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  Date: 4 November 2024 
Renier Kapp 
KAPP Environmental Consultants 
Mossel Bay 
+27 82 675 5233/044 693 0478 
renier@kappec.co.za 
  
AMENDED PREFERRED OUDRIFT DAM ALTERNATIVE ON PTNS 3 & 13 OF FARM 143 
KLIPHEUVEL, MOSSEL BAY: HERITAGE STATEMENT 
 
1. TERMS OF REFERENCE 
 
Oudrift Dam is located to the north of Klein Brak River (Figure 1). The DEA&DP have requested that 
specialists on the project include a comparative assessment of two design alternatives to be included 
as part of the EIA. The updated (Preferred) dam design alternative comprises a smaller footprint to 
what was previously provided for assessment. Heritage Western Cape has already issued a Final 
comment on the HIA prepared by Halkett (2021a) and as such this letter serves to provide a 
comparative assessment of the new vs old alternative. 
 

 
Figure 1: The project area in broad regional context. Affected farm portions (red) 

 
2. BACKGROUND 
 
KAPP submitted a NID application to Heritage Western Cape (HWC) on 29 July 2020. HWC resolved 
that: “since there is reason to believe that the proposed dam on Portion 13 and Portion 3 of Farm 143 
Farm Klipheuvel, Kleinbrak, Mossel Bay will impact on heritage resources, HWC requires that a 
Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) be submitted that satisfies the provisions of section 38(3) of the 
NHRA. This HIA must have specific reference to the following: A palaeontological desktop study and 
archaeological foot survey. The required HIA must have an integrated set of recommendations. 
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The HIA was duly prepared and included an Archaeological Impact Assessment (Halkett 2021a) and 
Palaeontological Impact Assessment (Almond 2021) of the then proposed preferred and alternative 
dam options. After consultation with the Municipality and relevant Conservation Bodies, the HIA was 
submitted to HWC in 2022. A final comment was issued on 7 September 2022 and noted: “The HIA 
prepared by ACO Associates as dated June 2021 complies with Section 38 (3) of the NHRA and the 
recommendations included: 
 

• The Environmental Control Officer (ECO) responsible for the dam and pipeline development 
should be aware of the possibility of important fossils (e.g. shells, petrified wood, plant remains, 
trace fossils, mammalian bones and teeth) being present or unearthed on site and should 
regularly monitor all substantial excavations into superficial sediments as well as fresh (i.e. 
unweathered) sedimentary bedrock for fossil remains; 

• In the case of any significant fossil finds made during construction, these should be safeguarded 
- preferably in situ - and reported by the ECO as soon as possible to the relevant heritage 
management authority (Heritage Western Cape. Protea Assurance Building, Green Market 
Square, Cape Town 8000. Private Bag X9067, Cape Town 8001. Tel: 021 483 9900 / 5959. Email: 
HWC.HWC@westerncape.gov.za) so that appropriate mitigation (i.e. recording, sampling or 
collection) by a palaeontological specialist can be considered and implemented, at the 
developer’s expense; and 

• These recommendations are summarized as a tabulated Chance Fossil Finds Procedure in 
Appendix 1 and should be incorporated into the Environmental Management Plan (EMP) for the 
farm dam project.” 

 
3. PROJECT SUMMARY 
 
3.1 Original proposal 2021 
 
As originally proposed in 2021, the applicant wished to construct a dam on his property to manage his 
water allocations throughout the year as required. It was proposed that the dam area would comprise 
72 960m² and the total development footprint would comprise 10.5Ha. The Full Supply Level (FSL) 
volume for the dam was 472 109m³ and would have a wall with a total height of 19 meters with a crest 
of approximately 121m in length, resulting in a maximum dam depth of 18 meters. The Preferred 
design, and the Alternative design 1 are shown in Figures 2a and 2b respectively  
 

 
Figure 2A: The proposed location of the dam (orange) with full supply level (blue) (Preferred Alternative Design).  
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Figure 2B: The proposed location of the dam (orange) with full supply level (blue) (Alternative Design 1). 

 
3.2 The latest preferred alternative 
 

The updated (Preferred) 2024 dam design alternative comprises a smaller footprint to what 
was previously assessed in 2021. A quick comparison of the full supply levels of the old vs 
new preferred options is shown in Figure 3. 
 

