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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

PGS Heritage (Pty) Ltd was appointed by Zitholele Consulting to undertake a Heritage Impact
Assessment (HIA) that forms part of the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) for the proposed
Kimberley Ekapa Mining Joint Venture 2.8 Slimes Pipeline Project, Kimberley, Northern Cape

The field work revealed a total of 1 heritage site. The heritage site consists of a large cemetery dating
from the 1870’s to the 1970’s (KIM001) with approximately 8000 graves (judging by grave numbers)
The cemetery is about 50 m from both pipeline alternatives and will not be impacted on by
construction activities.

No impact on heritage resources are foreseen during construction, however possible blow outs of the
pipeline need to be considered due to the pipelines close proximity to the cemetery. The following
mitigation measures will need to be implemented during construction:

Cemetery KIM001:
It is recommended that
•

The pipeline be no less than 50m away from the cemetery

•

A berm be placed between the pipeline and the cemetery to ensure no slurry can enter
the cemetery if any fault were to occur.

The impact assessment has rated the impact on the graves as MODERATE, By implementing the
proposed management measures the impact could be reduced to LOW.
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1

INTRODUCTION

PGS Heritage (Pty) Ltd (PGS) was appointed by Zitholele Consulting to undertake a Heritage Impact
Assessment (HIA) that forms part of the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) for the proposed
Kimberley Ekapa Mining Joint Venture 2.8 Slimes Pipeline Project, Kimberley, Northern Cape.

1.1

Scope of the Study

The aim of the study is to identify possible heritage sites and finds that may occur in the proposed
development area. The HIA aims to inform the EIA in the development of a comprehensive
Environmental Management Program (EMPr) to assist the developer in managing the discovered
heritage resources in a responsible manner, in order to protect, preserve, and develop them
within the framework provided by the National Heritage Resources Act of 1999 (Act 25 of 1999)
(NHRA).

1.2

Specialist Qualifications

PGS compiled this HIA Report.

The staff at PGS has a combined experience of nearly 70 years in the heritage consulting industry.
PGS will only undertake heritage assessment work where their staff has the relevant expertise and
experience to undertake that work competently.

Jessica Angel, author of this report, holds a Masters degree in Archaeology and is registered as a
Professional Archaeologist with the Association of Southern African Professional Archaeologists
(ASAPA).

Wouter Fourie, the Project Coordinator, is registered with the Association of Southern African
Professional Archaeologists (ASAPA) as a Professional Archaeologist and is accredited as a Principal
Investigator; he is further an Accredited Professional Heritage Practitioner with the Association of
Professional Heritage Practitioners (APHP).
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Ilan Smeyatski, graduated with his Masters degree (MSc) in Archaeology from the University of
Witwatersrand and is registered as a Professional Archaeologist with the Association of Southern
African Professional Archaeologists (ASAPA).

1.3

Assumptions and Limitations

Not detracting in any way from the comprehensiveness of the fieldwork undertaken, it is
necessary to realise that the heritage resources located during the fieldwork do not necessarily
represent all the possible heritage resources present within the area. Various factors account for
this, including the subterranean nature of some archaeological sites and the current dense
vegetation cover.

1.4

Legislative Context

The identification, evaluation and assessment of any cultural heritage site, artefact or find in the
South African context is required and governed by the following legislation:

i.

National Environmental Management Act (NEMA) Act 107 of 1998

ii.

National Heritage Resources Act (NHRA) Act 25 of 1999

iii.

Minerals and Petroleum Resources Development Act (MPRDA) Act 28 of 2002

The following sections in each Act refer directly to the identification, evaluation and assessment of
cultural heritage resources.

i.

National Environmental Management Act (NEMA) Act 107 of 1998
a. Basic Environmental Assessment (BEA) – Section (23)(2)(d)
b. Environmental Scoping Report (ESR) – Section (29)(1)(d)
c. Environmental Impacts Assessment (EIA) – Section (32)(2)(d)
d. EMPr (EMP) – Section (34)(b)

ii.

National Heritage Resources Act (NHRA) Act 25 of 1999
a. Protection of Heritage Resources – Sections 34 to 36; and
b. Heritage Resources Management – Section 38

The NHRA stipulates that cultural heritage resources may not be disturbed without authorization
from the relevant heritage authority, and that an HIA will be required if a development triggers
Kimberley Ekapa Mining Joint Venture 2.8 Slimes Pipeline project – Heritage Impact Assessment
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any of the development types listed in section 38 of the NHRA. Sections 34-36 further stipulates
the protections afforded to structures older than 60 years, archaeological, palaeontological,
meteorites, graves and burial grounds, as well as the process to be followed if these resources
need to be disturbed.
In addition, the NEMA (No 107 of 1998) and the GNR 982 (Government Gazette 38282, 14
December 2014 as amended in 2017) state that, “the objective of an environmental impact
assessment process is to, … identify the location of the development footprint within the
preferred site … focussing on the geographical, physical, biological, social, economic, cultural and
heritage aspects of the environment” (GNR 982, Appendix 3(2)(c), emphasis added). In accordance
with legislative requirements and EIA rating criteria, the regulations of SAHRA and ASAPA have
also been incorporated to ensure that a comprehensive legally compatible HIA report is compiled.

Table 1 – Terminology
ABBREVIATIONS

DESCRIPTION

AIA

Archaeological Impact Assessment

ADF

Ash disposal facility

ASAPA

Association of South African Professional Archaeologists

CRM

Cultural Resource Management

DEA

Department of Environmental Affairs

DWS

Department of Water and Sanitation

EIA practitioner

Environmental Impact Assessment Practitioner

EIA

Environmental Impact Assessment

EMPr

Environmental Management Program

ESA

Early Stone Age

GPS

Global Positioning System

HIA

Heritage Impact Assessment

I&AP

Interested & Affected Party

LSA

Late Stone Age

LIA

Late Iron Age

MSA

Middle Stone Age

MIA

Middle Iron Age

MPHRA

Mpumalanga Provincial Heritage Authority

NEMA

National Environmental Management Act
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NHRA

National Heritage Resources Act

PHRA

Provincial Heritage Resources Authority

PSSA

Palaeontological Society of South Africa

ROD

Record of Decision

SADC

Southern African Development Community

SAHRA

South African Heritage Resources Agency

Archaeological resources
This includes:
i.

