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Executive Summary

The Passenger Rail Agency of South Africa (PRASA), has proposed the construction of a

railway extension serving the town of Motherwell in the Eastern Cape. The proposed

extension  is  7.5km  long  and  includes  three  new  stations  to  be  built  along  the

alignment.

The proposed development traverses some open ground before following an existing

rail reserve through the town of Motherwell. Both the rail reserve and the open ground

are  disturbed  and degraded,  and  it  is  highly  unlikely  that  archaeological  heritage

resources  will  be  located  in  this  area.  The  area  is  further  devoid  of  culturally  or

historically  significant  built  heritage.  The culturally  significant  site  of  Red Location

(25.572549 ; -33.899428) is some 7.7km southeast of the proposed development, and

no other sites of living heritage have been recorded in this area. A site visit identified

no archaeological or cultural heritage resources, and no graves or burial grounds were

recorded.

Below is a Google Earth image of the proposed development showing its location in

Motherwell, north of Port Elizabeth.

Location plan of proposed rail development
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While  the  south  western  extent  of  the  proposed  rail  extension  overlies  geological

deposits of high fossil sensitivity, the impacts to these deposits are not expected to be

great as the laying of new tracks will not result in deep excavation into bedrock. Much

of  the  rest  of  the  alignment  traverses  weathered  deposits  that  have  not  yielded

significant fossil material previously.

As  the  probable  impacts  to  heritage  resources  will  be  minimal,  and  no  heritage

resources  of  high  significance  are  likely  to  occur  in  the  development  area,  the

following recommendations are made: 

 No  further  heritage  studies  are  required  before  the  proposed  development

proceeds;

 A Palaeo Chance Finds Protocol should be implemented.
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1. Introduction

The Passenger Rail Agency for South Africa (PRASA) is proposing the extention of a rail

link into Motherwell, Nelson Mandela Metropolitan Municipality, Eastern Cape. The rail

extension  will  be  approximately  7.5km  in  length,  and  the  proposed  development

includes  the  construction  of  three  railway  stations  and  associated  infrastructural

developments.

2. Methodology

The site visit was conducted by the archaeologist, Mr Len van Schalkwyk, on 26 & 27

June 2017. The alignment of the proposed railway extension, and the footprints of the

proposed stations were examined on foot over a 12 hour period. The GPS tracks were

recorded of the survey on a handheld GPS device, and digital photographs were taken.

The report utilised both the findings from the field survey as well as analysis of the

existing  heritage  data  for  the  area.  This  data  is  derived  from  the  South  African

Heritage Resources Information System (SAHRIS), which is maintained by the South

African  Heritage  Resources  Agency  (SAHRA).  Site  information  and  co-ordinates  for

known heritage resources are available from SAHRIS, while the system also provides

access to data contained within previous heritage surveys conducted in the area which

can be gleaned from Heritage and Archaeological Impact Assessments.

3. Assumptions and Limitations

 The field survey was not exhaustive, and it is possible that heritage resources

may not have been identified in the field. This is particularly possible in the case

of buried archaeological remains and unmarked burials, although these latter

are unlikely in this instance due to the recent age of Motherwell; 

 Not all of the available data used to identify known heritage resources for the

study area is current, comprehensive or correct;

 There was no scope for consultation at this point, and thus this report did not

make use of oral histories that could point to possible heritage resources.

4. Location

The railway extension will link to the existing Transnet Freight Rail (TFR) railway line

between Swartkops and Aloe stations south east of Motherwell. The link will run in a

north westerly direction through Motherwell, and terminating some 800m south of the

R334 which delineates the current northern boundary of the town. Motherwell Station
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1 was proposed south of Dibansia Road (R367), Motherwell  Station 2 between MM

Maku and Nyara streets, Motherwell Station 3 south of Twebana Street, and Motherwell

Station 4 at an as yet undeveloped piece of land opposite Nyenzane Street.

Co-ordinates:

Start point: 25.6111852596 ; -33.83510312

At existing line between Swartkops and Aloe Stations, south east of Motherwell.

End point: 25.5755836226 ; -33.7779650019

800m south of the R334 at northern boundary of Motherwell.

