
McGregor Museum 

Department of Archaeology 
 

 

                             
 

Heritage Impact Assessment for 
proposed Lodge at Springbokoog, 

north-west of Vanwyksvlei, 
Northern Cape 

 

 
 

David Morris  
(with input from Janette Deacon)  

Site Visit: August 2016  
Report: January 2017  



Heritage Impact Assessment for proposed Lodge at Springbokoog, 
north-west of Vanwyksvlei, Northern Cape 

 
 

David Morris, McGregor Museum, Kimberley  

P.O. Box 316 Kimberley 8300 

Tel  082 2224777  email  dmorriskby@gmail.com 

&  

with input from Janette Deacon 

Site visit: August 2016 

Report: January 2017 

 

Executive Summary 

 

A Phase 1 Heritage Impact Assessment is presented.  

 

The site of a proposed Lodge at Springbokoog near Vanwyksvlei in the Northern 

Cape was inspected, together with other areas on that and an adjacent farm that 

may be impacted by the development and its ancillary features. The report describes 

and evaluates possible direct as well as indirect and cumulative impacts on heritage 

resources on the property which is exceptionally rich in highly significant examples of 

rock engravings and their archaeological contexts as well as internationally unique 

historical and intangible associations relating to the Bleek and Lloyd archive which 

was collected from individuals who lived in this area in the later nineteenth century. 

 

The expected loss of heritage resources locally at the lodge site itself is assessed to 

be of low significance while the cumulative impacts on the wider property may, if 

incorrectly managed, reach to medium to very high levels of significance.  
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1. Background and Introduction 

 

It is being proposed to develop a tourist lodge on the property Springbok Oog 27 

(hereafter, Springbokoog) north west of Vanwyksvlei in the Upper Karoo. For 

purposes of a heritage impact assessment, property owner Charles Kemp contacted 

Janette Deacon who, in turn, contacted David Morris and Pippa Skotnes with a view 

to visiting the farm on 12-14 August 2016 in order to expedite the present report. 

This report includes written input from Janette Deacon and benefits from discussion 

and field visits by the team, together with Charles Kemp, to the proposed 

development site and other locales on the property.  

 

The property known as Springbokoog apparently made its first archival appearance 

in 1860 following a murder on the nearby farm Kalabasput, but was first surveyed as 

a “Crown Land Farm” in 1870 (Fig. 4, below) and registered on a title deed in 1876 

to Hans Bruwer. Between 1944 and 2010 the property belonged to the Van Wyk 

family, who ran it as a sheep farm. The new owner, Charles Kemp, bought the 

property in 2010. It is his intention to develop the proposed tourist lodge, which is 

projected to include 16 rooms and 19 units, with staff quarters, to be constructed on 

the edge of a hill at the northern end of the farm subdivision known as Langhoogte. 

A farm track is being made to the vicinity of the lodge site and with other farms 

roads will be upgraded. An existing airstrip may be lengthened at a later date tgo 

accommodate aircraft flying in guests. (The various project components mentioned 

or implied here are elaborated upon in 1.1 below).  

 

The property is well known for its rock engravings that were first recorded in the 

early years of the 20th century and have attracted rock art researchers, 

archaeologists and photographers who have published images locally and 

internationally. The tourism potential of the property is greatly enhanced by the 

presence of the rock art and numerous sites with archaeological artefacts that mark 

places where indigenous /Xam San and their ancestors lived over tens of thousands 

of years. Khoe and San descendant community visitors have come to see the 

engravings from time to time, recognising in the engravings in particular (as part of 

the national estate) a link to precolonial ancestors. Colonial presence is evident in 

signatures of European visitors and residents dating back to the late 19th century, 

dry stone walling that at one time enclosed ostrich camps, graves and the original 

farm house and werf.   

 



Two significant factors bearing on the heritage context of Springbokoog are that: 

 

 It falls within the proposed |Xam and ‡Khomani Heartland World Heritage 

Site, which is on South Africa’s Tentative List, with Springbokoog itself likely 

to be considered a key site for future World Heritage inscription. 

 It also falls within the astronomy reserve encompassing the Square Kilometre 

Array (SKA) Radio Telescope in the Northern Cape – although current plans 

for development do not include Springbokoog.  

 

This report assesses the impact of the proposed lodge, infrastructure and operations 

on the precolonial and colonial heritage sites. It does not include palaeontological 

assessment. 

 

Some of the fieldnotes and photographs arising from this assessment are lodged with 

the McGregor Museum, Kimberley. These supplement the principal site database 

created and managed by Janette Deacon. 

 

 

1.1 Intended development: components  

 

The development would include at least the following components which each has a 

potential impact on heritage resources: 

 

Lodge 

 

The proposal is to construct permanent tents on timber platforms with steel frames 

and canvas roofs, to be situated along the edge of a dolerite hill at the northern end 

of the Langhoogte subdivision of Springbokoog, to overlook Ou Sarel se Berg, the 

Carnarvon Leegte (Olifantvlei) and, in the distance, the Strandberg. The footprint of 

each unit is in the form of ten timber posts set into the ground as platform supports. 

It is intended that no natural vegetation would be removed from around these units 

and no landscape gardens are planned. Wooden walkways would connect the units.  

 

The visual impact of the lodge units, to be nestled in hollows along the hilltop  edge, 

would be reduced as far as possible on the farmstead side of the hill, but they would 

be visible from the valley below to the north.  

 

Electricity supply 

 

Solar panels are to be installed and discreetly masked. 

 

Fresh water supply 



 

Water in being planned to be pumped to the lodge from the dam at the farmstead. 

The impact on heritage sites would be minimal as the pipes are planned to follow the 

existing farm road.  

 

Waste water disposal: septic tanks, pipelines and reed beds  

 

Waste water would be led into septic tanks immediately adjacent to each unit and 

from there the overflow is being planned to be led by pipe down the hillslope to a 

reed bed that would be constructed with a lined pit filled with sand, a manifold of 

pipes, and planted reeds.  

 

Organic and other waste disposal off-site 

 

Organic waste from the kitchen is intended to be composted in a disused road quarry.  

 

Items of glass, plastic, and metal would be compacted and transported by road to 

the municipal dump in Vanwykesvlei. 

 

Change of land-use 

 

Sheep are to be replaced by game animals, shifting the economic base to game 

farming coupled with the envisaged tourism development.  

 

A game fence is intended to be constructed around the boundary to combine both 

Springbokoog and Olifantsvlei to the north and enclose them as a single unit. It is 

proposed that all internal fences would then be removed. 

 

Airstrip and access road/s 

 

It is anticipated that guests would generally arrive by air and be flown in to the 

existing runway and transported by road from there to the lodge. Such guests who 

might arrive by road would be directed to parking at the airstrip, and be met there 

for transport to the lodge. Service access for the lodge from Vanwyksvlei would be 

along the existing Class B road, while internal farm roads would be upgraded (inter 

alia with a compactor) and maintained by the property owner. 

 

Guided visits 

 

Guided tourist visits to different parts of the property would be in the context of 

game drives with a maximum of 10 guests per vehicle driving on existing farm roads, 

some of which would be improved with a compactor. Part of the visitor experience 



would include a guided walk to see rock engravings at what is known as the 

Springbokoog main site, which has more than 100 boulders and about 450 individual 

images. Amongst them and on surrounding terraces are numerous artefact scatters, 

some of which were excavated for archaeological research in the 1980s. This main 

site is particularly sensitive. It has already been impacted by occasional 

unsupervised visitors in the past and there are at least 42 boulders with recent 

(mostly 20th century) graffiti and other damage. It is therefore critical that the larger 

numbers of visitors expected as a result of the lodge facilities be carefully managed. 

 

1.2 Specialist 

 

Dr David Morris is Head of Archaeology at the McGregor Museum in Kimberley and 

Extraordinary Professor in the School of Humanities (Heritage) at Sol Plaatje 

University. He is an accredited Principal Investigator with the Association of Southern 

African Professional Archaeologists (ASAPA). 

 

The author is independent of the organization commissioning this specialist input, 

and provides this heritage assessment (archaeology and colonial history but not 

palaeontology) within the framework of the National Heritage Resources Act (No 25 

of 1999).  

 

The National Heritage Resources Act no. 25 of 1999 (NHRA) provides general 

protection to heritage resources which include archaeological and palaeontological 

objects/sites older than 100 years, graves older than 60 years, structures older than 

60 years, as well as intangible values attached to places. The Act requires that 

anyone intending to disturb, destroy or damage such sites/places, objects and/or 

structures may not do so without a permit from the relevant heritage resources 

authority.  This means that a Heritage Impact Assessment should be performed, 

resulting in a specialist report as required by the relevant heritage resources 

authority/ies to assess whether authorisation may be granted for the disturbance or 

alteration, or destruction of heritage resources.  

 

Heritage resources of exceptional significance may be given formal protection if 

deemed necessary in terms of procedures set out in Part 1 of the Act. As pointed out 

in 2.1.2 below, the combination of heritage features on Springbokoog render this a 

place that would easily qualify for Grade 1 protection in terms of Section 7(1) of the 

Act. 

 

Where archaeological sites and palaeontological remains are concerned, the South 

African Heritage Resources Agency (SAHRA) at national level currently acts on an 

agency basis for the Northern Cape Heritage Resources Authority (NCHRA) which has 



not been accredited for these categories of heritage management. A MOA regulates 

the current relationship between SAHRA and NCHRA. 