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;

ii.

rock art, being any form of painting, engraving or other graphic representation on
a fixed rock surface or loose rock or stone, which was executed by human agency
and which is older than 100 years, including any area within 10m of such
representation;

iii.

wrecks, being any vessel or aircraft, or any part thereof which was wrecked in
South Africa, whether on land, in the internal waters, the territorial waters or in
the maritime culture zone of the republic as defined in the Maritimes Zones Act,
and any cargo, debris or artefacts found or associated therewith, which is older
than 60 years or which SAHRA considers to be worthy of conservation;

iv.

features, structures and artefacts associated with military history which are older
than 75 years and the site on which they are found.

Cultural significance
This means aesthetic, architectural, historical, scientific, social, spiritual, linguistic or technological
value or significance

Development
This means any physical intervention, excavation, or action, other than those caused by natural
forces, which may in the opinion of the heritage authority in any way result in the change to the
nature, appearance or physical nature of a place or influence its stability and future well-being,
including:
i.

construction, alteration, demolition, removal or change in use of a place or a
structure at a place;
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ii.

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

iii.

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

iv.

constructing or putting up for display signs or boards;

v.

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

vi.

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

Early Stone Age
The archaeology of the Stone Age between 400 000 and 2 500 000 years ago.

Fossil
Mineralised bones of animals, shellfish, plants and marine animals. A trace fossil is the track or
footprint of a fossil animal that is preserved in stone or consolidated sediment.

Heritage
That which is inherited and forms part of the National Estate (Historical places, objects, fossils as
defined by the National Heritage Resources Act 25 of 1999).

Heritage resources
This means any place or object of cultural significance

Holocene
The most recent geological time period which commenced 10 000 years ago.

Late Stone Age
The archaeology of the last 30 000 years associated with fully modern people.

Late Iron Age (Early Farming Communities)
The archaeology of the last 1000 years up to the 1800’s, associated with iron working and farming
activities such as herding and agriculture.

Middle Stone Age
The archaeology of the Stone Age between 30 000-300 000 years ago associated with early
modern humans.
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Palaeontology
Any fossilised remains or fossil trace of animals or plants which lived in the geological past, other
than fossil fuels or fossiliferous rock intended for industrial use, and any site which contains such
fossilised remains or trace.

Refer to Annexure A for further discussions on heritage management and legislative frameworks

Figure 1 – Human and Cultural Time line in Africa (Morris, 2008)
Kimberley Ekapa Mining Joint Venture 2.8 Slimes Pipeline project – Heritage Impact Assessment
27 July 2017

Page 12

2

2.1

TECHNICAL DETAILS OF THE PROJECT

Site Location and Description

The overall study area (Figure 2) consists of two alternative routes

Figure 2 –Locality Map

Figure 3: Two corridor alternatives
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2.2

Project background

Problem statement
1. LOM (provision needs to be made for):
•

Tailings mass: 19(years) x 9M(Head Feed) x 0.5 = 85.5M tonnes

•

Thus tailings volume (density of 2.7) = 31.7 M3

•

Slimes mass: 19(years) x 9M(Head Feed) x 0.5 = 85.5M tonnes

•

Thus slimes volume (density of 1.5) = 57 M3

Requirement is thus for approximately 90 M3 (combined)
2. Current slimes facility is until end 2018
3. Bultfontein capacity (volume): 40.2 M3

Concideration points
•

Decide what the end-state of Bultfontein needs to be i.e. wetland, level flat area etc. and
use thereof;

•

That will provide a steer on whether to co-dispose or not;

•

Quantify the holistic cost of co-disposal or not;

•

Need to execute the wall-raising of current paste facility in next financial year to gain
additional 2 years for construction;

•

Design the plugs for worst case scenario i.e. slimes only (using a density of 2); and

•

Commence with the 5 critical plugs in the next financial year

Refer to Annexure B for a more detail on the project description.

2.3
2.3.1

Methodology
Desktop and Archival Research

A search was conducted of the published literature regarding the history and archaeology of the
general study area. Both historical and recent topographical maps as well as satellite information
(Google earth) were analysed for indications of possible historic or archaeological structures.
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3

BASELINE ENVIRONMENT - HERITAGE

3.1. The Archival findings

The archival research focused on available information sources (published literature and historical
maps) that were used to compile a background history of the study area and surrounds. This data
then informed the possible heritage resources to be expected during the initial field surveying.
Table 2: Summary of archival data found on the area in general
DATE

DESCRIPTION

2.5 million to 250 The Earlier Stone Age is the first and oldest phase identified in South Africa’s
000 years ago

archaeological history and comprises two technological phases. The earliest
of these technological phases is known as the Oldowan, which is associated
with crude flakes and hammer stones and dates to approximately 2 million
years ago. Examples of such tools have been excavated from the sites of
Wonderwerk Cave in Kuruman and Canteen Kopje in Barkly West, near
Kimberley.
The second technological phase in the earlier stone age of Southern Africa is
known as the Acheulian and comprises more refined and better made stone
artefacts such as the cleaver and bifacial hand axe. The Acheulian dates back
to approximately 1.5 million years ago and examples of this phase have been
found at Wonderwerk Cave (Berna et al. 2012). This site is of particular
importance because its excavations have provided some of the first
evidence of the controlled use of fire by hominins dating to approximately 1
million years ago (Berna et al. 2012). Other archaeological sites associated
with the Earlier Stone Age from the general vicinity of the study area, is
Canteen Kopje, Kathu Pan and Rooidam which has yielded many invaluable
artefacts primarily associated with the Acheulian, this particular period of
Earlier Stone Age (Herries, 2011).

250 000 to 40 000 The Middle Stone Age is the second oldest phase identified in South Africa’s
years ago

archaeological history. This phase is associated with flakes, points and
blades manufactured by means of the so-called ‘prepared core’ technique.
Examples of such artefacts have been found at the Bundu Farm, Kathu Pan
and Wonderwerk Cave sites (Lombard et al. 2012). It is also widely argued
that this time period saw the advent of “modern human behaviour”.
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40 000 years ago to The Later Stone Age is the third oldest phase identified in South Africa’s
the historic past

archaeological history. This phase in human history is associated with an
abundance of very small stone artefacts known as microliths and is
characterised by a hunter-gatherer way of life. Other types of heritage
associated with this time period and therefore hunter-gatherers are OES
(ostrich eggshell) beads, thin-walled ceramics, bone implements and rock art
(painted and engraved) (Forssman et al. 2010). A large number of Later
Stone Age sites are known in the Northern Cape Province. Some of these
include those sites found in the Seacow Valley (Sampson, 1988) and Little
Witkrans, Powerhouse Cave, and Blinkklipkop (Humphreys & Thackeray,
1983). And the more famous sites such as Wonderwerk Cave in Kuruman
and Canteen Kopje in Barkley West, near Kimberley (Forssman et al. 2010).
Canteen Kopje exhibits evidence of a very rich cultural history in the later
periods of the Later Stone Age where the hunter-gatherers would interact
with Khoekhoe herders that moved into the region, which we can tell from
excavated domesticated animal remains such as sheep and goats (Forssman
et al. 2010). These communities even entered a network of cultural
exchange within the last 2000 years. Similar evidence has also been
recovered from Wonderwerk Cave (Forssman et al. 2010).