Motherwell Station 1: 25.6089296764 ; -33.8208728137

South of Dibansia Road.

Motherwell Station 2: 25.5966154116 ; -33.8106923871

Between MM Maku and Nyara streets. 

Motherwell Station 3: 25.5819236402 ; -33.799142974

South of Twebana Street.

Motherwell Station 4: 25.577061944 ; -33.7842860096

Opposite Nyenzane Street.
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5. Locality Plan

Below is a Google Earth image of the proposed development showing its location in Motherwell, north of Port Elizabeth.

Figure 1a. Locality Plan showing proposed development area.
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Figure 1b. Aerial image showing proposed development area.
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Figure 1c. Aerial image showing southern extent of proposed development on disturbed greenfields areas and close to light 

industrial area.
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6. Description of the Receiving Environment

The proposed development is predominantly located within Motherwell, and traverses

highly  disturbed  ground (Figures  1a  and 1b).  The  southern  third  of  the  extension

crosses  undeveloped  land,  but  much  of  this  is  disturbed  due  to  its  proximity  to

Motherwell at the north, and is criss-crossed with footpaths and a gravel track (Figure

1c). To the south, closest to the railway line, there is light industry, in the form of

brickworks, a concrete plant and waste site.  

Motherwell itself, which is located some 18km north of Port Elizabeth, was established

in 1982, to accommodate black people who had settled elsewhere in Port Elizabeth

illegally,  and  to  house  the  influx  of  migrant  workers.  The  area  is  economically

deprived,  and  comprises  RDP housing  and  shacks,  schools,  shopping  centres  and

similar infrastructure.

Motherwell is situated near the junction of the winter and summer rainfall areas, and

experiences a warm temperate climate. Rainfall predominantly occurs in  Spring and

Autumn, and averages about 400mm per year, while strong winds are common all

year round (Coetzee et al. 1996). The naturally occurring vegetation in this region is

Albany Thicket, though little to none of this survives in the study area, where there is

open veld with grass and low shrubs.

7. Heritage Character of Area

For the purpose of this scoping assessment, the heritage character of the area has

been derived from previous heritage work conducted in the vicinity of the proposed

development. A great deal of heritage survey work has been conducted in this area,

largely as part of the planning for the Coega Industrial Development Zone (IDZ), and

as such, only surveys conducted up to 10km from the proposed development site were

consulted  (Figure  2,  Appendix  1).  Most  of  the  heritage  surveys  that  have  been

conducted within this radius are archaeological surveys, with some palaeontological

assessment having been undertaken in the area. 
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Figure 2. Previous heritage surveys conducted within 50kms of the development area. SAHRIS NodeIDs given (See appendix 1).

7



7.1 Geology and Palaeontology

The study area is underlain by the the Miocene to Pliocene Alexandria Formation of the

Algoa Group,  which overlies  the Early  Cretaceous  Sundays  River  Formation of  the

Uitenhage Group (SAHRIS Fossil Browser 2013) (Figure 3). 

The older Uitenhage Group was deposited into the Algoa basin at  the time of  the

breakup of the Supercontinent Gondwana, some 120 to 140 million years ago. The

Sundays  River  Formation,  which  is  of  very  high  fossil  sensitivity,  is  a  marine

subcomponent  of  the  Uitenhage  Group  that  can  contain  abundant  marine

invertebrates  including  Ammonites,  as  well  as  woody  material,  while  marine

vertebrate remains, such as those of Plesiosaurs are also known from the Uitenhage

Group more widely (Gess 2007, SAHRIS NID 8871). 

Figure 3. Geology of the study area, showing the Alexandria Formation (Ta, pink),

“Bluewater  Bay  Formation”  (T-Qb,  buff),  Sundays  River  Formation  (Ks,  cerise).