 

2. Description of receiving environment and potential impacts 

 

Springbokoog is situated in the Kareeberg Local Municipality, formerly the Carnarvon 

District, in the Pixley ka Seme District Municipality, Northern Cape. The proposed 

lodge site is at the northern end of the property Springbok Oog 27, approximately 40 

km from Van Wyks Vlei. The environment is in a typical Karoo landscape at the edge 

of a dolerite-topped hill. The proposed lodge site overlooks, north-eastwards, a flat 

sandy plain with the Carnarvon Leegte drainage (Olifants Vlei) and Strandberg to the 

north, and further dolerite hills close to hand to the north west (Ou Sarel se Berg), 

the west, east, and south. 

 

The locality is indicated in the following maps. 



 
Figure 1: Locality Map indicating the proposed lodge site north west of Vanwyksvlei in the Upper Karoo. The map also  

indicates the Strandberg, a prominent landscape feature referred to in the 1870s |Xam oral literature (see below) 
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Figure 2. Extract from 1:50 000 sheet 3021 BA showing locality of the proposed 

lodge on Springbokoog. 
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Figure 3a. Google Earth image showing position proposed lodge site. 
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Figure 3b. Google Earth image showing position of the proposed lodge. 
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Figure 4. Copy of Melvill’s 1870 survey map of the “Crown Land Farm called Springbok Oog”. 



 

2.1 Introduction to heritage features of the region 

 

2.1.1 Previous studies at Springbokoog 

 

Rock engravings have been known on Springbokoog since the early 20th century. The 

earliest records of the engravings on this farm appear to be those of A.D. Lewis, 

circa 1908, and geologist Alex du Toit, 1909 (Morris & Beaumont 1994:11-12). Lewis 

sent photographs of the engravings to Maria Wilman, Director at the McGregor 

Museum in Kimberley, who remarked that in contrast to the predominantly pecked 

petroglyphs recorded in her work in Griqualand West and Bechuanaland, the 

Springbokoog engravings appeared to be “good, old intaglios”. She was referring to 

the distinctive scraped and hairline techniques occurring here and elsewhere in the 

Karoo. A major survey of rock engravings in the Northern Cape was undertaken by 

Dr Gerhard Fock and his wife Dora Fock, who both worked through the McGregor 

Museum in the 1950s-80s. They published three volumes on this work (Fock 1979; 

Fock & Fock 1984; 1989), and although the Upper Karoo and Springbokoog were not 

included in these particular publications, they made rubbings and took photographs 

that are in the museum collection.   

 

From 1985 Peter Beaumont and David Morris from the McGregor Museum carried out 

research on the archaeology of rock art in the Northern Cape and investigated 

several sites at Springbokoog and other nearby localities in the Upper Karoo. Ample 

proof confirmed A.D. Lewis’s prediction that, besides the main site at Springbokoog, 

a “careful search” of the hills on this farm “would reveal other engravings” (cited in 

Morris & Beaumont 1994): the quest to document all the places where rock art 

occurs subsequently being taken far further by Janette Deacon (see below). In 

addition to several distinct engraving clusters or sites and isolated engraved boulders 

on the farm, there was also a wealth of discrete surface spreads of archaeological 

debris in the form of stone artefacts, grindstones, ostrich eggshell flask fragments 

and beads, ceramics, and fragments of bone (Morris 1988; Beaumont & Vogel 1989; 

Beaumont & Morris 1990). The artefact scatters occurred often in spatial association 

with different types of engravings which could be distinguished by technique. Dating 

of the archaeological material amplified a sense of patterning in the age of different 

engraving types, with the hairline or fineline engravings emerging as the oldest in a 

regional chronology, the younger pecked and scraped engravings being seemingly at 

least partly co-eval. A surprising discovery was the existence at Springbokoog of 

valley-bottom sites with engravings on small portable stones, unlike any other noted 

in the region. These, together with the local richness of dwelling or activity sites, and 

the wealth of rock engravings on hilltops and scarps at Springbokoog (records of 

their enormous number since greatly augmented by Janette Deacon), led to a 

suggestion of heightened ritual or other activity at some of the Springbokoog sites, 



consistent with a social aggregation-dispersal model or perhaps with territorial 

intensification – these being ideas for future testing (Morris & Beaumont 1994).  

 

Also from 1985, Dr Janette Deacon from the University of Stellenbosch began work 

on locating the places marked on the map Wilhelm Bleek had drawn with guidance 

from a /Xam San man, //Kabbo, in 1870 (see below). Many of the places still 

retained their names and a present-day map, based on the 1870 sketch, was drawn 

up. Inspired by the special qualities of the Springbokoog rock engravings, she began 

a detailed survey of the main site in 1986 and visits to this and other sites on the 

property have continued for 30 years. The results of this work, made easier with 

digital photography and GPS recording, are presented in the Tables in Appendix 1. 

Although no other site in the district has been surveyed to the same extent, it is 

unlikely that there are places with a denser concentration in the immediate vicinity. 

There are engravings of similar style and subject matter on top of the Strandberg, 

but they are not as numerous. Aspects of this study have been published (Deacon 

1986, 1988, 1991, 2005, 2015 and other references below). 

 

Through this work, Springbokoog has become well known to most rock art specialists 

and to tourist guides in the Northern Cape. A visitors’ book started in 2000 by the 

previous owner of the farm, Rina van Wyk, records 617 signatures in 16 years. This 

is an underestimation of the total number of visitors as some people come to the 

farm when no-one is there, and in other cases only the leader of a group will have 

signed. Nevertheless, the figures show that on average there have been at least 40 

visitors a year. 

 

 

2.1.2 Known precolonial heritage at Springbokoog 

 

The rock engravings and archaeological sites on Springbokoog and Olifantvlei are 

highly significant at local, national and international level. In the 1870s a small group 

of /Xam San men, who called themselves ‘Flat Bushmen’ because the landscape in 

which they lived was relatively flat, were arrested for stock theft and taken to the 

Breakwater Prison in Cape Town. During their time there they were interviewed by a 

German philologist, Dr Wilhelm Bleek, who was keen to learn a Bushman language. 

After their release from prison, three of the Flat Bushmen, /A!kunta,  //Kabbo and 

his son-in-law /Hanǂkass’o, lived in the Bleek family home in Mowbray in Cape Town 

for several years. Bleek, and his sister-in-law, Lucy Lloyd, learned the /Xam 

language and wrote down the information that the men gave them about their 

lifestyle, beliefs and memories in /Xam and then translated it into English. More than 

11,000 pages of testimony were written down in this way between 1870 and 1879, 

and they remain the only substantial verbatim records in a Bushman language ever 



written down for posterity in South Africa. This archive, known as the Bleek/Lloyd 

collection (Llarec), is one of South Africa’s most important cultural heritage treasures. 

It is curated at the University of Cape Town and has been placed on the UNESCO 

Memory of the World register. It is available in digital format through the UCT 

website www.uct.ac.za.  

 

A map drawn in 1870 by Bleek with information from //Kabbo marks the places the 

men knew well. It stretches from Kenhardt in the north to Olifantvlei in the south 

and includes the farm Breekkierie on the banks of the Carnarvonleegte and the 

Strandberg which can be clearly seen from Springbokoog on the northern horizon.  

One of the memories recounted by /Hanǂkass’o tells of the origin of the three hills 

that comprise the Strandberg, giving a fascinating insight into the /Xam belief 

system that could be woven into the information imparted to guests at the Lodge. 

The /Xam records also give many details of the knowledge that the hunter-gatherers 

had of food and medicinal plants in the Upper Karoo and the animals they revered 

and hunted. There is no other place in South Africa that has the same wealth of 

authentic detail about the indigenous hunter-gatherers of this country. It is therefore 

essential that the unique memories and ambient setting at the southern end of the 

Flat Bushman territory, and the indigenous resources and landscape with its wealth 

of rock engravings and archaeological traces, should be conserved at all costs. 

 

On the ground in full view of all visitors are the stone tools made by the nineteenth 

century /Xam and their ancestors, together with fragments of ostrich eggshell from 

their water containers, occasional ostrich eggshell beads, fragments of ochre used for 

body paint and curing of animal skins for clothing, stones such as clear quartz crystal, 

jasper and other raw materials for stone artefacts, and grindstones used for grinding 

grass seeds that were a staple food in certain seasons, as well as for grinding 

pigments. While small clusters might seem unimportant, they are the only evidence 

we have of the presence of people in the past and are vulnerable to damage and 

disturbance. It is for this reason that visitors should be made aware not only of the 

presence of stone artefacts, but also of the provisions of section 35 of the National 

Heritage Resources Act (Act 25 of 1999) which prohibit the removal or disturbance of 

artefacts without a permit from SAHRA or the Northern Cape Heritage Resources 

Authority. 

 

More obvious than stone tools are a wide variety of images engraved on the large 

grey and black dolerite boulders that are similarly protected by the Act. Known 

generally as rock engravings, they feature similar animals and activities as are found 

in rock paintings in the more mountainous regions of southern Africa such as the 

Brandberg, Matopo, Drakensberg/Maloti, and Cape Fold Mountains. The farm 

Springbokoog has more than 425 boulders with at least 1240 individual images 

engraved on them. The area within a few hundred metres of the Lodge (Langhoogte 

http://www.uct.ac.za/


camp) has 14 boulders with 42 recorded images that include kudu, eland, smaller 

antelope, ostrich, zebra and men. Although there are more places with numerous 

artefacts closer to a water supply elsewhere on the property, there is at least one 

site where there is evidence that people lived there for a short while before it 

became part of a European-owned farm.  

