic record of the site.
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4.2.4 Site 4
4.2.4.1 Site Coordinates and Description
Coordinates:
25.12940 S
30.42235 E
This Late Iron Age stone walled complex is situated on the western boundary fence of the
study area, with the fence crossing over the centre of the site. The site is furthermore
situated on the ridge overlooking the valley below.
The site consists of an outer (perimeter) wall (± 60m x 40m) which has approximately
eight small circular enclosures on its inside. The walls vary in size and width though did
not exceed 1.2m in height and 1.2m in width. While various entrances could again be
identified the level of damage on site placed a measure of uncertainty regarding the
identification of entrances.
No artefacts or any other cultural material were identified. No ash midden /
archaeological deposit could also been found.
At the time of the fieldwork the site was overgrown with grass and only a few small trees
and bushes were observed. Sections of the walling was also damaged and robbed.
The site is similar to the stone walled Late Iron Age settlements located and excavated
by Evers (1975) and Marker & Evers (1976) in the Lydenburg area and Collett (1979,
1982) in the Badfontein Valley. It can be described as a complex unit similar to the Type
2 defined by Marker & Evers (1976).
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Plate 9

Plate 10

General view of Site 4. Note the boundary fence running through the site.

Another view of Site 4. The boundary fence is visible on the right.
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4.2.4.2 Site Significance
The site represents a reasonably extensive and complex cluster unit. It can be considered
to have reasonably scientific value. However, it is in a poor condition. The site is of
Moderate Significance.
4.2.4.3 Impact of the Proposed Development
Although final and detailed development layout plans are not presently available, a
worst-case scenario was used in which the entire site will be destroyed by the proposed
development of the study area.
4.2.4.4 Development Alternatives
The significance of the site is not high enough to warrant the consideration of
development alternatives.
4.2.4.5 Mitigation
The following mitigation measures would be required:
•

The entire site must be recorded through surveyed drawings and photographs.
The end result of this would be a layout plan and photographic record of the site.

•

Once the vegetation growth has been cleared (either by hand or as a result of
seasonal changes) all the enclosure units of the site can be visited and
comparatively assessed in terms of condition, research potential and the like. This
can be used to identify areas from within the site which would be best suited for
archaeological test excavation. Ideally, excavation is aimed at obtaining a
representative artefact assemblage from the site as well as material for
radiocarbon dating. The opening and recording of hut floors would also be
positive.

•

The results of the survey and excavation will then be compiled in report form.

•

An application must be made to the South African Heritage Resources Agency for
a permit to destroy the site. This application must be submitted with the report.
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5. HERITAGE REQUIREMENTS IN TERMS OF SECTION 38 (3) OF THE NATIONAL
HERITAGE RESOURCES ACT NOT DEALT WITH IN THE PREVIOUS SECTION.
5.1 “The identification and mapping of all heritage resources in the area
affected”
This requirement has been suitably addressed in Section 4 Findings. With the GPS coordinates obtained from the field, the different sites were individually plotted using
Arcview 8.1 GIS Software. Refer Annexure B Site Distribution Map.
5.2 “A(a)n evaluation of the impact of the development on heritage resources
relative to the sustainable social and economic benefits to be derived from the
development;”
At present no information with regards to the proposed development is available. Once
this becomes available, this section can be suitably addressed. However, socio-economic
benefits in the form of housing, employment and a financial investment in the local
economy can be expected.
5.3 “T(t)he results of consultation with communities affected by the proposed
development

and

other

interested

parties

regarding

the

impact

of

the

development on heritage resources;”
This component was not addressed as part of the present study. However, as it is
assumed that an environmental assessment study (i.e. Basic Assessment Report,
Environmental Scoping Report or Environmental Impact Assessment Report) would have
to be undertaken for the proposed development, the public participation requirements of
the heritage study can be undertaken as part of the environmental study’s public
participation.
6. CONCLUSIONS AND GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS

The study undertaken of Portion 18 (a Portion of Portion 7) of the farm Rooidraai 34-JT
resulted in the identification of four heritage sites. The distribution of these sites within
the study area can be viewed under Annexure B Site Distribution Map.
Significance assessments for all these sites were undertaken. The impact of the
development on each site as well as the required mitigation measures are also provided.
Refer Section 4.2.
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The following general mitigation measures are required:
•

Should the decision be made to keep the entire development away from any of
the identified four sites, it is imperative that a suitable buffer zone be established
and that heritage site management plans be compiled.

•

This report will be submitted to the South African Heritage Resources Agency. Any
further additions or revisions to the mitigation measures made in this report by
the South African Heritage Resources Agency must be adhered to.
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ANNEXURE C – LEGISLATIVE FRAMEWORK

LEGISLATIVE FRAMEWORK
South Africa has a number of legislative measures in place aimed at protecting its heritage resources. Of these the most important is the
National Heritage Resources Act 25 of 1999.
1.