Palaeontological Extract from 1: 250 000 scale geological sheet 3324 Port Elizabeth

(Council for Geoscience, Pretoria, 1991). Adapted from Almond 2010.
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The  Alexandria  Formation,  which  is  also  of  very  high  fossil  sensitivity,  comprises

alternating layers  of  calcareous sandstone,  conglomerate and shelly conglomerate,

and can contain a rich assemblage of marine invertebrates (Ibid.). The deposit ranges

between three and 13 metres in  depth across its  known area of  distribution (Port

Elizabeth to Kowie River), and is is approximately seven metres thick in the Coega

area (Ibid.). The sandstone strata preserve some gastropod and pelycopod shells, as

well  as  in  situ Echinodiscus (“pansy shells”),  and burrows,  while the conglomerate

strata contain oyster shells. The shelly conglomerate, known as coquinite, comprises

approximately  70% invertebrate  remains,  including  pelycopods,  gastropods,  corals,

bryozoans, brachiopods, echinoids and sharks teeth, as well as some mammal bones. 

According to Gess (2007), “[a]s the Alexandria Formation appears to have been laid

down in a full range of coastal depositional environments ranging from shoreface and

foreshore  to  lagoonal  and/or  estuarine  it  is  likely  that  further  exploration  of  the

Alexandria Formation would provide an even greater range of fossils including possibly

more vertebrate remains”. However, site inspection of this deposit at the Coega IDZ

has shown that “[a]part from the more robust species such as oysters and Glycimeris,

many  fossil  shells  are  fragmentary  and  unidentifiable...[and  that]  much  of  the

succession  has  been  secondarily  calcretised  by  circulating  groundwater,  normally

destroying  most  fossil  remains  in  the  process”  (Almond 2010,  SAHRIS  NID  8875).

Despite  this,  Almond  (2010)  notes  that  “[s]everal  of  the  most  prolific  collecting

localities for the Alexandria fauna that are mentioned in the palaeontological literature

are  situated within  the Coega IDZ”  and that  “upturned blocks of  basal  Alexandria

conglomerate near the western edge of the Coega limestone quarry...are the subject of

ongoing research...and need to be safeguarded”, which indicates that rich fossil finds

have been discovered in the Alexandria Formation in this area.

The  SAHRIS  Fossil  Browser  (2013)  identifies  the  greatest  part  of  the  proposed

development as falling within  the Bluewater  Bay Formation,  which is  described as

being of unknown fossil significance. This Formation is now thought to constitute the

weathered  upper  expression  of  the  Alexandria  Formation,  comprising  distinctive

reddish-brown, pebbly residual soil that has thus far yielded only freshwater mussels

and land snails (Almond 2010).

7.2 Archaeology and History

The study area is known to have been inhabited since the Early Stone Age (ESA), with
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evidence for this long-term exploitation of the area coming from the site at Amanzi

Springs,  which was first  excavated in the 1960s (Webley 2008, SAHRIS NID 8377;

Binneman 2008, SAHRIS NID 6195). It is thought that the stone artefacts identified

represent in situ evidence for occupation sites focussed on the springs, complete with

associated,  preserved  organic  remains  (Ibid.).  Further  ESA  hand  axes  have  been

identified at Coega Kop, along the banks of the Coega River, and between the N2 and

the salt works (Binneman 2010, SAHRIS NID 6430).

Middle Stone Age (MSA) stone tool artefacts are also found in the gravels and along

the banks of the Coega River, where, like their ESA counterparts, they are ex situ, and

have no associated archaeological  material  (Binneman 2010).  MSA tools  and fossil

bone remains have been reported south of Coega Kop (Gess 1969). These remains

were found both in the surface limestone and between 1-1.5 metres below the surface,

and  include  bones  of  warthog,  leopard,  hyena,  rhinoceros  and  several  antelope

species, teeth and horn corns and were probably deposited by early humans (Webley

and Gess 2007, SAHRIS NID 8387; Binneman 2010). A radiocarbon date of greater

than 37 000 years has been obtained for the site (Binneman and Webley 1997, SAHRIS

NID 4592). Further MSA material has been found in surveys of the Coega area (Kaplan

2008, SAHRIS NID 6734).