 

Together with the ethnographic records described above, the excavations, and the 

radiocarbon dates that provide good evidence for a viable human population on 

Springbokoog for at least the last 5000 years, the high quality and large number of 

rock engravings make this a place that would easily qualify as a Grade I National 

Heritage Site in terms of section 7(1) of the National Heritage Resources Act (Act 25 

of 1999). 

 

2.1.3 Colonial heritage on or relating to Springbokoog 

 

The earliest records of European presence in the region between the Sak and Orange 

rivers date back to the later eighteenth century, while the earliest literate observers 

to pass through the region include members of the 1801 Truter-Somerville 

expedition, and the travelers Lichtenstein, Burchell, Thompson and others. They 

report the hunting of elephants for ivory south-west of present-day Prieska and 

meeting San hunter-gatherers and indigenous Korana herders. The availability of 

water was always a problem and sometimes drought reduced the number of game 

animals available for food. Vast herds of springbok were reported by Dunn in 1872, 

but by 1900 this was a very rare occurrence. Crop planting, particularly around 

Vanwyksvlei, was successful for short periods in the early 20th century but was not 

viable in the longer term. 

 

The property known as Springbokoog, currently 4822 ha, was first mentioned in 

archival documents of the colonial era in 1860 following a murder on the nearby farm 

Kalabasput. Family members who were attacked by indigenous Korana fled in the 

direction of Springbokoog. The earliest record that the property was surveyed for 

private ownership was in 1870 and the farm was registered on a title deed in 1876 to 

Hans Bruwer. The farm Olifantvlei was first registered by the Surveyor General only 

in 1893. The fact that it was known by this name when Bleek drew the map with 

information from //Kabbo in 1870 suggests that the area south of the 

Carnarvonleegte, which used to be called the Olifants River before it was named 

after Lord Carnarvon, was probably known as Olifantvlei long before the farm of this 

name was registered.  

 

The dating of the Kalabasput murder and the arrest of the indigenous /Xam and 

Korana for various misdemeanours confirms that there was considerable conflict over 

land ownership in the 1860s and 1870s. The British Governor, Sir Harry Smith, had 



annexed the land between the Sak River and the Orange River in 1847 and since 

that time European farmers began to occupy the land for mainly sheep and 

occasional cattle farming, taking over – often by force – the water sources that had 

been essential for the lives of hunter-gatherers and Khoe (Korana) herders in pre-

colonial times. 

 

Colonial heritage sites include at least 108 rocks throughout the property with the 

names of former property owners and others engraved on them. The engraved 

names on dolerite boulders, unfortunately sometimes over San rock engravings, are 

part of the history of ownership. They date back to the late 19th century, including 

the period of the Anglo-Boer War between 1899 and 1902. Once of the order of 

about 10 000 ha in extent, the original Springbokoog was subdivided by the Union 

Government in 1944, to create the separate farms Springbokoog and Klein 

Springbokoog respectively (pers. comm. Charles Kemp, January 2017). Between 

1944 and 2010, the present 4822 ha farm belonged to the Van Wyk family. Through 

this era Springbokoog was a sheep farm and land use is reflected in the structures 

and sundry farming infrastructure on the property that include a homestead, 

garage/workshed (waenhuis), two labourers’ cottages, a feedstore, and sheep kraals. 

A 200 m dry stone wall west of the main site was used in the mid-20th century to 

enclose an ostrich camp. A dam feeds groundwater for windmills, in the vicinity of 

the original farmhouse about 5 km south-east of the proposed lodge. The remains of 

other dam walls are scattered in stream channels over the farm but none are in 

working condition. There are farm roads, fencing, 13 windmills, and waterpoints for 

animals. Crop farming was practised on earth dam walls in the past. There are 

several piles of stones that could be graves to the east of the farmhouse. 

 

2.1.4  Previous impact assessments 

 

An impact assessment for the Airstrip on Springbokoog was carried out by Morris 

(2010). In the wider region, of relevance in general terms is an impact assessment 

for the Vanwyksvlei water pipeline (Rossouw 2015). 

 

 

2.2 Description and evaluation of environmental issues and potential 

impacts 

 

Heritage resources including archaeological sites are in each instance unique and 

non-renewable resources.  Area and linear developments can have a permanent 

destructive impact on these resources in cases where they are impacted.  The 

objective of this study is to assess the significance of such resources, where present, 

and to recommend no-go or mitigation measures (where necessary) to facilitate or 

constrain the development. 



 

Area impacts would occur in the development of the actual lodge site and associated 

infrastructure such as the reed bed, while linear developments would include the 

road development and maintenance, and airstrip extensions.  

 

 

2.3 Direct, indirect and cumulative impacts (in terms of nature and extent) 

 

2.3.1  The destructive impacts that are possible in terms of heritage resources would 

tend to be direct once-off events occurring during construction.  

 

2.3.2  But indirect and cumulative impacts could result from operation of the lodge 

and in the event of further developments ensuing.  

 

One of ensuing or related potential developments is change of land use from stock 

farming to game farming, the collapsing of fences and combining to properties. The 

introduction of large game such as buffalo and/or rhino, as mooted, may red flag 

potential impacts on heritage resources by way of large animals rubbing engraved 

rocks, trampling fragile artefacts and/or displacing heritage traces under foot.   

 

3. Methodology 

 

The farm was visited by Janette Deacon, Pippa Skotnes and David Morris on 12-14 

August 2016, making site visits to the area where the lodge is proposed to be 

developed and the approximate area for the proposed sewage works reed bed, to the 

proposed composting site, along part of the road that would connect the lodge with 

the airstrip, and to the main engraving site which is proposed to be a principal tourist 

attraction. 

 

3.1 Assumptions and limitations  

 

Vegetation is sparse and the soil is shallow. This increases visibility of rock 

engravings and artefacts but also makes them more vulnerable to damage by natural 

forces (e.g. erosion and weathering – but see also 2.3.2 – cumulative impacts) and 

construction.  

 

Any subsurface features will not have been apparent. If in the course of development 

such features are encountered, SAHRA should be contacted immediately to evaluate 

impact and make recommendations for mitigation where necessary. 

 

3.2 Potential areas of sensitivity 

 



The most sensitive areas are in the immediate or near vicinity of the lodge and (in 

the context of planned tourism and game-farming development) at the main site 

with rock engravings. Any extension of roads and the runway, the composting site, 

pipelines and the lodge itself, must be assessed in terms of a Conservation 

Management Plan at the earliest possible stage of planning and before construction 

takes place.  

 

3.2.1 Potentially significant impacts  

 

Surface scatters of artefacts, potential rock gongs, rock engravings, dry stone walls 

and ruins, possible graves, all have the potential of being damaged or destroyed by 

construction activities. Rock engravings and stone artefacts may be significantly 

impacted by large numbers of visitors. Consideration needs to be given to the 

potential impacts of large game animals in the event of proposed change in land use: 

rubbing of stones, trampling of artefacts and displacement of stones or features may 

be detrimental to the heritage. 

 

3.3 Determining archaeological significance 

 

In addition to guidelines provided by the National Heritage Resources Act, a set of 

criteria based on Deacon nd and Whitelaw 1997 for assessing archaeological 

significance has been developed for Northern Cape settings (Morris 2000a).   

 

Estimating site potential  

 

Table 1 is a classification of landforms and visible archaeological traces for estimating 

the potential for archaeological sites (after J. Deacon nd, National Monuments 

Council). Type 3 sites tend to be those with higher archaeological potential. There 

are notable exceptions, such as the renowned rock art site Driekopseiland, near 

Kimberley, which is on landform L1 Type 1. Generally, moreover, the older a site the 

poorer the preservation. Estimation of potential, in the light of such variables, thus 

requires some interpretation. 

 

 
Assessing site value by attribute 

 

The second matrix (Table 2) is adapted from Whitelaw (1997), who developed an 

approach for selecting sites meriting heritage recognition status in KwaZulu-Natal. It 

is a means of judging a site’s archaeological value by ranking the relative strengths 

of a range of attributes. While aspects of this matrix remain qualitative, attribute 

assessment is a good indicator of the general archaeological significance of a site, 

with Type 3 attributes being those of highest significance.  



 

 

Table 1. Classification of landforms and visible archaeological traces for estimating 
the potential for archaeological sites (after J. Deacon, National Monuments Council). 

 

 

Class Landform  Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 

L1 Rocky surface Bedrock exposed Some soil patches Sandy/grassy patches 

L2 Ploughed land Far from water In floodplain On old river terrace 

L3 Sandy ground, 

inland 

Far from water In floodplain or near 

feature such as hill 

On old river terrace 

L4 Sandy ground, 

Coastal 

>1 km from sea Inland of dune cordon Near rocky shore 

L5 Water-logged 

deposit 

Heavily vegetated Running water Sedimentary basin 

L6 Developed 

urban 

Heavily built-up with 

no known record of 

early settlement 

Known early 

settlement, but 

buildings have 

basements 

Buildings without 

extensive basements over 

known historical sites 

L7 Lime/dolomite >5 myrs <5000 yrs Between 5000 yrs and 5 

myrs 

L8 Rock shelter Rocky floor Sloping floor or small 

area 

Flat floor, high ceiling 

Class Archaeo-logical 

traces 

Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 

A1 Area previously 

excavated  

Little deposit 

remaining 

More than half deposit 

remaining 

High profile site 

A2 Shell or bones 

visible  

Dispersed scatter Deposit <0.5 m thick Deposit >0.5 m thick; 

shell and bone dense 

A3 Stone artefacts 

or stone walling 

or other feature 

visible  

Dispersed scatter Deposit <0.5 m thick Deposit >0.5 m thick 

 

 

Table 2. Site attributes and value assessment (adapted from Whitelaw 1997) 
 

Class Attribute  Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 

1 Length of sequence/context 

 

No sequence 

Poor context 

Dispersed 

distribution 

Limited sequence 

 

Long sequence 

Favourable 

context 

High density of 

arte/ecofacts 

2 Presence of exceptional items 

(incl regional rarity) 

Absent Present Major element 

3 Organic preservation Absent Present Major element 

4 Potential for future 

archaeological investigation 

Low  Medium High  

5 Potential for public display 

 

Low  Medium High  

6 Aesthetic appeal 

 

Low Medium High 

7 Potential for implementation of a 

long-term management plan

  

Low Medium High 

 



 

4. Observations and assessment of impacts 

 

4.1 Fieldwork obervations 

 

4.1.1  Introductory comment 

 

As indicated in section 2.1 above, Springbokoog has been visited fairly intensively by 

archaeologists and rock art specialists especially since the 1980s, resulting in the 

generation of records and a systematic database of rock engravings and 

archaeological sites on the property. Some results of this work have been published. 