AD 1650 – AD 1700

Historical records combined with ‘Type Z’ walling and archaeological
evidence from Postmasburg show that Bantu-speaking farmers occupied the
area from around AD 1650 to AD 1700. The typical archaeology that is
associated with these Iron Age farmers are the well-known stone-walled
settlements (or ‘Kraals’) and their thick-walled, decorated ceramics.
However there is not much evidence of farmers or herders South and to the
West of this area, with the evidence showing that most of this land was left
unoccupied possibly because of its characteristically arid conditions
(Forssman et al. 2010).

AD 1700 - AD 1850

Hearsay and eyewitness accounts have placed Tswana (more specifically
Tshlaping) farming settlements North of present-day Kuruman however, a
lack of archaeological evidence from the area as well as what we know
about the lack of rainfall in the area, corroborates the previous point that
this point of South Africa was not well inhabited by Iron Age farmers
(Humphreys, 1976).
The 18th century is also characterised by the conflict between the Griqua,
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Korana and white settlers who were competing for availability of land, which
gave rise to the occurrence of the Mfecane as a direct result of the influx of
all these different peoples (Becker, 2013)
AD 1800- AD 1900

Kamfersdam mine was one of the first diamond digging camps in the area,
situated north of Kimberley (Becker, 2013). Its mining area also doubled as a
strategic position by the Boers during the Anglo-Boer War (Becker, 2013).
Diamond digging fortified itself as the main bookmark in Kimberley’s recent
history. Diamond digging began in Kimberley during 1871 and ended by
1914 (The Big Hole, 2012). During this time, from about 1872, a huge
population shift occurred where the population of Kimberley experienced an
estimated increase from 28 000 to 50 000 people due to the increase in
diamond mining activities (Rob, 1981). Within a few years the population of
the diamond field was reduced, and miners started to concentrate around
the Kimberley mine in about 1875 (Rob, 1981). By the end of the 1880s the
efforts of all these individual miners, prospectors and claim-holders had over
shadowed as companies began to coalesce which eventually gave rise to the
De Beers monopoly (Van Der Merwe et al. 2009).
South Africa’s railway system started as early as the 1860s however, the
importance of diamond mining in the area gave preference for the
construction of railway infrastructure in the area to be built between the
1870s and 1880s, in order to connect Kimberley to various colonies (Becker,
2013).
Commercial diamond mining has not stopped for the last 120 years with De
Beers at the helm (Becker, 2013).

1869

Figure 4 – Kimberley Mine, 1872.
“The search for diamonds was divided between two area: the wet diggings
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along the Vaal River and the dry diggings 40km south. The Vaal River
diggings attracted the most prospectors” (Gaigher & Associates, 2014).
1873

Figure 5 – Kimberley, 1899.
“New Rush was renamed Kimberly (in honour of the Earl of Kimberley, the
British Secretary of State for the Colonies) and Proclaimed on 5 July 1873.
The nearest town, called Beaconsfield was merged with Kimberley in 1912 to
become a city” (Gaigher & Associates, 2014).
1899 - 1902

A series of fortifications and encampments can still be found today
surrounding Kimberley as a result of the siege of Kimberley between 1899
and 1900, during the Anglo-Boer War (Becker, 2013). The Kimberley area
was also privy to the “Western Campaign” during the war, with regards to
the Battles of Belmont, Graspan, Modder River and Magersfontein (Morris
2000). It also saw the base of operations for the subsequent incursions into
the Cape Colony by De Wet, Hertzog and Naude, as well as the development
of British military bases and hospitals (Morris 2000).

1870-1880

It had been believed that the current Wesselton Mine property was was
diamond bearing as the ground had been proclaimed public diggings in 1871
however, no real trace of diamonds had been discovered (Lunderstedt,
2013). In August 1880 there was considerable excitement on the farm with
1000 claims being offered by Wessels, the original owner of the farming
property (Lunderstedt, 2013). A group of prospective diggers who never
received a claim, petitioned the Free State Government to open the farm as
a public diggings, but it was denied (Lunderstedt, 2013). The Free State sent
an armed delegation to the farm to remove the illegal diggers, but they had
already left. Those who had legitimate claims also left due to the apparent
absence of diamonds (Lunderstedt, 2013).
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1890

The actual date of discovery of the Wesselton Mine has not been
recorded, although the month of September 1890 is the most
agreeable date (Lunderstedt, 2013). Fabricius and his employer, Henry
Ward who owned the mineral rights to the Wessels farm, managed to
keep their discovery reasonably quiet (Lunderstedt, 2013). After
months of prospecting, Ward was quite satisfied by December 1890
that Fabricius had actually found a mine and by 16 January 1891
Fabricius had employed at least five men to work the mine for him
(Lunderstedt, 2013).

The news was only broken to the public of Kimberley in the Diamond
Fields Advertiser in early January 1891 with a paragraph titled “The
New Mine”, followed by a slightly longer story titled “The New
diamond Mine on Wessels Farm” in mid-January (Lunderstedt, 2013).

1891

Figure 6 – Wesselton Mine, 1891.

Benaauwheidsfontein farm lies on the borderline between the Orange Free
State and Griqualand West and was owned by Johannes Jacobus Wessels
when diamonds were discovered (Lunderstedt, 2013). The Wesselton Estate,
including the farms Benaauwheidsfontein and Olifantsfontein as including
the Premier (Wesselton) Mine, were purchased by De Beers from JJ Wessels
in December 1891 for £451 438 5s 10d (Lunderstedt, 2013).
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The diggers of Kimberley and Beaconsfield were not pleased about
the state of affairs at the newly discovered mine (Lunderstedt, 2013).
During this time, the Dutoitspan and Bultfontein mines temporarily
closed causing hundreds of diggers to be out of work (Lunderstedt,
2013). As a result, they took it upon themselves to have the
Wesselton Mine declared a public diggings (Lunderstedt, 2013).