Later Stone Age (LSA) sites account for the majority of archaeological sites found in

the area date (Binneman 2010). Inland LSA campsites can prove difficult to identify as

they are open sites, often covered by sand or vegetation, and may only survive as a

few  stone  tools  and  bone  fragments,  often  poorly  preserved  and  hard  to  date

(Binneman 2010). The most common archaeological sites are shell middens, usually

concentrated along rocky coasts, but also found along sandy beaches, and up to 5km

inland (Webley 2006, SAHRIS NID 4739).  These represent the accumulated marine

food waste at the coastal campsites of San hunter-gatherers, and, after their arrival

some 2 000 years ago, also Khoekhoen herders (Webley 2008). The shell middens can

contain shellfish and other food remains, cultural material and, often, human remains,

and date predominantly to the past 5 to 6 000 years (Webley 2007, SAHRIS NID 4594;

Binneman 2010). Khoekhoen middens can be distinguished from San middens by the

presence  of  ceramic  material  and  domesticated  animal  bone,  while  at  least  one

midden in the area has been found to contain an iron arrowhead (Binneman 1999,

SAHRIS NID 4593; Webley and Gess 2007).
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Bantu-speaking agropastoralists who farmed sheep, goat and cattle, as well as millet

and sorghum, and smelted and worked metal  arrived in the area around AD 700,

although little is known about these early settlers (Binneman 1999). The descendants

of these agropastoralists, as well as bands of Khoekhoen pastoralists and remnant San

and  Khoisan  groups  were  encountered  as  the  European  settlement  at  the  Cape

expanded, with encounters  recorded from as early  as the 1600s.  With the settled

Xhosa tribes posing the biggest obstacle to further colonial expansion, and competing

for land access, cattle and grazing, conflicts soon erupted in the form of a series of 9

Frontier Wars being fought between 1702 and 1878 (van Ryneveld 2013, SAHRIS NID

121109). Conflicts arose as a result of the imposition of British authority not only with

the Xhosa but also with disaffected Boers and other settlers, as well as the Khoikhoi,

the Griqua and the Mpondo, with fighting only ending after the subjugation of the

Xhosa in the area and the annexation of the western areas of the Transkei in mid-1878

(Ibid.). 

European settlement of this area intensified after 1820, when people were brought

over from Great Britain to settle the area and create a buffer between the Cape Colony

to the west and the Xhosa tribes to the east. These settlers were granted land to farm,

and many responded to their fraught situation by building fortified farm structures to

protect themselves from the threat of attack. Their presence exists today in the form

of historic farms, farm buildings and infrastructure, while military forts attest to the

ongoing conflicts in the area.

More recently, the history of Apartheid and the Struggle played a significant role in this

region, and is represented as both tangible and intangible heritage in the area. The

township of Red Location, now subsumed within New Brighton, was the first settled

black township in Port Elizabeth (Artefacts.co.za 2014). The township, established in

1902, was so named as the accommodation was supplied from painted corrugated iron

barracks that had been dismantled from the Boer Concentration Camp in Uitenhage

(Msila 2014). The township was of great significance during the Struggle, and was the

birthplace of both the first South African branch of Umkhonto we Sizwe, and the site of

the first Defiance Campaign arrests. The Red Location Museum commemorates the

role the area played during these times, but has been closed since October 2013 due

to community protests around housing. 

Graves are possible throughout the study region, and are most likely to be found in
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association with historic farms and settlements (Bennie 2010). Other graves identified

in the area include community cemeteries (Bennie 2010). A possible cairn burial was

identified in a deflation hollow (Webley and Gess 2007), and more could be associated

with shell middens and other prehistoric sites. Recent settlements, either still occupied

or abandoned could also contain burials in association. 

8. Known Heritage Resources 

Some 24 heritage sites are known within a 10km radius of the proposed development

area (Figure 4, Appendix 1). These sites include one Provincial Heritage Sites (PHS),

the historic farmstead at Totteridge Park (SAHRIS Site Number 9/2/095/0024), as well

as 12 Grade IIIa sites, two Grade IIIb sites, three Grade IIIc and six ungraded sites. Four

of  the  Grade  IIIa  sites  are  burial  grounds  and  graves,  while  a  further  seven  are

palaeontological sites and were identified within the area earmarked for the Coega

Industrial Development Zone (IDZ). These palaeontological sites all reflect exposures

of, or contact between Alexandria and/or Sundays River Formations. 