The database created and managed by Janette Deacon has been made available for 

this study. During fieldwork specific locales associated with the proposed lodge were 

closely inspected and new records were added in terms of both rock art and surface 

scatters of artefacts. Each project component is considered in relation to known 

heritage resources and observations made during this study. 
 

 

4.1.2  Lodge site (Langhoogte Camp) 

 

Many of the hilltops on Springbokoog show signs that hunter-gatherers camped there 

in the past and the one where it is proposed to construct the Lodge is no exception. 

Concerns raised in section 4.1.9 below with respect to visual impacts and the need 

for a site conservation management plan are relevant to the Lodge site. 

 

The specific footprint of the proposed Lodge development was investigated on foot 

by David Morris, Janette Deacon and Pippa Skotnes on 13 August 2016. Mr Charles 

Kemp indicated an engraving he had found, recorded now as LH13 in the following 

Table and in Appendix 1. In the course of this survey a further cluster of engravings 

was found at the nearby locality designated LH14. Adjacent to the latter is a scatter 

of Later Stone Age artefacts in crystal and milky quartz with ostrich eggshell 

fragments. Includes one possible segment in crystal quartz. 

 

The engravings and artefacts at LH13 and LH14 are in themselves of high 

significance (unusually, those at LH13 depict kudu) and the potential impact on them 

must also be rated high as they fall within a radius of about 50 m from the south-

eastern-most Lodge unit site. Within about 100 m there are further engravings 

featuring an eland and human figure. Immediately below the same wouth-eastern-

most unit site, at the edge of the hill, is a dolerite boulder that was evidently used as 

a rock gong.  

 

In the Langhoogte camp as a whole, there are 14 boulders with a total of 38 images 

engraved on them. 



Table 3. Details for LH13, LH14 and Lodge LSA 

Site Latitude Longitude Boulder 

No. 

Images Description Image 

LH 13 30.19323 21.53575 13 4 1 Kudu 

bull 

3 kudu 

females 

with large 

ears 

 

LH 14 30.19302 21.53579 14 

Lodge 

back 

5 2 small 

eland 

3 indet. 

Animals 

 

 

 

Lodge 

LSA 

30.19312 21.53578   LSA 

artefacts, 

OES frags  

 

 

 

Figure 5. LH13, LH14 and the Lodge LSA. Approx position of south-eastern-most Unit 

50 m 0 m 



 

Figure 6. LH 13 engravings featuring four kudu. 

 

 

Figure 7. One of the engravings in the cluster designated as LH144. 

 



 

Figure 8. Lodge LSA adjacent to the cluster of engravings designated LH144. 

 

 

Figure 9. Rock gong near the crest of the hill immediately below the site of the 

proposed south-eastern-most lodge unit. 

 



4.1.3  Electricity supply 

 

It is proposed to install solar panels, discretely masked, at the Lodge site. No impact 

is expected unless material is turned up during installation of supports. 

 

4.1.4  Fresh water supply 

 

As water is proposed to be pumped to the lodge from the dam at the existing 

farmhouse by way of a pipeline along the existing farm road, the impact on heritage 

resources by this component of the development is assessed to be minimal and 

hence of low significance.  

 

4.1.5  Waste water disposal: septic tanks, pipelines and reed beds  

 

Waste water is planned to be led into a septic tank associated with each unit, and 

from there the overflow would be led by pipe down the hillslope to a single reed bed, 

to be constructed with a lined pit filled with sand, a manifold of pipes and planted 

reeds. The waste water pipes must avoid the rock gong at immediately downslope 

from the south-eastern-most unit so that the impact on heritage sites will be minimal.  

 

It is recommend that the site of the proposed reed bed be inspected prior to any 

construction.  

 

4.1.6  Organic waste disposal site 

 

Two adjacent possible quarries for organic waste disposal were inspected along the 

road from the Springbokoog homestead to Gougou, which are close to the road 

crossing from the airstrip to the lodge locality. In neither case were heritage traces 

present that would be impacted by the proposed use for organic waste disposal. A 

recommendation was made to use the larger of the two quaries (Waste disposal 

option 2), which is set back slightly from the road, on its northern side. 

 



 

Figure 10. Google Earth images with superimposed details of the organic waste 

disposal site options (option 2 being preferable). 

 

 

It is proposed that items of glass, plastic, and metal would be compacted and 

transported by road to the municipal dump in Vanwyksvlei. 

 

4.1.7  Change of land-use 

 

Sheep are to be replaced by game animals, shifting the economic base to game 

farming coupled with the envisaged tourism development. It is anticipated that game 

to be introduced might include buffalo and rhino. 

 

A game fence is intended to be constructed around the boundary to combine both 

Springbokoog and Olifantsvlei to the north and enclose them as a single unit. It is 

proposed that all internal fences would then be removed. 

 

There is a concern that some large game, such as buffalo and rhino, could potentially 

have a negative an impact on engraved boulders, by rubbing against them, 

trampling on them, or displacing them. It is recommended that this be addressed in 

a conservation management plan for monitoring. It is specifically recommended that 

large game be kept out of the main site, by way of fencing, to prevent such potential 

70 m 

30.22661 S  21.52319 E 

 

0 m 

30.22616 S  21.52369 E 

 



damage as well as to allow visitors on foot to enjoy their experience of the rock art 

without interference from animals. Such fencing and management of both animals 

and visitors at the main site should likewise be addressed in a site conservation 

management plan. (See also 4.1.9) 

 

4.1.8  Airstrip and access road/s 

 

It is anticipated that guests would generally arrive by air and be flown in to the 

existing runway (see Morris 2010) and transported by road from there to the 

proposed lodge. Such guests who might arrive by road would be directed to parking 

at the airstrip, and met there for transport to the lodge. Service access for the lodge 

from Vanwyksvlei would be along the existing Class B road, while internal farm roads 

would be upgraded (inter alia with a compactor) and maintained by the property 

owner. 

 

4.1.9  Guided tourist visits 

 

It has been proposed that guided tourist visits to different parts of the property 

would be in the context of game drives with a maximum of 10 guests per vehicle 

driving on existing farm roads, some of which would be improved with a compactor.  

 

Part of the visitor experience would include a guided walk to see rock engravings at 

what is known as the Springbokoog main site, which has more than 100 boulders 

and about 450 individual images. Amongst them and on surrounding terraces are 

numerous artefact scatters, some of which were excavated for archaeological 

research in the 1980s. This main site is particularly sensitive. It has already been 

impacted by unsupervised visitors over the past century or more, and there are at 

least 42 boulders with recent graffiti and other damage. It is therefore critical that 

the larger number of visitors expected as a result of the lodge facilities be carefully 

managed and supervised. 

 

Besides the engravings and artefact scatters, this site provides opportunities to 

communicate a unique body of historical and landscape information about the 

heritage of /Xam hunter-gatherers. An advantage of the proposed tourism 

development would be exposing these histories to a wider range of people, leading to 

greater understanding of the heritage values associated with the site and the wider 

landscape in which it is situated.  

 

It is recommended that scripting of site information be commissioned from a 

specialist or team of specialists, principally Dr Janette Deacon. Information provided 

to include guidelines on do’s and don’ts with respect to rock art and artefacts that 

are highly accessible and hence vulnerable on the surface.  



 

Figure 11. Approximate extent of the Main Site relative to the location of the Lodge 

and other locales mentioned in the report. It is important to note that besides the 

Main Site there are numerous further high significance rock art and archaeological 

sites (all recorded instances are plotted and described in the database maintained by 

Janette Deacon).  

Springbokoog 

Main Site 



 

Figure 12. Northern edge of proposed Lodge site with view to the Strandberg on the 

far horizon. Visual impacts to be kept to a minimum where stories of the |Xam are 

embedded in named features in the landscape. 

 

 

Figure 13. Strandberg as viewed from the main site. 



Concerns raised in section 4.1.7 are highlighted along with the recommendations 

about a) fencing and b) a site conservation management plan to regulate protection 

and activities associated with the proposed development, and monitoring of 

cumulative impacts (across the entire combined property) during the operational 

phase of the development.  

 

A major consideration with respect to any development in the region and at 

Springbokoog in particular is that this area lies within the proposed |Xam and 

‡Khomani Heartland World Heritage Site, which is on South Africa’s Tentative List. It 

is highly likely that Springbokoog itself would be one of the prime sites to be 

considered in terms of future World Heritage inscription.  