There plan was to rush the site en masse of several hundreds on
Thursday 5 February 1891 (Lunderstedt, 2013). Some 400 claims were
pegged in a fashion reminiscent of the original diamond rushes, after
which they petitioned the Government to proclaim the land as a
public digging. However, a court decision upheld the agreement that
Ward had with the farm owner Wessels, as well as the subsequent
agreement between Ward and De Beers (Lunderstedt, 2013).

1891-1898

Figure 7 – Wesselton Mine, 1890s.

De Beers gained control of the Premier Mine (Wesselton mine) in December
1891

having

finally

bought

the

farm

Benaauwheidfontein

(and

Olifantsfontein) from J.J. Wessels (Lunderstedt, 2013). However, Henry
Ward was permitted as the bond holder, the right to extract 5 million loads
over a period of five years until expiration in 1896 at a rate of £60 000 per
annum payment to De Beers (Lunderstedt, 2013). De Beers took over from
Ward completely in January 1896 and by December that same year, hauling
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of the blue ground commenced and washing operations began on 3 January
1898. Ward had taken out an average of 16 000 carats per month during his
5 year contract (Lunderstedt, 2013).
1899

The mine was unofficially named the Premier Mine by Henry Ward in honour
of Cecil John Rhodes becoming the Premier of the Cape Colony in 1890
(Lunderstedt, 2013). Although, it was also known as the Wesselton Mine
until it was officially proclaimed as the Premier Mine by Sir Alfred Milner,
the Governor of the Cape Colony, on 27 November 1899 (Lunderstedt,
2013).

During this same year being in the midst of the South African War, on
1 November 1899 the Boers crept closer to Kimberley, blowing up
the De Beers dynamite magazine on Dronfield Ridge and taking up
positions along it (Lunderstedt, 2013).

On 4 November, Hoof Commandant CJ Wessels (in command of the
OFS forces besieging Kimberley) demanded immediate surrender
of Kimberley, and if denied, that all Boer families be allowed to leave
the city (Lunderstedt, 2013). He also advised that safe conduct would
be given to women and children of other nationalities (Lunderstedt,
2013). His request was denied as was invited Wessels to occupy the
town as an action of war (Lunderstedt, 2013). The ultimatum given by
Wessels expired at 6pm on 6 November and shortly thereafter Boer
guns fired into Kimberley for the first time when two shells were fired
at the Premier Mine (Wesselton Mine) but fell short of the target
(Lunderstedt, 2013).

On 7 November 36 shells landed in Newton township and at Premier
Mine (Wesselton Mine) (Lunderstedt, 2013).
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1904

Figure 8 – Wesselton Mine, 1890s.

The final name change of the Wesselton Mine occurred at a De Beers Board
meeting on 17 November 1904 the Board “…resolved after discussion to call
it the Wesselton Mine in future to avoid confusion with the Premier Mine,
Pretoria…” that had been discovered in 1898 (Lunderstedt, 2013).
1910

10 September 1910 - 1600 African miners arrested by the police following
the Wesselton mine strike (Lunderstedt, 2013).

1914

The Great War having just started in Europe ensured that all operations on
the diamond mines in Kimberley had shut down on 8 August 1914
(Lunderstedt, 2013). Wesselton Mine and Bultfontein Mine would reopen in
May 1916, but the most famous of the five big mines, the Kimberley Mine
(Big Hole), would never again operate (Lunderstedt, 2013).

1891 - Present

Wesselton mine has been in operation since 1892 up until present day,
although there were periods of temporary closure.

3.1.1

1:50 000 Topographic map. 1941, Surveyed and drawn by the SURVEY DEPOT S.A.E.C,
Johannesburg.

This map shows the presence of infrastructure which is still in use as well as the a cemetery. Other
mining activity is also depicted, also remaining at present. No other relevant sites are depicted.
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Figure 9-1:500 000 topographic map showing the Kerkhof Cemetery (Red circle)

3.1.2. Previous reports from the area

What follows is a list of past heritage and archaeological impact assessments performed in and
around the Kimberley area:
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Title

Phase

Date

Author

Authoring Body

Commisioning
Company

Finds

Phase 1 Heritage Impact Assessment
Hotazel to Kimberley and De Aar to
Port of Ngqura

HIA Phase 1

20/02/2013

Elize Becker

Hatch

Archaeological Impact Assessment of
the Proposed Telecommunications
Project, Kimberley - De Aar Network,
Norther Cape

AIA Phase 1

01/08/2000

David Morris

McGregor Museum

Archaeological and Historical
Investigation of the Proposed New
Goal Site at Kimberley, Northern
Cape

AIA Phase 1

11/08/2003

Cobus Dreyer

Skeletons Found at 78 Transvaal
Road, Kimberley

Archaeological
Permit Report

26/07/2004

David Morris

McGregor Museum

Human remains

Archaeological Impact Assessment of
Portion 37, a Portion of Portion 27
(Boland) of the Farm Zoutpansfontein
No 34, Kimberley District, Northern
Cape

AIA Phase 1

01/04/2005

Peter Beaumont

McGregor Museum

Later Stone Age artefacts

Cultural Resources Management
Impact Assessment: (Portion of)
Paardeberg 12; Paardeberg-East,
Kimberley District, Northern Cape,
South Africa

AIA Phase 1

29/06/2005

Karen Van
Ryneveld

McGregor Museum

none

Archaeological and Cultural Historical
Investigation of the Proposed
Diamond Mining Developments on
the Farm Slypklip North 32,
Kimberley, NC

AIA Phase 1

22/08/2005

Cobus Dreyer

Phase 1 Archaeological Impact
Assessment of the so-called 'Kemo
Dump' (National Site Number
2824DB039) on Remainder of Erf
5024, Erf 6376 and Erf 5058,
Vooruitzigt-81, Kimberley, Northern
Cape

AIA Phase 1

01/10/2005

David Morris

Historical structures,
archaeological finds

Archaeological finds, historical
materials

none

Later Stone Age artefacts, circular
structure

McGregor Museum
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Historical structures

Cultural Resources Management
Impact Assessment: Rooipoort:
(Portions of) Klipfontein 99, Berg
Plaats 100, Vogelstruis Pan 98,
Vogelstruis Pan 101 and Zand Plaats
102, Kimberley District, Northern
Cape, South Africa