The Grade IIIb sites comprise a building and a shell midden, while all the Grade IIIc

sites are buildings. As all shipwrecks are Grade I sites, the wreck of ‘County Pembroke’

is indicated as such (ShipwreckID1141). However, as the wreck was removed as part

of the development of Coega harbour, the site of the wreck is also indicated as an

ungraded location (Coega Industrial Development Zone). Two of the ungraded sites

should  likely  carry  Gradings:  Redhouse  Village  Hall  (SAHRIS  Site  Number

9/2/073/0052), is  listed on the Eastern Cape Heritage Register,  while Red Location

(SAHRIS Site Number 9/2/073/0067) should carry at least a Grade IIIa rating, if  not

higher, for the reasons explained above.
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Figure 4. All known heritage sites within 10kms of the development area (See appendix 1).
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9. Site Visit

The site visit was conducted by the archaeologist, Mr Len van Schalkwyk, on 26 & 27

July 2017. The alignment of the proposed railway extension, and the footprints of the

proposed stations were examined on foot over 12 hours. The GPS tracks were recorded

of the survey on a handheld GPS device, and digital  photographs were taken (see

track logs and further photographs loaded to SAHRIS Case Number 12570). 

Due to service delivery protests and civil  unrest,  the survey was conducted in the

presence of two security officers provided by PRASA. Where possible, in residential

precincts,  the  route  alignment  was  driven  and  inspected  at  intervals  on  foot.  All

“greenfield” sections were walked surveying, where vegetation allowed, 20m either

side of the central median. Surface visibility was generally good except for areas of

refuse dumping and thickets of alien vegetation.

No heritage resources were identified in the course of this site visit, and the degraded

and disturbed condition of the local  environment makes it  highly unlikely that any

heritage  resources  will  be  found in  the course  of  the proposed development.  See

Figures 5.1 – 5.8 below.
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10. Selected Site Photographs

Figure 5.1. Proposed Station 1 location for link-in to existing railway line.
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Figure 5.2. Rail reserve west of Motherwell – location of line terminus.
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Figure 5.3. Portion of rail reserve in central Motherwell.
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Figure 5.4. Portion of rail reserve in central Motherwell.
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Figure 5.5. Rail reserve encroached by informal housing.
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Figure 5.6. Greenfields portion of rail reserve east of Motherwell.
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Figure 5.7. Greenfield area of rail reserve with no observed heritage resources.
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Figure 5.8. East-central rail reserve encroached by informal dumping.
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11. Anticipated Impacts to Known Heritage Resources 

Impacts to archaeological heritage resources are unlikely to occur due to the general

degradation and disturbance of the proposed development area, both in the built-up

area of Motherwell and the undeveloped areas to the south. Motherwell itself, contains

no significant recent or historic heritage sites, and there is none in proximity, making

impacts  to  built,  or  living heritage also unlikely.  Similarly,  neither  the tangible nor

intangible heritage of  Red Location will  be affected due to their  distance from the

development.  As Motherwell  was recently established,  i.e.  in  1982,  any associated

burials are likely to be confined to official municipal  burial grounds, and unmarked

burials, although possible, are unlikely, and none was identified during the walkdown.

Impacts  to  the  sensitive  fossil  material  at  the  south  west  end  of  the  proposed

development is unlikely, due to the limited excavation necessary to lay the railway

tracks. While it should be noted that the Bluewater Bay Formation which underlies

most  of  the  development,  is  now  considered  the  upper  layer  of  the  fossiliferous

Alexandria  Formation,  this  deposit  is  heavily  weathered and not  known to  contain

significant fossil material. 

Should any archaeological material or undetected graves be discovered, all

work on site in the vicinity of the discovery is to stop immediately and the

area fenced off with danger tape or similar. The relevant heritage authorities

(the South African Heritage Agency, SAHRA, and the Eastern Cape Provincial

Heritage Resources Authority, ECPHRA) should be contacted, and no further

activity  should  be  allowed  within  the  cordoned  off area  until  a  suitably

qualified specialist  has been able  to  inspect  the  site  and advise  how to

proceed.  This  may  require  further  permitting  from the  relevant  heritage

authority.