 

The development of the Lodge and associated infrastructure, and including the 

existing airstrip, may constitute an asset in terms of future heritage access. Careful 

consideration needs to be given to issues such as visual impact relative to key 

heritage features in the local and wider landscape.  

 

 

Figure 14. If not protected (fenced off), engraved boulders may be vulnerable to 

rubbing or disturbance by large animals.  

 

5. Significance of impacts 

5.1 Characterising the significance of heritage traces and contexts 

 

In terms of Tables 1 and 2 (above), the classification of landforms and visible 

archaeological traces for estimating the potential for archaeological sites in this 

landscape in general (Table 1) suggests: 

 



Landscapes: L1 and L3 and, for each of these, a range of settings that include Types 

1-3, thus exhibiting a spectrum of potential from low to high, depending on specific 

setting within the landscape.  

 

Archaeological traces: Classes A1, A2 and A3 are all present, ranging through Types 

1-3, indicating again a spectrum from potentially insignificant to potentially highly 

significant.  

 

Table 2 site attribute and value assessment criteria suggest Types 2 or 3 for virtually 

all of the Classes 1-7; in other words medium to high value.  

 

The existing database and the results of the present investigation identify specific 

highly sensitive locales relative to others that are less sensitive. Viewed holistically 

and in terms of the narratives of the |Xam, it is obvious that the landscape as a 

whole is highly sensitive and any development should take this into account, ideally 

to be undertaken by reference to a pertinent conservation management plan. 

 

 

5.2 Characterising the significance of impacts 

 

The following criteria are used in this study to characterise the significance of direct, 

indirect and cumulative impacts: 

 

 The nature, which shall include a description of what causes the 

effect, what will be affected, and how it will be affected. 

 The extent, wherein it will be indicated whether the impact will be 

local (limited to the immediate area or site of development) or 

regional:  

 local extending only as far as the development site area – 

assigned a score of 1; 

 limited to the site and its immediate surroundings (up to 10 km) 

– assigned a score of 2; 

 will have an impact on the region – assigned a score of 3; 

 will have an impact on a national scale – assigned a score of 4; 

or 

 will have an impact across international borders – assigned a 

score of 5. 

 The duration, wherein it will be indicated whether: 

 the lifetime of the impact will be of a very short duration (0–1 

years) – assigned a score of 1; 

 the lifetime of the impact will be of a short duration (2-5 years) 

- assigned a score of 2; 



 medium-term (5–15 years) – assigned a score of 3; 

 long term (> 15 years) - assigned a score of 4; or 

 permanent - assigned a score of 5. 

 The magnitude, quantified on a scale from 0-10, where a score is 

assigned: 

 0 is small and will have no effect on the environment; 

 2 is minor and will not result in an impact on processes; 

 4 is low and will cause a slight impact on processes; 

 6 is moderate and will result in processes continuing but in a 

modified way; 

 8 is high (processes are altered to the extent that they 

temporarily cease); and  

 10 is very high and results in complete destruction of patterns 

and permanent cessation of processes. 

 The probability of occurrence, which shall describe the likelihood of 

the impact actually occurring.  Probability will be estimated on a scale, 

and a score assigned: 

 Assigned a score of 1–5, where 1 is very improbable (probably 

will not happen); 

 Assigned a score of 2 is improbable (some possibility, but low 

likelihood); 

 Assigned a score of 3 is probable (distinct possibility); 

 Assigned a score of 4 is highly probable (most likely); and  

 Assigned a score of 5 is definite (impact will occur regardless of 

any prevention measures). 

 the significance, which shall be determined through a synthesis of 

the characteristics described above (refer formula below) and can be 

assessed as low, medium or high. 

 the status, which will be described as either positive, negative or 

neutral. 

 the degree to which the impact can be reversed. 

 the degree to which the impact may cause irreplaceable loss of 

resources. 

 the degree to which the impact can be mitigated. 

 

The significance is determined by combining the criteria in the following formula: 

 

S= (E+D+M) P; where 

 

S = Significance weighting 

E = Extent 

D = Duration 



M = Magnitude  

P = Probability  

 

The significance weightings for each potential impact are as follows: 

 

 < 30 points: Low (i.e. where this impact would not have a direct influence on 

the decision to develop in the area), 

 30-60 points: Medium (i.e. where the impact could influence the decision to 

develop in the area unless it is effectively mitigated), 

 > 60 points: High (i.e. where the impact must have an influence on the 

decision process to develop in the area). 

 

Impact tables summarising the significance of possible impacts at the 

proposed Lodge site at Springbok Oog.  

 

5.2.1 Lodge construction and development 

 

Nature 

Acts or activities resulting in disturbance of surfaces and/or sub-surfaces containing 

artefacts (causes) resulting in the destruction, damage, excavation, alteration, removal or 

collection from its original position (consequences), of any archaeological material or 

object (what affected). 

 Without mitigation With mitigation 

Extent Local (1) Local (1) 

Duration Permanent (5) where 

archaeological material is 

impacted – but this has 

been rated as insignificant 

and not requiring mitigation 

Permanent – but no 

mitigation regarded as 

necessary (5) 

Magnitude Minor (2) Minor (2) 

Probability Improbable (2) Improbable (2) 

Significance Low (16) Low (16) 

Status (positive or 

negative) 

Negative Negative 

Reversibility No  No 

Irreplaceable loss of 

resources? 

No No 

Can impacts be 

mitigated? 

Traces noted on the ground: 

Not regarded as necessary 

other than by way of on-

going management as per 

site Conservation 

Management Plan 

 

On-going management as 

per Conservation 

Management Plan  

 

 

 

 



With regard to nearby rock 

gong, rock engravings and 

associated Later Stone Age 

artefacts: these are of high 

sensitivity: care is needed to 

avoid any impacts on them 

whatsoever. Management 

must be addressed in a 

Conservation Management 

Plan. 

Localize construction activity 

and operation of the Lodge 

away from any sensitive 

features.  

Mitigation:  

Specific mitigation measures at the Lodge site and ancillary developments/features not 

regarded as necessary. Archaeological sites may occur adjacent to access roads: any road 

upgrades/maintenance should take cognizance of this fact. Report immediately to SAHRA if 

any major feature is found.  

Localize and manage construction activity and operation of the Lodge to avoid impact on 

rock engravings and other archaeological traces.  

Cumulative Impacts:  

Where any archaeological contexts occur in the path of development activities the impacts 

may be once-off permanent destructive events.  Operational impacts and future 

infrastructure development may lead to spatially extended impacts in the vicinity. A site 

Conservation Management Plan is essential for managing future and cumulative impacts on 

heritage resources.  

Residual Impacts: 

Depleted archaeological record where present. 

 

5.2.2 Electricity supply 

 

Nature 

Acts or activities resulting in disturbance of surfaces and/or sub-surfaces containing 

artefacts (causes) resulting in the destruction, damage, excavation, alteration, removal or 

collection from its original position (consequences), of any archaeological material or 

object (what affected). 

 Without mitigation With mitigation 

Extent Local (1) Local (1) 

Duration Permanent (5) where 

archaeological material is 

impacted – but this has 

been rated as insignificant 

and not requiring mitigation 

Permanent – but no 

mitigation regarded as 

necessary (5) 

Magnitude Minor (2) Minor (2) 

Probability Improbable (2) Improbable (2) 

Significance Low (16) Low (16) 

Status (positive or 

negative) 

Negative Negative 



Reversibility No  No 

Irreplaceable loss of 

resources? 

No No 

Can impacts be 

mitigated? 

Not regarded as necessary 

other than by way of on-

going management as per 

site Conservation 

Management Plan 

 

With regard to nearby rock 

gong, rock engravings and 

associated Later Stone Age 

artefacts: these are of high 

sensitivity: care is needed to 

avoid any impacts on them 

whatsoever. Management 

must be addressed in a 

Conservation Management 

Plan. 

 

 

 

On-going management as 

per Conservation 

Management Plan  

 

 

 

 

Localize construction activity 

away from sensitive 

features.  

Mitigation:  

Specific mitigation measures not regarded as necessary.  Localize and manage any related 

construction activity and operation to avoid any possible impact on heritage resources.  

Cumulative Impacts:  

Where any archaeological contexts occur in the path of development activities the impacts 

may be once-off permanent destructive events.  Operational impacts and future 

infrastructure development may lead to spatially extended impacts in the vicinity. A site 

Conservation Management Plan is essential for managing future and cumulative impacts on 

heritage resources. 

Residual Impacts: 

Depleted archaeological record where present. 

 

5.2.3 Water supply 

 

Nature 

Acts or activities resulting in disturbance of surfaces and/or sub-surfaces containing 

artefacts (causes) resulting in the destruction, damage, excavation, alteration, removal or 

collection from its original position (consequences), of any archaeological material or 

object (what affected). 

 Without mitigation With mitigation 

Extent Local (1) Local (1) 

Duration Permanent (5) where 

archaeological material is 

Permanent – but no 

mitigation regarded as 



impacted – but this has 

been rated as insignificant 

and not requiring mitigation 

necessary (5) 

Magnitude Minor (2) Minor (2) 

Probability Improbable (2) Improbable (2) 

Significance Low (16) Low (16) 

Status (positive or 

negative) 

Negative Negative 

Reversibility No  No 

Irreplaceable loss of 

resources? 

Possible if areas alongside 

tracks are impacted. 

  

Can impacts be 

mitigated? 