AIA Phase 1

08/12/2005

Karen Van
Ryneveld

McGregor Museum

Middle and Later Stone Age
artefacts

Report on a Phase 1 Archaeological
Assessment of a Proposed Clay
Quarry at Roodepan 70, Kimberley,
Northern Cape. NC
30/5/1/3/3/2/1/358Em

AIA Phase 1

01/07/2006

David Morris

McGregor Museum

Middle Stone Age artefacts

Phase 1 Archaeological Impact
Assessment: Portion of the Farm
Platfontein 68, Kimberley District,
Northern Cape, South Africa

AIA Phase 1

05/01/2007

Karen Van
Ryneveld

National Museum
Bloemfontein Archaeology
Contracts Office

Middle Stone Age artefacts

Phase 1 Heritage Impact Assessment
Report on the Farm Eureka 200 near
Kimberley, Frances Baard District
Municipality, Northern Cape Province

AIA Phase 1

07/03/2007

Peter Beaumont

McGregor Museum

Historical structures and artefacts

Archaeological and Culture Historical
Assessment of the Proposed
Residential Developments at
Kimberley, Northern Cape

AIA Phase 1

07/07/2008

Cobus Dreyer

Report on a Phase 1 Archaeological
Impact Assessment of Proposed
Prospecting on Uitkyk 106, Locks
Verdriet 105 and Brakpan 107, West
of Kimberley, Northern Cape

AIA Phase 1

01/08/2008

David Morris

McGregor Museum

Middle Stone Age artefacts,
historical features and graves

Site Visit to Inspect Cultural Material
on Mine Debris Dumps Adjacent to
the Kimberley Mine at the Site of the
Proposed Hotel

AIA Phase 1

01/09/2005

David Morris

McGregor Museum

Historical artefacts

none
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL IMPACT
ASSESSMENT (AIA) OF TWO
PORTIONS OF ERF 8622 IN
KIMBERLEY FOR THE PROPOSED
REPROCESSING THE ST
AUGUSTINE MINE DUMPS,
KIMBERLEY MAGISTERIAL
DISTRICT, NORTHERN CAPE
PROVINCE

AIA Phase 1

22/06/2015

Neels Kruger

Phase 1 Archaeological Impact
Assessment - 'Offer to Purchase'
Property, Portions of Erf 7540, Erf
7541 and Erf 7538, Corner Quinn &
Naude Streets, Kimberley, Sol Plaatje
Municipality, Northern Cape

AIA Phase 1

25/05/2016

Karen Van
Ryneveld

Report on a Phase 1 Archaeological
Impact Assessment of a Proposed
Mining Site at the Eddie Williams
Oval, Kimberley, Northern Cape

AIA Phase 1

01/02/2009

David Morris,
Mamoluoane
Seliane

McGregor Museum

none

Heritage Impact Assessment of
alternative routes of a proposed 132
kV power line between the existing
Kimberley DS Substation and the
Homestead Substation at the northern
edge of Kimberley, Northern Cape.

AIA Phase 1

13/10/2010

David Morris

McGregor Museum

Stone Age artefacts and industrial
heritage

Cultural Resources Management
Impact Assessment: Portion 1 of
Roode Pan 146, Kimberley District,
Northern Cape, SA

AIA Phase 1

20/12/2005

Karen Van
Ryneveld

McGregor Museum

Stone Age artefacts and historic
structures

Heritage Impact Assessment:
proposed 10mw Photovoltaic (PV)
Power Plant on the Farm Slypklip
(Farm 198) near Kimberley, Northern
Cape Province

AIA Phase 1

14/05/2012

Wouter Fourie

PGS Heritage and
Grave Relocation
Consultants

none

Exigo3 Sustainability

Kimberley Ekapa Mining Joint Venture 2.8 Slimes Pipeline project – Heritage Impact Assessment
27 July 2017

Page 26

Exigo3
Sustainability

Historical artefacts

P&V Pillay Family
Trust

none

Heritage Impact Assessment for
proposed clearing of 70 ha
diamondiferous material from the
Buffalo Camp on the north eastern
side of Kimberley, Northern Cape.

HIA Phase 1

29/05/2015

David Morris

McGregor Museum

SRK Consulting
(Pty) Ltd Western Cape

Stone Age artefacts

HIA for the proposed Carodex Solar
Park near Kimberley

HIA Phase 1

07/02/2013

Marko Hutten

Hutten Heritage
Consultants

Carodex (Pty)
Ltd, AGES
(PTY) Ltd - East
London

Historic Structures

First Report on human remains
disturbed at Diamond Park,
Greenpoint, Kimberley

Site Inspection
Report

20/03/2014

David Morris

Heritage Impact Assessment for the
proposed Dioflash Solar Park southeast of Kimberley, Free State
Province

HIA Phase 1

14/12/2012

Marko Hutten

Hutten Heritage
Consultants

Cultural Resources Management
Impact Assessment: (Portions of)
Leeuwpoort 161, Kimberley District,
Northern Cape, South Africa

AIA Phase 1

06/09/2005

Karen Van
Ryneveld

McGregor Museum

PHASE 1 HERITAGE IMPACT
ASSESSMENT REQUESTED IN
TERMS OF SECTION 38 OF THE
NATIONAL HERITAGE
RESOURCES ACT NO 25/1999 FOR
MINING RIGHTS AT THE 2005 AND
2007 RETRENCHEES – KIMBERLEY
MINES TRUST KIMBERLEY,
NORTHERN CAPE PROVINCE

HIA Phase 1

02/05/2017

HIA for the proposed Pulida Solar
Park - South East of Kimberley

HIA Phase 1

07/01/2013

Marko Hutten

Human remains

Archaeological
and Heritage
Services Africa
(Pty) Ltd

Hutten Heritage
Consultants

Pulida Energy
(Pty) Ltd;
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none

none

Archaeological and
Heritage Services
Africa (Pty) Ltd
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Dioflash (Pty) Ltd

HIA for the proposed expansion to the
Samy's Whoesalers Warehouse,
Kimberley - Northern Cape

AIA Phase 1

01/11/2014

Stephan Gaigher

Archaeological and Cultural Heritage
Impact Assessment - Samy's
Wholesalers Extension, Erf 44500,
Kimberley, Sol Plaatje Municipality,
Northern Cape

AIA Phase 1

10/02/2015

Karen Van
Ryneveld

Phase 1 Heritage Impact Assessment
- Borrow Pit areas between Kimberley
to De Aar

HIA Phase 1

28/01/2013

Elize Becker

Gaigher &
Associates

Samy's
Wholesalers

Hatch

Transnet SOC Ltd
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4

HERITAGE FINDS

The heritage impact assessment required the analysis and determination of the significance of
heritage sites found during the fieldwork to enable the development of mitigation measures that
will reduce the impact from the proposed development on the heritage sites.