12. Recommendations

The following recommendations are made:

No further heritage studies are required before the proposed development proceeds;

A Palaeo Chance Finds Protocol should be implemented.

13. Author/s and Date

Report compiled by Kathryn Smuts and Len van Schalkwyk

06 August 2018
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Appendices

Appendix 1: Surveys and sites within 10kms of the proposed development 

area

Table 1: Surveys conducted within 10km of proposed development

Author Date Title
Report
Type Nid

John E 
Almond 01/03/2010

Palaeontological Heritage Assessment of the Coega IDZ, 
Eastern Cape Province PIA 109216

John E 
Almond 29/03/2010

Palaeontological Heritage Assessment of the Coega IDZ, 
Eastern Cape Province PIA 8875

Ashed 
Ashwell 17/06/2010

Heritage Management Plan Coega IDZ Draft, Work in 
progress AIA 8356

Jenny 
Bennie 01/05/2010

Historical Assessment - (Historical component relating to  the
built environment and graves) Coega Industrial Development
Zone near Port Elizabeth, Eastern Cape Province

HIA 132671

Johan 
Binneman 01/02/1997

Coega Industrial Development Zone:
Cultural Sensitivity Report 1. AIA 4592

Johan 
Binneman 02/04/2007

Letter of Recommendation (With Conditions) for the 
Exemption of a Full Phase 1 Archaeological Heritage Impact 
Assessment for the Proposed Extensions of the Container 
Berth and Construction of An Administration Craft Basin at 
the Port of Ngqura (Coega), Ea

HIA Letter
of

Exemption 4583

Johan 
Binneman 01/08/2008

A Phase 1 Archaeological Heritage Impact Assessment of the 
Proposed Amanzi Country Estate, Uitenhage District, Nelson 
Mandela Bay Municipality, Eastern Cape AIA 6195

Johan 
Binneman 18/05/2010

A Phase 1 Archaeological Impact Assessment of the Greater 
Coega Industrial Development Zone (IDZ),near Port 
Elizabeth, Nelson Mandela Bay Municipality, Eastern Cape 
Province AIA 6430

Johan 
Binneman 
and Lita 
Webley 01/05/1999

Coega Industrial Development Zone:
Cultural Sensitivity Report 2. AIA 4593

Celeste 
Booth 07/04/2014

A Letter Of Recommendation (With Conditions) for the 
Exemption of a Full Phase 1 Archaeological Impact 
Assessment for the Proposed Masakhane Village Housing 
Project on Erf 8531 and Erf 52009, Ibhayi, Port Elizabeth, 
Nelson Mandela Bay Municipality, Eastern Cape Province.

HIA Letter
of

Exemption 161457
Celeste 
Booth 02/03/2015

FibreCo Repeater Sites Routes 3 and 4_Heritage_2015 AIA 
report AIA 269397

Robert 
Gess 01/03/2007

Palaeontological Heritage Report for proposed Chlor-Alkali 
and Salt Plant at Coega PIA 8871

Jonathan 
Kaplan 01/10/2008

Proposed Exxaro Alloystream Manganese Project in the 
Coega Industrial Development Zone: Heritage Impact 
Assessment AIA 6734

Len van 
Schalkwyk,
Elizabeth 

01/09/2007 Heritage Impact Assessment of Gamma Grassridge Power 
Line Corridors and Substation, Eastern, Western and Northern
Cape Provinces, South Africa

AIA 6805
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Wahl

Lita 
Webley 01/05/2006

Phase 1 Heritage Impact Assessment of the Proposed 
Biomass Plant in Zone 3, Coega, Port Elizabeth AIA 4739

Lita 
Webley 01/10/2007

Phase 1 Heritage Impact Assessment of the Proposed Asia 
Steel Recycling Facility at the Coega Industrial Development 
Area, Port Elizabeth HIA 4594

Lita 
Webley 01/08/2008

Heritage Impact Assessment for the Farm 294 Amanzi Estate,
Portion 4 of the Farm 296 Amanzi Mooi Water, Erf 296 Portion
3 of Rietheuvel and Erf 296 Rietheuvel, in the Nelson 
Mandela Bay Municipality, Eastern Cape HIA 8377