Surface scatters of artefacts 

have been noted alongside 

farm tracks at various 

points. If the water pipeline 

is laid down within the width 

of the existing tracks then 

further mitigation is not 

regarded as necessary other 

than by way of on-going 

management as per site 

Conservation Management 

Plan 

 

 

On-going management as 

per Conservation 

Management Plan  

 

 

 

 

Localize laying of waterpipes 

within the width of existing 

farm tracks.   

Mitigation:  

Specific mitigation measure recommended: to avoid disturbance beyond existing roads. 

Archaeological sites have been observed adjacent to farm roads on the property: any road 

upgrades/maintenance should take cognizance of this fact. Report immediately to SAHRA if 

any major feature is found.  

Localize water supply pipe within the width of the roads.  

Cumulative Impacts:  

Where any archaeological contexts occur in the path of development activities the impacts 

may be once-off permanent destructive events.  Operational impacts and future 

infrastructure development may lead to spatially extended impacts in the vicinity. A site 

Conservation Management Plan is essential for managing future and cumulative impacts on 

heritage resources.  

Residual Impacts: 

Depleted archaeological record where present. 

 

 

5.2.4 Waste water disposal: septic tanks, pipelines and reed beds 

 

Nature 

Acts or activities resulting in disturbance of surfaces and/or sub-surfaces containing 



artefacts (causes) resulting in the destruction, damage, excavation, alteration, removal or 

collection from its original position (consequences), of any archaeological material or 

object (what affected). 

 Without mitigation With mitigation 

Extent Local (1) Local (1) 

Duration Permanent (5) where 

archaeological material is 

impacted – but this has 

been rated as insignificant 

and not requiring mitigation 

Permanent – but no 

mitigation regarded as 

necessary (5) 

Magnitude Minor (2) Minor (2) 

Probability Improbable (2) Improbable (2) 

Significance Low (16) Low (16) 

Status (positive or 

negative) 

Negative Negative 

Reversibility No  No 

Irreplaceable loss of 

resources? 

No No 

Can impacts be 

mitigated? 

The specific site for the reed 

pond as yet to be 

determined and inspected. 

This should be done before 

approval if given. 

 

 

With regard particularly to 

the rock gong near the 

south-eastern-most unit: 

this is of high sensitivity: 

care is needed to avoid any 

impacts on it or any other 

heritage feature that may be 

encountered. Management 

must be addressed in a 

Conservation Management 

Plan. 

 

On-going management as 

per Conservation 

Management Plan  

 

 

 

 

Localize construction activity 

away from this sensitive 

feature.  

Mitigation:  

Specific mitigation measures at the Lodge site and ancillary developments/features not 

regarded as necessary. Avoid disturbance and works in close proximity to the rock gong 

below the south-eastern-most unit.  Report immediately to SAHRA if any major feature is 

found.  

Localize and manage construction activity and operation of the Lodge to avoid impact on 

rock engravings and other archaeological traces.  

Cumulative Impacts:  



Where any archaeological contexts occur in the path of development activities the impacts 

may be once-off permanent destructive events.  Operational impacts and future 

infrastructure development may lead to spatially extended impacts in the vicinity. A site 

Conservation Management Plan is essential for managing future and cumulative impacts on 

heritage resources.  

Residual Impacts: 

Depleted archaeological record where present. 

 

5.2.5 Organic and inorganic waste disposal 

 

Nature 

Acts or activities resulting in disturbance of surfaces and/or sub-surfaces containing 

artefacts (causes) resulting in the destruction, damage, excavation, alteration, removal or 

collection from its original position (consequences), of any archaeological material or 

object (what affected). 

 Without mitigation With mitigation 

Extent Local (1) Local (1) 

Duration Permanent (5) where 

archaeological material is 

impacted – but this has 

been rated as insignificant 

and not requiring mitigation 

Permanent – but no 

mitigation regarded as 

necessary (5) 

Magnitude Minor (2) Minor (2) 

Probability Improbable (2) Improbable (2) 

Significance Low (16) Low (16) 

Status (positive or 

negative) 

Negative Negative 

Reversibility No  No 

Irreplaceable loss of 

resources? 

No No 

Can impacts be 

mitigated? 

Not regarded as necessary 

other than by way of on-

going management as per 

site Conservation 

Management Plan 

 

Of the two organic waste 

composting site options, the 

one north of and further 

from the road was 

recommended as preferable 

to the option just south of 

the road. (See 4.1.6 above) 

 

Management must be 

On-going management as 

per Conservation 

Management Plan  

 

 

 

 

Localize activity and 

operation in designated 

area.  



addressed in a Conservation 

Management Plan. 

Mitigation:  

Specific mitigation measures at the Lodge site and ancillary developments/features not 

regarded as necessary. Archaeological sites may occur adjacent to access roads: any road 

upgrades/maintenance should take cognizance of this fact. Report immediately to SAHRA if 

any major feature is found.  

Localize and manage the composting activity to avoid possible impact on archaeological 

resources.  

Cumulative Impacts:  

Where any archaeological contexts occur in the path of development activities the impacts 

may be once-off permanent destructive events.  Operational impacts and future 

infrastructure development may lead to spatially extended impacts in the vicinity. A site 

Conservation Management Plan is essential for managing future and cumulative impacts on 

heritage resources.  

Residual Impacts: 

Depleted archaeological record where present. 

 

5.2.6 Change of land-use 

 

Nature 

Acts or activities resulting in disturbance of surfaces and/or sub-surfaces containing 

artefacts (causes) resulting in the destruction, damage, excavation, alteration, removal or 

collection from its original position (consequences), of any archaeological material or 

object (what affected). 

 Without mitigation With mitigation 

Extent Regional (3) Local (1) 

Duration Permanent (5) where 

archaeological material is 

impacted – but this has 

been rated as insignificant 

and not requiring mitigation 

Permanent – but no 

mitigation regarded as 

necessary (5) 

Magnitude high (8) Minor (2) 

Probability Probable (3) Improbable (2) 

Significance Medium (48) Low (16) 

Status (positive or 

negative) 

Negative Negative 

Reversibility No  No 

Irreplaceable loss of 

resources? 

Yes  No 

Can impacts be 

mitigated? 

Some part of the property 

highly sensitive, rich in rock 

art and archaeological 

traces. Change in land use 

to games farming and 

On-going management and 

monitoring as per 

Conservation Management 

Plan is essential. 

 



introduction of large game 

may result in damage such 

as rubbing of engraved 

rocks, trampling of artefacts 

and displacement of 

features under foot. 

Recommend fencing of main 

site. Recommend monitoring 

of possible impacts outside 

fenced area/s.   

 

 

Operation to be addressed 

in a Conservation 

Management Plan. 

 

 

 

 

 

Mitigation:  

While specific mitigation measures at the Lodge site and ancillary developments/features 

are not regarded as necessary, the introduction of large game may have major long-term 

cumulative impacts that must be managed and monitored.  Report immediately to SAHRA 

in the event of any impacts being identified. 

Localize and manage operational impacts by way of fencing the main site and monitoring 

impacts elsewhere.  

Cumulative Impacts:  

Where any archaeological contexts occur in the path of development activities the impacts 

may be once-off permanent destructive events.  Operational impacts and future 

infrastructure development and change from sock farming to introduction of large game 

may lead to spatially extended impacts in the vicinity and within the property as a whole. 

A site Conservation Management Plan is essential for managing an monitoring future and 

cumulative impacts on heritage resources.  

Residual Impacts: 

Depleted archaeological record where present. 

 

5.2.7 Airstrip and access roads 

 

Nature 

Acts or activities resulting in disturbance of surfaces and/or sub-surfaces containing 

artefacts (causes) resulting in the destruction, damage, excavation, alteration, removal or 

collection from its original position (consequences), of any archaeological material or 

object (what affected). 

 Without mitigation With mitigation 

Extent Local (1) Local (1) 

Duration Permanent (5) where 

archaeological material is 

impacted – but this has 

been rated as insignificant 

Permanent – but no 

mitigation regarded as 

necessary (5) 



and not requiring mitigation 

Magnitude Minor (2) Minor (2) 

Probability Improbable (2) Improbable (2) 

Significance Low (16) Low (16) 

Status (positive or 

negative) 

Negative Negative 

Reversibility No  No 

Irreplaceable loss of 

resources? 

No No 

Can impacts be 

mitigated? 

Surface scatters of artefacts 

have been noted alongside 

farm tracks at various 

points. Upgrades and 

maintenance of roads should 

avoid disturbing these sites. 

Quarrying for road 

maintenance material may 

be highly destructive. On-

going management of these 

activities must be by way of 

the Conservation 

Management Plan 

 

On-going management as 

per Conservation 

Management Plan  

 

 

 

 

Localize upgrades and 

maintenance away from 

surface scatters of artefacts.  

Mitigation:  

Archaeological sites may occur adjacent to access roads: any road upgrades/maintenance 

should take cognizance of this fact. Report immediately to SAHRA if any major feature is 

found.  

Localize and manage upgrade and maintenance activity and operation to avoid impact on 

rock engravings and other archaeological traces.  

Cumulative Impacts:  

Where any archaeological contexts occur in the path of development activities the impacts 

may be once-off permanent destructive events.  Operational impacts and future 

infrastructure development may lead to spatially extended impacts in the vicinity. A site 

Conservation Management Plan is essential for managing future and cumulative impacts on 

heritage resources.  

Residual Impacts: 

Depleted archaeological record where present. 