4.1

Site significance criteria

Site significance classification standards prescribed by the South African Heritage Resources
Agency (2006) and approved by the Association for Southern African Professional Archaeologists
(ASAPA) for the Southern African Development Community (SADC) region, were used for the
purpose of this report.

Table 3: Site significance classification standards as prescribed by SAHRA
FIELD RATING

GRADE

SIGNIFICANCE

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION

National

Significance

Grade 1

-

Conservation; National Site nomination

Provincial Significance

Grade 2

-

Conservation;

(NS)

(PS)

Provincial

Site

nomination

Local Significance (LS)

Grade 3A

High Significance

Conservation; Mitigation not advised

Local Significance (LS)

Grade 3B

High Significance

Mitigation (Part of site should be
retained)

Generally Protected A

Grade 4A

Medium

Mitigation before destruction

Grade 4B

Medium Significance

Recording before destruction

Grade 4C

Low Significance

Destruction

(GP.A)

High

/

Significance

Generally Protected B
(GP.B)
Generally Protected C
(GP.A)

The significance of heritage sites was based on four main criteria:
•

site integrity (i.e. primary vs. secondary context),

•

amount of deposit, range of features (e.g., stonewalling, stone tools and enclosures),
o

Density of scatter (dispersed scatter)
Low - <10/50m2
Medium - 10-50/50m2
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High - >50/50m2
•

uniqueness and

•

potential to answer present research questions.

Management actions and recommended mitigation, which will result in a reduction in the impact
on the sites, will be expressed as follows:

A - No further action necessary;
B - Mapping of the site and controlled sampling required;
C - No-go or relocate pylon position
D - Preserve site, or extensive data collection and mapping of the site; and
E - Preserve site

4.2

Fieldwork Findings

The field work revealed 1 heritage site. The heritage site consists of one cemetery (KIM001) with
approximately 8000 graves. The graves present include multiple ethnic groups

Figure 10 -Tracklogs and location of cemetery
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4.2.1

KIM001

GPS coordinates: -28.756384°, 24.805128°

A large cemetery is located here. The cemetery has graves belonging to a variety of ethnic groups.
The different groups are separated from eachother with walls and placement. There is no distinct
orientation of graves. It appears there are about 8000 graves present (according to grave numbers
located). The mine intends on preserving the cemetery and has already fenced off the entire area.
The site is located about 50 m from the pipeline alternatives. Also see Küsel, 2006.

Site size: Approximately 4ha in total

Figure 11: the two alignments and the cemetery with a 50m buffer in place.
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Figure 12 -Christian graves at the western Figure 13 -Jewish cemetery on the eastern side
corner of the cemetery

of the cemetery

Figure 14 – Jewish grave

Figure 15 – Muslim grave

Figure 16 – Entrance to the cemetery at the Figure 17 – Tailings deposit behind the cemetery
south

to the east
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Field Rating: Grade 3A – Locally protected
Heritage Significance: High Significance
Legislative protection: Section 36 of the NHRA (Act25 of 1999)
Impacts: The cemetery will not be directly impacted by the proposed development
Mitigation:
•

The pipeline must be no less than 50m away from the cemetery

•

A berm must be placed between the pipeline and the cemetery to ensure no slurry
can enter the cemetery if any fault were to occur.

5

IMPACT ASSESSMENT

The field work revealed a total of 1 heritage site. The heritage site consists of 1 cemetery
(KIM001) with approximately 8000 graves.

5.1

Existing Impacts – Pre-Construction

The 1 heritage site identified consists of 1 cemetery. This site is currently being maintained and
repaired where previous damage had occured. The impacts identified at the base line evaluation
are:

5.1.1

Cemeteries and graves

1. Burrowing animals causing dressings and headstones to fall in or collapse;
2. Vegetation overgrowing the cemeteries;
3. Previous vandolism
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IMPACT
DIRECTION

IMPACT

SIGNIFICANCE

SPATIAL
SCALE

LOW

Isolated
Sites
/
Incidental
proposed
site

Could
happen

2

1

3

Negative
Cemeterie
s and
graves

TEMPORAL
SCALE

1

PROBABILITY

RATING

0.80

-

The baseline impacts are considered to be LOW negative significance, on the proposed site in
extent. The impact could happen and will be incidental. The impact risk class is thus Very Low.

5.2

Cumulative Impacts – Construction and Operations

During the construction of pipeline little impact will occur to the cemetery as access roads are
already in place and the cemetery has already been fenced off. Possible breaches and impacts
during operation must be considered and monitored.

IMPACT
DIRECTION

IMPACT

Negative
Cemeteries
and graves

5.3

SIGNIFICANCE

SPATIAL SCALE

TEMPORAL
SCALE

PROBABILITY

HIGH

Study Area

Medium
term

Could
happen

4

2

3

3

RATING

1.80

-

Residual Impacts – Closure

No further impacts after closure are foreseen on heritage resources.

6

MANAGEMENT MEASURES

To manage the potential impact on the heritage resources during construction and thus
minimising the impact will require the following:

6.1.1

Cemeteries:
•

The pipeline be no less than 50m away from the cemetery
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•

A berm be placed between the pipeline and the cemetery to ensure no slurry can
enter the cemetery if any fault were to occur.

7

CONCLUSION

PGS Heritage was appointed by Zitholele Consulting to undertake a Heritage Impact Assessment
(HIA) that forms part of the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) for the proposed Kimberley
Ekapa Mining Joint Venture 2.8 Slimes Pipeline Project, Kimberley, Northern Cape

The field work revealed a total of 1 heritage site. The heritage site consists of a large cemetery
dating from the 1870’s to the 1970’s (KIM001) with approximately 8000 graves (judging by grave
numbers) The cemetery is about 50 m from both pipeline alternatives and will not be impacted on
by construction activities.

No impact on heritage resources are foreseen during construction, however possible blow outs of
the pipeline need to be considered due to the pipelines close proximity to the cemetery. The
following mitigation measures will need to be implemented during construction:

Cemetery KIM001:
It is recommended that
•

The pipeline be no less than 50m away from the cemetery

•

A berm be placed between the pipeline and the cemetery to ensure no slurry can
enter the cemetery if any fault were to occur.