Lita 
Webley, 
Robert 
Gess 01/03/2007

Phase 1 Heritage Impact Assessment: Straits Chemicals 
Proposed Chlor-Alkali & Salt Plant, Coega, Eastern Cape HIA 8387

Lita 
Webley, 
Robert 
Gess 01/03/2007

Phase 1 Heritage Impact Assessment: Straits Chemicals 
Proposed Chlor-Alkali & Salt Plant, Coega, Eastern Cape HIA 8840

Table 2: Sites located within 10km of proposed development

Site ID Site No Site Name Site Type Grading
1351 SHIPWRECKID1141 County of Pembroke Shipwreck Grade I
27331 9/2/095/0024 Farmstead, Totteridge Park Building Grade II
35090 COE004 Coega 004 Burial Grounds & Graves Grade IIIa
43605 KOE-02 Koedoeskloof 02 Burial Grounds & Graves Grade IIIa
54269 CVS002 Chatty Valley Sewer 002 Burial Grounds & Graves Grade IIIa
54272 CVS003 Chatty Valley Sewer 003 Burial Grounds & Graves Grade IIIa
35077 COE008 Coega 008 Palaeontological Grade IIIa
35078 COE009 Coega 009 Palaeontological Grade IIIa
35079 COE010 Coega 010 Palaeontological Grade IIIa
35080 COE011 Coega 011 Palaeontological Grade IIIa
35081 COE012 Coega 12 Palaeontological Grade IIIa
35083 COE013 Coega 013 Palaeontological Grade IIIa
35084 COE014 Coega 14 Palaeontological Grade IIIa
35091 COE005 Coega 005 Building Grade IIIb
35093 COEGA1 Coega 1 Shell Midden Grade IIIb
35082 COE001 Coega 001 Building Grade IIIc
35085 COE002 Coega 002 Building Grade IIIc
35089 COE003 Coega 003 Building Grade IIIc
54267 CVS001 Chatty Valley Sewer 001 Building Ungraded
54274 CVS004 Chatty Valley Sewer 004 Building Ungraded
35092 COE006 Coega 006 Building Ungraded
27864 9/2/073/0052 Redhouse Village Hall Building Ungraded
93083 9/2/073/0067 Red Location Place Ungraded

98746
Coega Industrial 
Development Zone

Coega Industrial 
Development Zone Underwater Ungraded
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Appendix 2: HWC Chance Fossil Finds Procedure
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Appendix 3: CV of Specialists
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CURRICULUM VITAE: KATIE SMUTS

ADDRESS: 34 Caledon Street EMAIL: Katie.smuts@gmail.com

Stanford CELLPHONE: 0727967754

7210 DATE OF BIRTH: 20/06/1978

EMPLOYMENT HISTORY

October 2017-Present: Archaeological Consultant & Heritage Practitioner

(Self Employed)

I  am  a  freelance  heritage  specialist,  providing  a  variety  of  heritage  resources

management services to fellow heritage practitioners and the general public. I compile

integrated HIAs, heritage reports, heritage statements and similar documents, as well

as  liaising with the Heritage Authorities.  I  also provide consultancy services as an

archaeologist, specialising in historical archaeology and built fabric analysis.

February 2017-September 2017: Heritage Specialist at CTS Heritage

CTS  Heritage  specialises  in  heritage  management,  digitisation,  mapping  and

interpretation of heritage data. Responsible for  reporting writing, GIS, interpretation

and  other  heritage  consulting  related  activities  for  CTS  such  as  compiling  HIAs,

scoping reports, heritage statements, management plans and projects.

October 2013-December 2016: Manager of the National Inventory, South

African Heritage Resources Agency (SAHRA)

Promoted to Manager of the NIU at SAHRA and designated caretaker of SAHRA’s online

Information System, SAHRIS. Responsible for all  strategic and operational planning,

budgeting,  project  formulation  and  execution,  appointment,  management  and

performance  review  of  staff,  as  well  as  reporting  on  Unit  activities  to  Executive.

Responsible  for  coordinating  the  National  Audit  Project,  by  assisting  museums,

galleries and other repositories to digitise their collections for inclusion in the national

inventory and SAHRIS.