 

5.2.8 Tourism development 

 

Nature 

Acts or activities resulting in disturbance of surfaces and/or sub-surfaces containing 

artefacts (causes) resulting in the destruction, damage, excavation, alteration, removal or 

collection from its original position (consequences), of any archaeological material or 

object (what affected). 



 Without mitigation With mitigation 

Extent Local (1) Local (1) 

Duration Permanent (5) where 

archaeological material is 

impacted – but this has 

been rated as insignificant 

and not requiring mitigation 

Permanent – but no 

mitigation regarded as 

necessary (5) 

Magnitude Minor (2) Minor (2) 

Probability Improbable (2) Improbable (2) 

Significance Low (16) Low (16) 

Status (positive or 

negative) 

Negative Negative 

Reversibility No  No 

Irreplaceable loss of 

resources? 

No  No 

Can impacts be 

mitigated? 

Management of tourism 

development and of visitors 

to be addressed in a 

Conservation Management 

Plan. 

 

Scripting of site information 

to be commissioned from an 

appropriate specialist (see 

4.1.9).  

 

Note that Springbokoog  lies 

within the proposed |Xam 

and ‡Khomani Heartland 

World Heritage Site, on 

South Africa’s Tentative List, 

with the main site in 

particular being one of the 

prime sites for possible 

future World Heritage 

inscription.  

 

Careful consideration needs 

to be given to issues such as 

visual impact relative to key 

heritage features in the local 

and wider landscape. 

Viewed holistically and in 

terms of the narratives of 

the |Xam, it is obvious 

On-going management as 

per Conservation 

Management Plan  

 

 

 

 

 



that the landscape as a 

whole is highly sensitive. 

Mitigation:  

Specific mitigation measures at the Lodge site and ancillary developments/features not 

regarded as necessary. Localize and manage development and operation of the Lodge to 

avoid impact on rock engravings and other archaeological traces, as also the landscape as 

a whole.  

Cumulative Impacts:  

Where any archaeological contexts occur in the path of development activities the impacts 

may be once-off permanent destructive events.  Operational impacts and future 

infrastructure development may lead to spatially extended impacts in the vicinity. A site 

Conservation Management Plan is essential for managing future and cumulative impacts on 

heritage resources.  

Residual Impacts: 

Depleted archaeological record where present. 

 

 

6. Measures for inclusion in the draft Environmental Management 

Plan/Conservation Management Plan 

 
 
 

OBJECTIVE: Archaeological or other heritage materials occurring in the path of any surface or 

sub-surface disturbances associated with any aspect of the development are likely to be 
subject to destruction, damage, excavation, alteration, or removal. The objective should be to 
limit such impacts to the primary activities associated with the development and hence to limit 
secondary impacts during the medium and longer term if further development occurs.  
 

 

Project 

component/s 

Any development or road construction over and above what is necessary 

and any extension of other components.  

Potential Impact The potential impact if this objective is not met is that wider areas or 

extended linear developments may result in destruction, damage, 
excavation, alteration, removal or collection of heritage objects from their 
current context in the area.  

Activity/risk 
source 

Activities which could impact on achieving this objective include deviation 
from the planned development and of access road/s without taking 

heritage impacts into consideration. 

Mitigation: 
Target/Objective 

This report recommends the compilation of a Conservation Management 
Plan for the property as a whole and especially, at the initial stage, least 
for those areas to be impacted by Lodge development, access roads, and 
rock art viewing at the main site. The management plan to guide 

management of heritage resources in the event of any future development 
or expansion of infrastructure or land use activity. 
 

 

Mitigation: Action/control Responsibility Timeframe 

Provision for on-going heritage monitoring 
in a Conservation Management Plan which 
also provides guidelines on what to do in 

the event of any major heritage feature 
being encountered during any phase of 

Environmental 
management 
provider with on-

going monitoring.  
 

Environmental 
management plan for at 
least the Lodge and its 

ancillary features to be in 
place before 



development or operation. 

 

Localize development activity and impacts 
in the immediate vicinity of the proposed 
Lodge site. Minimise visual impacts.  
 
 

Conservation 

Management Plan to 

be commissioned 
from heritage 
specialist. 
 

commencement of 

development. 

 
A plan for protection and 
management of the main 
site to be in place before 
visitors are admitted and 
appropriate heritage 
protection measures (incl. 

fencing) in effect ahead of 
possible introduction of 
large game. 
 

 

Performance 

Indicator 

Inclusion of further heritage impact consideration in any future expansion 

or infrastructural elements. 
Immediate reporting to relevant heritage authorities of any heritage 
feature discovered during development or operation of the Lodge.  

Monitoring Officials from relevant heritage authorities (National and Provincial) to be 
permitted to inspect the development or operation at any time in relation 
to the heritage component of the management plan.   

 

7. Conclusion and recommendations 

Existing records and the results of the present investigation identify specific highly 

sensitive locales on the property of Springbokoog relative to others that are less 

sensitive. Viewed holistically and in terms of the narratives of the |Xam, it is obvious 

that the landscape as a whole is highly sensitive and any development should take 

this into account, and be undertaken by reference to a pertinent conservation 

management plan. 

 

Heritage resources on the specific sites proposed for individual Lodge units were 

found to be largely absent or of low significance. But the report highlights the 

proximity of these development components to highly sensitive heritage resources or 

features nearby.  

 

Because of the proximity of sensitive heritage features it is recommended that a 

Conservation Management Plan be compiled to guide the development, particularly in 

the longer term and in relation to cumulative impacts – especially those that may 

result from change of land use (managing visitors, managing game animals) at such 

locales as the main engraving site which is referred to in the development for tourist 

visits. In this respect the report also mentions the context of possible future World 

Heritage inscription.   
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9. Appendices 

 

9.1  J. Deacon record of rock engravings: Springbokoog:LANGHOOGTE (LH) 

numbered rocks 2010/11, 2014, 2016  

 

9.2     Extracts from the National Heritage Resources Act (No 25 of 1999) 

 

 

 

 

 

9.1    LANGHOOGTE (LH) numbered rocks 2010/11, 2014, 2016 
 
Notebook sketches pages 86-87 

Site S E Boulder 
number 

No. of 
images 

Description Photos / sketches 

LH 1 30.19678 
CK2 LH1 
30.11.808 
Divide CK 
minutes by 
60 to get 
decimal 
degrees 

21.53291 
CK 
21.31.97
0 

1 
Labelled 
LH Man on 
photo 
December 
2014 

3 1 man with 
enlarged 
penis facing 
right, arms 
up, no head. 
1 fly whisk 
1 set vertical 
lines from 
central 
point 

  

LH 2 30.20476 21.53842 2 
Flat 
boulder 

1 1 elephant 
facing right 
1 striped 
zebra facing 
left 

  
 

  
LH 3 30.20602 21.53424 3 

Large 
boulder 
near gate 
at camp 
entrance 

1 1 man 
facing right, 
arms up and 
forwards 

  



Site S E Boulder 
number 

No. of 
images 

Description Photos / sketches 

LH 4 30.20506 21.53818 4 
On top of 
rise. 
Labelled 
LANGhgte 
1 

2 1 poss. 
human 
1 large 
eland with 
vertical cuts 
on body 
Graffiti: 
Jabez 
Moolman 
10/1/36. W  
M 

  
 

 
LH 5 30.19218 21.52915 5 

Large 
boulder 
over-
looking 
plain 
towards 
Strandberg 
‘View site’ 

9 2 small 
antelope;  
2 ostrich; 
1 equid; 
2 medium 
antelope; 
2 indet.  
small 
animals 

 

LH 6 Near LH 1  6 1 1 Scratched 
oval shape 
with vertical 
lines falling 
from it   

LH 7 Near LH 5  7 1 1 small 
antelope 
body and 
legs with 
horizontal 
lines at front 
and rear 

 
LH 8 No GPS  8 1 1 scratched 

antelope 
body, poss. 
eland, head 
unclear  

LH 9 30.19203 21.52850 9 7 1 Man, long 
body, one 
leg, 
enlarged 
penis, facing 
right, arms 
up ; 
1 poss. 
human, no 

 



Site S E Boulder 
number 

No. of 
images 

Description Photos / sketches 

legs. 
2 ostriches; 
1 med 
antelope; 
2 small 
antelope. 

LH 
10 

No GPS  10 
Small 
boulder 
low on 
ground, 
near 9 

1 1 eland 
outlined 
with 
scratches 

 
LH 
11 

30.19699 21.53238 11 
Small ‘take 
away’ low 
on the 
ground 

1 1 scratched 
eland 

 
LH  
12 
 

30.19240 21.52920 12 
Near 
boulder 5 

1 1 scraped 
kudu with 
clear horns 

 
LH 
13 

30.19323 21.53575 13 4 1 Kudu bull 
3 kudu 
females 
with large 
ears 

 
LH 
14 

30.19302 21.53579 14 
Lodge 
back 

5 2 small 
eland 
3 indet. 
animals 

 
 



Site S E Boulder 
number 

No. of 
images 

Description Photos / sketches 

 
 LANG-

HOOGTE 
 Total 

Boulders
14 

Total 
images

42 

Boulders 
with graffiti 

1 

Human (male and poss.) 5  
Flywhisk 1 

Small antelope 5 
Ostrich 4 

Eland 5 
Medium antelope 4 

Indet. small animal 3 
Indeterminate animals 3 

Equid 2 
Elephant 1 

Kudu 5 
Sets of lines 2 

Oval/circle with lines 1 
Radiating lines 1 

 

LODGE LSA:  Scatter of later Stone Age artefacts in crystal and milky quartz with ostrich eggshell 

fragments. Includes one possible segment in crystal quartz. 