The impact assessment has rated the impact on the graves as MODERATE, By implementing the
proposed management measures the impact could be reduced to LOW.
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8
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Annexure A
LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS – TERMINOLOGY AND ASSESSMENT CRITERIA

3.1 General principles
In areas where there has not yet been a systematic survey to identify conservation worthy
places, a permit is required to alter or demolish any structure older than 60 years. This will
apply until a survey has been done and identified heritage resources are formally protected.

Archaeological and palaeontological sites, materials, and meteorites are the source of our
understanding of the evolution of the earth, life on earth and the history of people. In the new
legislation, permits are required to damage, destroy, alter, or disturb them. People who already
possess material are required to register it. The management of heritage resources are
integrated with environmental resources and this means that before development takes place
heritage resources are assessed and, if necessary, rescued.

In addition to the formal protection of culturally significant graves, all graves, which are older
than 60 years and are not in a cemetery (such as ancestral graves in rural areas), are protected.
The legislation protects the interests of communities that have interest in the graves: they may
be consulted before any disturbance takes place. The graves of victims of conflict and those
associated with the liberation struggle will be identified, cared for, protected and memorials
erected in their honour.

Anyone who intends to undertake a development must notify the heritage resource authority
and if there is reason to believe that heritage resources will be affected, an impact assessment
report must be compiled at the construction company’s cost. Thus, the construction company
will be able to proceed without uncertainty about whether work will have to be stopped if an
archaeological or heritage resource is discovered.

According to the National Heritage Act (Act 25 of 1999 section 32) it is stated that:
An object or collection of objects, or a type of object or a list of objects, whether specific or
generic, that is part of the national estate and the export of which SAHRA deems it necessary to
control, may be declared a heritage object, including –
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•

objects recovered from the soil or waters of South Africa, including archaeological
and palaeontological objects, meteorites and rare geological specimens;

•

visual art objects;

•

military objects;

•

numismatic objects;

•

objects of cultural and historical significance;

•

objects to which oral traditions are attached and which are associated with living
heritage;

•

objects of scientific or technological interest;

•

books, records, documents, photographic positives and negatives, graphic material,
film or video 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), or in a provincial law pertaining to records or archives; and

•

any other prescribed category.

Under the National Heritage Resources Act (Act No. 25 of 1999), provisions are made that deal
with, and offer protection, to all historic and pre-historic cultural remains, including graves and
human remains.

3.2 Graves and cemeteries
Graves younger than 60 years fall under Section 2(1) of the Removal of Graves and Dead Bodies
Ordinance (Ordinance no. 7 of 1925) as well as the Human Tissues Act (Act 65 of 1983) and are
the jurisdiction of the National Department of Health and the relevant Provincial Department of
Health and must be submitted for final approval to the Office of the relevant Provincial Premier.
This function is usually delegated to the Provincial MEC for Local Government and Planning, or
in some cases the MEC for Housing and Welfare. Authorisation for exhumation and reinterment
must also be obtained from the relevant local or regional council where the grave is situated, as
well as the relevant local or regional council to where the grave is being relocated. All local and
regional provisions, laws and by-laws must also be adhered to. In order to handle and transport
human remains the institution conducting the relocation should be authorised under Section 24
of Act 65 of 1983 (Human Tissues Act).
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Graves older than 60 years, but younger than 100 years fall under Section 36 of Act 25 of 1999
(National Heritage Resources Act) as well as the Human Tissues Act (Act 65 of 1983) and are the
jurisdiction of the South African Heritage Resource Agency (SAHRA).

The procedure for

Consultation Regarding Burial Grounds and Graves (Section 36(5) of Act 25 of 1999) is applicable
to graves older than 60 years that are situated outside a formal cemetery administrated by a
local authority. Graves in the category located inside a formal cemetery administrated by a local
authority will also require the same authorisation as set out for graves younger than 60 years
over and above SAHRA authorisation.

If the grave is not situated inside a formal cemetery but is to be relocated to one, permission
from the local authority is required and all regulations, laws and by-laws set by the cemetery
authority must be adhered to.
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Annexure B
Project Outline
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Annexure C
THE SIGNIFICANCE RATING SCALES FOR THE EIA
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1. Impact Assessment Methodology
The impacts will be ranked according to the methodology described below. Where possible, mitigation
measures will be provided to manage impacts. In order to ensure uniformity, a standard impact
assessment methodology will be utilised so that a wide range of impacts can be compared with each other.
The impact assessment methodology makes provision for the assessment of impacts against the following
criteria:
•
Significance;
•

Spatial scale;

•

Temporal scale;

•

Probability; and

•

Degree of certainty.

A combined quantitative and qualitative methodology was used to describe impacts for each of the
aforementioned assessment criteria. A summary of each of the qualitative descriptors along with the
equivalent quantitative rating scale for each of the aforementioned criteria is given in Table 1.
Table-1: Quantitative rating and equivalent descriptors for the impact assessment criteria
Rating
1
2
3
4
5

Significance
VERY LOW
LOW
MODERATE
HIGH
VERY HIGH

Extent Scale
Proposed site
Study area
Local
Regional / Provincial
Global / National

Temporal Scale
Incidental
Short-term
Medium-term
Long-term
Permanent

A more detailed description of each of the assessment criteria is given in the following sections.
1.1 Significance Assessment
Significance rating (importance) of the associated impacts embraces the notion of extent and magnitude,
but does not always clearly define these since their importance in the rating scale is very relative. For
example, the magnitude (i.e. the size) of area affected by atmospheric pollution may be extremely large (1
000 km2) but the significance of this effect is dependent on the concentration or level of pollution. If the
concentration is great, the significance of the impact would be HIGH or VERY HIGH, but if it is diluted it
would be VERY LOW or LOW. Similarly, if 60 ha of a grassland type are destroyed the impact would be
VERY HIGH if only 100 ha of that grassland type were known. The impact would be VERY LOW if the
grassland type was common. A more detailed description of the impact significance rating scale is given in
Table 1 below.
Table 1: Description of the significance rating scale
Rating
5 Very high