May 2012-September 2013: Heritage Officer, SAHRA 

Heritage  Officer  in  Archaeology,  Palaeontology  and  Meteorites  Unit  at  SAHRA.

Responsible  for  assessing  Heritage  Impact  Assessments  submitted  to  SAHRA  for

development and mining applications in the Northern Cape and North West Province.

Responsible  for  assessing  HIAs  for  potential  impacts  on  heritage  resources  and
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providing  guiding  comment  on  necessary  mitigatory  steps  to  relevant  state

department.

March 2009-May 2012: Archaeological Consultant (Self Employed)

Principal  Investigator  on various  historical  archaeology excavations and surveys  of

historic farmsteads. Responsible for site excavation, submission of permit applications,

permit reports and Heritage Impact Assessments to Heritage Authorities for approval.

August 2006-September 2006: Section Manager, Butrint, Albania 

Appointed to manage excavations in a designated section of excavations at the Greco-

Roman temple in the World Heritage Site of Butrint, Albania.

February 2006-February 2009: Contract Archaeologist, ACO Associates 

Field  assistant  and  field  director  on  a  variety  of  projects,  including  archaeological

survey, building analysis and excavation. Assisted with the compilation, review and

editing of Heritage Impact Assessments, Archaeological Impact Assessments and field

reports.

October 2004-January 2006: Contract Archaeologist, Various, UK 

Field assistant on variety of UK archaeological sites, from Iron Age, Romano-British,

Anglo-Saxon and Medieval periods, in rural and urban contexts.

June 2003-March 2004: Contract Archaeologist, ACO Associates 

Field  assistant  for  Prestwich  Place  excavations  –  rescue  excavation  of  over  2500

skeletons from Green Point, City of Cape Town.

January  2000-December  2000:  Co-Director,  Clanwilliam  Living  Landscapes

Project 

Initiated and co-ordinated the CLLP programme with Professor John Parkington, which

uses  archaeological  methodology  and  practical  experiences  to  teach  maths  and

science principles and application to rural school children. Liaised with teachers and

representatives  of  the  Department  of  Education  to  create  curricula  and  teaching

materials. Projects included collecting, recording and analysing archaeological material

from  the  Clanwilliam  Dam  for  a  Heritage  Day  display,  statistical  analysis  of

gravestones, rock art recording and scientific investigation of cultural landscapes.
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January 1999-May 2000: Tutor and lecturer, Archaeology Department, UCT

Tutored  first  and second year  Archaeology students  for  Professor  Judith  Sealy  and

devised  classes,  taught,  and  set  exams  for  first  year  semester  course  on  South

African, French and Australian rock art for Prof. Parkington.

QUALIFICATIONS

Professional Development Courses: 

02/2017: Preserving Cultural Heritage (Sapienze University, Rome: Online)

02/2016: Antiquities Trafficking and Art Crime (University of Glasgow: Online) 

09/10-11/10: Architecture & Urban Conservation II: Skills Development (UCT) 

04/10-06/10: Architectural & Urban Conservation I: Theory & Development (UCT)

Tertiary Education: 

2012: MPhil (Archaeology), UCT 

1999: B.A. Honours Distinction (Historical Studies of Western Cape), UCT 

1998: B.A. 1st Class (Archaeology, Classics), UCT

AFFILIATIONS 

2018-present: Chair of Stanford Heritage Committee (SHC)

2017-present: Vice-chair of Overstrand Heritage and Aesthetics Committee (OHAC)

2017-present: Co-chair of Association of Southern African Professional Archaeologists 

(ASAPA) Cultural Resource Management (CRM) Committee

2017-present: Member of SHC

2016-present: Member of OHAC 

2015-present: Member of Association of Professional Heritage Practitioners (APHP)

2015-2017: Executive Committee Member of APHP; Chairperson of APHP 

Accreditation Committee

2015-present: Treasurer of Heritage Association of Southern Africa (HASA)

2013-present: Member of the South African Museums Association (SAMA)

2008-present: ASAPA CRM accreditation in Rock Art, Coastal Shell Middens, Stone Age 

Archaeology and Grave Relocation
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