30.19312, 21.53578 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



9.2 Extracts from the National Heritage Resources Act (No 25 of 1999) 

 

 

 

DEFINITIONS 

Section 2 

In this Act, unless the context requires otherwise: 

ii. “Archaeological” means –  

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 10 m 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,… 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. 

viii. “Development” means any physical intervention, excavation or action, other 

than those caused by natural forces, which may in the opinion of a heritage 

authority in any way result in a change to the nature, appearance or physical 

nature of a place, or influence its stability and future well-being, including – 

a) construction, alteration, demolition, removal or change of use of a 

place or structure at a place; 

b) carrying out any works on or over or under a place; 

c) subdivision or consolidation of land comprising, a place, including the 

structures or airspace of a place; 

d) constructing or putting up for display signs or hoardings; 

e) any change to the natural or existing condition or topography of land; 

and 

f) any removal or destruction of trees, or removal of vegetation or 

topsoil; 

xiii. “Grave” means a place of interment and includes the contents, headstone or 

other marker of such a place, and any other structure on or associated with 

such place; 

xxi. “Living heritage” means the intangible aspects of inherited culture, and may 

include – 

a) cultural tradition; 

b) oral history; 

c) performance; 

d) ritual; 

e) popular memory; 

f) skills and techniques; 

g) indigenous knowledge systems; and 

h) the holistic approach to nature, society and social relationships. 

xxxi. “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 trance; 



xli. “Site” means any area of land, including land covered by water, and including 

any structures or objects thereon; 

xliv. “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; 

 

 

NATIONAL ESTATE 

Section 3 

1) For the purposes of this Act, those heritage resources of South Africa which 

are of cultural significance or other special value for the present community 

and for future generations must be considered part of the national estate and 

fall within the sphere of operations of heritage resources authorities. 

2) Without limiting the generality of subsection 1), the national estate may 

include – 

a) places, buildings, structures and equipment of cultural significance; 

b) places to which oral traditions are attached or which are associated 

with living heritage; 

c) historical settlements and townscapes; 

d) landscapes and natural features of cultural significance; 

e) geological sites of scientific or cultural importance 

f) archaeological and palaeontological sites; 

g) graves and burial grounds, including – 

i. ancestral graves; 

ii. royal graves and graves of traditional leaders; 

iii. graves of victims of conflict 

iv. graves of individuals designated by the Minister by notice in 

the Gazette; 

v. historical graves and cemeteries; and 

vi. other human remains which are not covered in terms of the 

Human Tissue Act, 1983 (Act No 65 of 1983) 

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

i) movable objects, including – 

i. objects recovered from the soil or waters of South Africa, 

including archaeological and palaeontological objects and 

material, meteorites and rare geological specimens; 

ii. objects to which oral traditions are attached or which are 

associated with living heritage; 

iii. ethnographic art and objects; 

iv. military objects; 

v. objects of decorative or fine art; 

vi. objects of scientific or technological interest; and 

vii. books, records, documents, photographic positives and 

negatives, graphic, film or video material or sound recordings, 

excluding those that are public records as defined in section 1 

xiv) of the National Archives of South Africa Act, 1996 (Act No 

43 of 1996). 

 

 

STRUCTURES 

Section 34 

1) 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. 



 

 

ARCHAEOLOGY, PALAEONTOLOGY AND METEORITES 

Section 35 

3) Any person who discovers archaeological or palaeontological objects or 

material or a meteorite in the course of development or agricultural activity 

must immediately report the find to the responsible heritage resources 

authority, or to the nearest local authority offices or museum, which must 

immediately notify such heritage resources authority. 

4) 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 assists in the detection 

or recovery of metals or archaeological and palaeontological material 

or objects, or use such equipment for the recovery of meteorites. 

5) When the responsible heritage resources authority has reasonable cause to 

believe that any activity or development which will destroy, damage or alter 

any archaeological or palaeontological site is under way, and where no 

application for a permit has been submitted and no heritage resources 

management procedure in terms of section 38 has been followed, it may – 

a) serve on the owner or occupier of the site or on the person 

undertaking such development an order for the development to cease 

immediately for such period as is specified in the order; 

b) carry out an investigation for the purpose of obtaining information on 

whether or not an archaeological or palaeontological site exists and 

whether mitigation is necessary; 

c) if mitigation is deemed by the heritage resources authority to be 

necessary, assist the person on whom the order has been served 

under paragraph a) to apply for a permit as required in subsection 4); 

and 

d) recover the costs of such investigation from the owner or occupier of 

the land on which it is believed an archaeological or palaeontological 

site is located or from the person proposing to undertake the 

development if no application for a permit is received within two 

weeks of the order being served. 

6) The responsible heritage resources authority may, after consultation with the 

owner of the land on which an archaeological or palaeontological site or 

meteorite is situated, serve a notice on the owner or any other controlling 

authority, to prevent activities within a specified distance from such site or 

meteorite. 

 

 

BURIAL GROUNDS AND GRAVES 

Section 36 

3) 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. 

4) SAHRA or a provincial heritage resources authority may not issue a permit for 

the destruction of any burial ground or grave referred to in subsection 3a) 

unless it is satisfied that the applicant has made satisfactory arrangements for 

the exhumation and re-interment of the contents of such graves, at the cost 

of the applicant and in accordance with any regulations made by the 

responsible heritage resources authority. 

5) SAHRA or a provincial heritage resources authority may not issue a permit for 

any activity under subsection 3b) 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. 

6) 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 

authority – 

a) carry out an investigation for the purpose of obtaining information on 

whether or not such grave is protected in terms of this Act or is of 

significance to any community; and 

b) if such grave is protected or is of significance, assist any person who 

or community which is a direct descendant to make arrangements for 

the exhumation and re-internment of the contents of such grave or, in 

the absence of such person or community, make any such 

arrangements as it deems fit. 

 

 

 

HERITAGE RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 

Section 38 

1) Subject to the provisions of subsections 7), 8) and 9), any person who 

intends to undertake a development categorised as –  

a) the construction of a road, wall, powerline, pipeline, canal or other 

similar form of linear development or barrier exceeding 300 m in 

length; 

b) the construction of a bridge or similar structure exceeding 50 m in 

length; 

c) any development or other activity which will change the character of a 

site – 



i. exceeding 5 000 m² in extent; or 

ii. involving three or more existing erven or subdivisions thereof; 

or 

iii. involving three or more erven or subdivisions thereof which 

have been consolidated within the past five years; or 

iv. the costs which will exceed a sum set in terms of regulations 

by SAHRA or a provincial heritage resources authority; 

d) the rezoning of a site exceeding 10 000 m² in extent; or 

e) any other category of development provided for in regulations by 

SAHRA or a provincial heritage resources authority, 

must at the very earliest stages of initiating such a development, notify the 

responsible heritage resources authority and furnish it with details regarding the 

location, nature and extent of the proposed development. 

2) The responsible heritage resources authority must, within 14 days of receipt 

of a notification in terms of subsection 1) – 

a) if there is reason to believe that heritage resources will be affected by 

such development, notify the person who intends to undertake the 

development to submit an impact assessment report. Such report 

must be compiled at the cost of the person proposing the development, 

by a person or persons approved by the responsible heritage 

resources authority with relevant qualifications and experience and 

professional standing in heritage resources management; or 

b) notify the person concerned that this section does not apply. 

3) The responsible heritage resources authority must specify the information to 

be provided in a report required in terms of subsection 2a) … 

4) The report must be considered timeously by the responsible heritage 

resources authority which must, after consultation with the person proposing 

the development decide – 

a) whether or not the development may proceed; 

b) any limitations or conditions to be applied to the development; 

c) what general protections in terms of this Act apply, and what formal 

protections may be applied, to such heritage resources; 

d) whether compensatory action is required in respect of any heritage 

resources damaged or destroyed as a result of the development; and 

e) whether the appointment of specialists is required as a condition of 

approval of the proposal. 

 

 

APPOINTMENT AND POWERS OF HERITAGE INSPECTORS 

Section 50 

7) Subject to the provision of any other law, a heritage inspector or any other 

person authorised by a heritage resources authority in writing, may at all 

reasonable times enter upon any land or premises for the purpose of 

inspecting any heritage resource protected in terms of the provisions of this 

Act, or any other property in respect of which the heritage resources authority 

is exercising its functions and powers in terms of this Act, and may take 

photographs, make measurements and sketches and use any other means of 

recording information necessary for the purposes of this Act. 

8) A heritage inspector may at any time inspect work being done under a permit 

issued in terms of this Act and may for that purpose at all reasonable times 

enter any place protected in terms of this Act. 

9) Where a heritage inspector has reasonable grounds to suspect that an offence 

in terms of this Act has been, is being, or is about to be committed, the 

heritage inspector may with such assistance as he or she thinks necessary – 



a) enter and search any place, premises, vehicle, vessel or craft, and for 

that purpose stop and detain any vehicle, vessel or craft, in or on 

which the heritage inspector believes, on reasonable grounds, there is 

evidence related to that offence; 

b) confiscate and detain any heritage resource or evidence concerned 

with the commission of the offence pending any further order from the 

responsible heritage resources authority; and  

c) take such action as is reasonably necessary to prevent the commission 

of an offence in terms of this Act. 

A heritage inspector may, if there is reason to believe that any work is being done or 

any action is being taken in contravention of this Act or the conditions of a permit 

issued in terms of this Act, order the immediate cessation of such work or action 

pending any further order from the responsible heritage resources authority. 

 

 

 

 

 