4

High

Description
Of the highest order possible within the bounds of impacts which could occur.
In the case of adverse impacts: there is no possible mitigation and/or
remedial activity which could offset the impact. In the case of beneficial
impacts, there is no real alternative to achieving this benefit.
Impact is of substantial order within the bounds of impacts, which could
occur. In the case of adverse impacts: mitigation and/or remedial activity is
feasible but difficult, expensive, time-consuming or some combination of
these. In the case of beneficial impacts, other means of achieving this benefit

Kimberley Ekapa Mining Joint Venture 2.8 Slimes Pipeline project – Heritage Impact Assessment
21 June 2016

Page 52

Rating

3

Moderate

2

Low

1

Very low

0

No impact

Description
are feasible but they are more difficult, expensive, time-consuming or some
combination of these.
Impact is real but not substantial in relation to other impacts, which might
take effect within the bounds of those which could occur. In the case of
adverse impacts: mitigation and/or remedial activity are both feasible and
fairly easily possible. In the case of beneficial impacts: other means of
achieving this benefit are about equal in time, cost, effort, etc.
Impact is of a low order and therefore likely to have little real effect. In the
case of adverse impacts: mitigation and/or remedial activity is either easily
achieved or little will be required, or both. In the case of beneficial impacts,
alternative means for achieving this benefit are likely to be easier, cheaper,
more effective, less time consuming, or some combination of these.
Impact is negligible within the bounds of impacts which could occur. In the
case of adverse impacts, almost no mitigation and/or remedial activity are
needed, and any minor steps which might be needed are easy, cheap, and
simple. In the case of beneficial impacts, alternative means are almost all
likely to be better, in one or a number of ways, than this means of achieving
the benefit. Three additional categories must also be used where relevant.
They are in addition to the category represented on the scale, and if used, will
replace the scale.
There is no impact at all - not even a very low impact on a party or system.

1.2 Spatial Scale
The spatial scale refers to the extent of the impact i.e. will the impact be felt at the local, regional, or global
scale. The spatial assessment scale is described in more detail in Table 2.
Table 2: Description of the significance rating scale
Rating
5 Global/National
4 Regional/Provincial

3
2
1

Local
Study Site
Proposed site

Description
The maximum extent of any impact.
The spatial scale is moderate within the bounds of impacts possible,
and will be felt at a regional scale (District Municipality to Provincial
Level).
The impact will affect an area up to 10 km from the proposed site.
The impact will affect an area not exceeding the Eskom property.
The impact will affect an area no bigger than the ash disposal site.

1.3 Duration Scale
In order to accurately describe the impact it is necessary to understand the duration and persistence of an
impact in the environment. The temporal scale is rated according to criteria set out in Table 3.
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Table 3: Description of the temporal rating scale
Rating
1 Incidental
2

Short-term

3

Medium term

4

Long term

5

Permanent

Description
The impact will be limited to isolated incidences that are expected to occur
very sporadically.
The environmental impact identified will operate for the duration of the
construction phase or a period of less than 5 years, whichever is the
greater.
The environmental impact identified will operate for the duration of life of
facility.
The environmental impact identified will operate beyond the life of
operation.
The environmental impact will be permanent.

1.4 Degree of Probability
Probability or likelihood of an impact occurring will be described as shown in Table 4 below.
Table 4: Description of the degree of probability of an impact occurring
Rating
1
2
3
4
5

Description
Practically impossible
Unlikely
Could happen
Very Likely
It’s going to happen / has occurred

1.5 Degree of Certainty
As with all studies it is not possible to be 100% certain of all facts, and for this reason a standard “degree of
certainty” scale is used as discussed in Table 5. The level of detail for specialist studies is determined
according to the degree of certainty required for decision-making. The impacts are discussed in terms of
affected parties or environmental components.
Table 5: Description of the degree of certainty rating scale
Rating
Definite
Probable
Possible
Unsure
Can’t know
Don’t know

Description
More than 90% sure of a particular fact.
Between 70 and 90% sure of a particular fact, or of the likelihood of that
impact occurring.
Between 40 and 70% sure of a particular fact or of the likelihood of an impact
occurring.
Less than 40% sure of a particular fact or the likelihood of an impact occurring.
The consultant believes an assessment is not possible even with additional
research.
The consultant cannot, or is unwilling, to make an assessment given available
information.

2. Quantitative Description of Impacts
To allow for impacts to be described in a quantitative manner in addition to the qualitative description
given above, a rating scale of between 1 and 5 was used for each of the assessment criteria. Thus the total
value of the impact is described as the function of significance, spatial and temporal scale as described
below:
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Impact Risk = (SIGNIFICANCE + Spatial + Temporal) X Probability
3
5
An example of how this rating scale is applied is shown below:
Table 6: Example of Rating Scale
Impact

Significance

Spatial
Temporal
Probability
Rating
Scale
Scale
LOW
Local
Medium-term Could Happen
Impact to air 2
3
3
3
1.6
Note: The significance, spatial and temporal scales are added to give a total of 8, that is divided by 3 to give
a criteria rating of 2,67. The probability (3) is divided by 5 to give a probability rating of 0,6. The criteria
rating of 2,67 is then multiplied by the probability rating (0,6) to give the final rating of 1,6.
The impact risk is classified according to five classes as described in the Tabkle 8 below.
Table 8: Impact Risk Classes
Rating
0.1 – 1.0
1.1 – 2.0
2.1 – 3.0
3.1 – 4.0
4.1 – 5.0

Impact Class
1
2
3
4
5

Description
Very Low
Low
Moderate
High
Very High

Therefore with reference to the example used for air quality above, an impact rating of 1.6 will fall in the
Impact Class 2, which will be considered to be a low impact.
2.1 Cumulative Impacts
It is a requirement that the impact assessments take cognisance of cumulative impacts. In fulfilment of this
requirement the impact assessment will take cognisance of any existing impact sustained by the
operations, any mitigation measures already in place, any additional impact to environment through
continued and proposed future activities, and the residual impact after mitigation measures.
It is important to note that cumulative impacts at the national or provincial level will not be considered in
this assessment, as the total quantification of external companies on resources is not possible at the
project level due to the lack of information and research documenting the effects of existing activities.
Such cumulative impacts that may occur across industry boundaries can also only be effectively addressed
at Provincial and National Government levels.
2.2 Notation of Impacts
In order to make the report easier to read the following notation format is used to highlight the various
components of the assessment:
• Significance or magnitude- IN CAPITALS
•

Temporal Scale – in underline

•

Probability – in italics and underlined

•

Degree of certainty - in bold

•

Spatial Extent Scale – in italics
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ANNEXURE D
CV’S
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