National Heritage Resources Act 25 of 1999

The promulgation of the National Heritage Resources Act 25 of 1999 brings the conservation and management of heritage resources in South
Africa on par with international trends and standards.
Section 38 (3) of the act provides an outline of ideally what should be included in a heritage report. The act states:
“(3) The responsible heritage resources authority must specify the information to be provided in a report required in terms of subsection (2) (a):
Provided that the following must be included:
(a) The identification and mapping of all heritage resources in the area affected;
(b) an assessment of the significance of such resources in terms of the heritage assessment criteria set out in section 6(2) or prescribed
under section 7;
(c) an assessment of the impact of the development on such heritage resources;
(d) an evaluation of the impact of the development on heritage resources relative to the sustainable social and economic benefits to be
derived from the development;
(e) the results of consultation with communities affected by the proposed development and other interested parties regarding the impact of
the development on heritage resources;
(f) if heritage resources will be adversely affected by the proposed development, the consideration of alternatives; and
(g) plans for mitigation of any adverse effects during and after the completion of the proposed development.”
Replacing the old National Monuments Act 28 of 1969, the Heritage Resources Act offers general protection for a number of heritage related
features and objects (see below).

Structures are defined by the Heritage Resources Act as “…any building, works, device or other facility made by people and which is fixed to
land, and includes any fixtures, fittings and equipment associated with it.” In section 34 of the Act the general protection for structures is
stipulated. It is important to note that only structures older than 60 years are protected. Section 34(1) of the National Heritage Resources Act
reads as follows: “No person may alter or demolish any structure or part of a structure which is older than 60 years without a permit issued by
the relevant provincial heritage resources authority.”
The second general protection offered by the Heritage Resources Act which is of relevance for this project, is the protection of archaeological
sites and objects (as well as paleontological sites and meteorites). Section 35(4) of the National Heritage Resources Act states that:
“No person may, without a permit issued by the responsible heritage resources authority(a) destroy, damage, excavate, alter, deface or otherwise disturb any archaeological or palaeontological site or any meteorite;
(b) destroy, damage, excavate, remove from its original position, collect or own any archaeological or palaeontological material or
object or any meteorite;
(c)

trade in, sell for private gain, export or attempt to export from the Republic any category of archaeological or palaeontological
material or object, or any meteorite; or

(d) bring onto or use at an archaeological or palaeontological site any
excavation equipment or any equipment which assist in the
detection or recovery of metals or archaeological and
palaeontological material or objects, or use such equipment for the
recovery of meteorites.”
In order to understand exactly what is protected, it is important to look at the definition of the concept “archaeological” set out in section 2(ii)
of the Heritage Act:
“(a) 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;

(b) 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;
(c) 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 respectively in sections 3, 4 and 6 of the
Maritime Zones Act, 1994 (Act No. 15 of 1994), 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; and
(d) features, structures and artefacts associated with military history which are older than 75 years and the sites on which they are
found;…”
The third important general protection offered by the Heritage Resources Act that is of importance here, is the protection of graves and burial
grounds. Section 36(3) of the National Heritage Resources Act states that:
“No person may, without a permit issued by SAHRA or a provincial heritage resources authority –
a) destroy, damage, alter, exhume or remove from its original position or otherwise disturb the grave of a victim of conflict, or any
burial ground or part thereof which contains such graves;
b) destroy, damage, alter, exhume, remove from its original position or otherwise disturb any grave or burial ground older than 60
years which is situated outside a formal cemetery administered by a local authority; or
c) bring onto or use at a burial ground or grave referred to in paragraph (a) or (b) any excavation equipment, or any equipment
which assists in the detection or recovery of metals.”
Of importance as well is section 36 (5), which relates to the conditions under which permits will be issued by the relevant heritage authority
should any action described in section 36 (3), be taken. Section 36(5) reads that:
“SAHRA or a provincial heritage resources authority may not issue a permit for any activity under subsecion (3)(b) unless it is satisfied that the
applicant has, in accordance with regulations made by the responsible heritage resources authority –

a) made a concerted effort to contact and consult communities and individuals who by tradition have an interest in such grave or
burial ground; and
b) reached agreements with such communities and individuals regarding the future of such grave or burial ground.”
This section of the Act refers to graves and burial grounds which are older than 60 years and situated outside of a formal cemetery administered
by a local authority.
Section 36 (6) of the act refers to instances where previously unknown graves are uncovered during development and other activities.
“Subject to the provision of any other law, any person who in the course of development or any other activity discovers the location of a grave,
the existence of which was previously unknown, must immediately cease such activity and report the discovery to the responsible heritage
resources authority which must, in co-operation with the South African Police Service and in accordance with regulations of the responsible
heritage resources authoritya) carry out an investigation for the purpose of obtaining information on whether or not such a grave is protected in terms of the Act
or is of significance to any community; and
b) if such a grave is protected or is of significance, assist any person who or community which is a direct descendant to make
arrangement for the exhumation and re-interment of the contents of such grave or, in the absence of such person or community,
make any arrangements as it deems fit.”
2.

Other Legislation

In terms of graves, other legislative measures which may be of relevance include the Removal of Graves and Dead Bodies Ordinance (Ordinance
no. 7 of 1925), the Human Tissues Act 65 of 1983, the Ordinance on Excavations (Ordinance no. 12 of 1980) as well as any local and regional
provisions, laws and by-laws that may be in place.