 
Figure 3: Full supply levels of the latest (blue) vs the older preferred dam (white) options 

 
 The latest (2024) preferred layout which has a footprint of (54 290m²) (Figure 4) will become 
the preferred alternative compared to the previous preferred alternative footprint of (72 960m²) 
(Figure 5).  
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The associated infrastructure (pipelines, pump, river crossing compensation release) remains 
much the same except the Alternative 2 pipeline proposed in 2021 falls away with the new 
preferred alternative. 
 

 
Figure 4: The new preferred option 

 

 
Figure 5: The old, preferred option  
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Figure 6: The new preferred alternative layout and associated infrastructure. 

 

4. COMPARATIVE ASSESSMENT WITH RESPECT TO HERITAGE  
 
4.1 Pre-colonial archaeological heritage  
 
When the original dam proposal was evaluated, a very small number of pre-colonial heritage resources 
(stone artefacts) were located within the dam site and the proposed activities were not expected to 
result in the loss of significant heritage resources of this type. No mitigation was proposed.  
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The latest preferred alternative will not change the assessment of the impact on pre-colonial 
archaeological heritage. 
 
4.2 Built environment  
 
The built environment identified during the initial assessment is largely limited to a single semi-ruinous 
structure (site 024), provisionally graded NCW (not conservation worthy). No mitigation was proposed 
for the feature although neither 2021 dam alternatives would have resulted in direct impacts, though 
the preferred alternative was believed at the time to be marginally preferred.  
 
The 2024 preferred alternative further reduces possible impact on the ruin, which even though graded 
NCW, the reduced FSL is seen as a positive change. 
 
4.3 Palaeontological resources 
 
Palaeontology of the site was assessed by Dr J Almond. He concluded that the anticipated impacts on 
local palaeontological heritage due to the 2021 dam alternatives and associated pipeline developments 
were assessed as of Low palaeontological significance. There was no preference on palaeontological 
grounds for any of pipeline corridors under consideration and no objection to authorization of the 
proposed development.  
 
The reasons that further specialist palaeontological studies and monitoring were not recommended 
were due to the generally poor bedrock exposure at the site and the small project footprint. The caveat 
was issued which stated that if any new fossil remains (e.g. petrified wood, vertebrate bones and teeth) 
were identified during the construction phase i.e during excavation of the dam basin it was 
recommended that:  
 

• The Environmental Control Officer (ECO) responsible for the dam and pipeline development 
should be aware of the possibility of important fossils (e.g. shells, petrified wood, plant remains, 
trace fossils, mammalian bones and teeth) being present or unearthed on site and should regularly 
monitor all substantial excavations into superficial sediments as well as fresh (i.e. unweathered) 
sedimentary bedrock for fossil remains;  
 

• In the case of any significant fossil finds made during construction, these should be safeguarded 
- preferably in situ - and reported by the ECO as soon as possible to the relevant heritage 
management authority (Heritage Western Cape. Protea Assurance Building, Green Market 
Square, Cape Town 8000. Private Bag X9067, Cape Town 8001. Tel: 086-142 142. Fax: 021-483 
9842. Email: hwc@pgwc.gov.za) so that appropriate mitigation (i.e. recording, sampling or 
collection) by a palaeontological specialist can be considered and implemented, at the developer’s 
expense; and  
 

• These recommendations are summarized as a tabulated Chance Fossil Finds Procedure in 
Appendix 1 and should be incorporated into the Environmental Management Plan (EMP) for the 
farm dam project.  

 
The 2024 preferred alternative has the same potential impact on possible palaeontological resources 
and mitigation remains the same as for the 2021 proposal. 
 
4.4 Impact Assessment  
 
The findings of the 2021 impact assessment evaluated in terms of the Impact Methodology suggested 
that impacts on archaeological heritage resources would be to be low negative without mitigation and 
very low positive with mitigation, that impacts on the historic built environment would be very low 
negative without mitigation and insignificant positive with mitigation. Impacts on local 
palaeontological heritage due to the 2021 dam alternatives and associated pipeline developments were 
assessed as of low palaeontological significance 
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The low heritage significance of the archaeological and built environment resources did not warrant 
implementation of mitigation, but it was proposed that if the ECO identified any palaeontological 
resources during the construction phase, some mitigation would be required. 
 
8. CONCLUSION  

 
The new preferred layout for the Oudrift Dam is found to be a similar, though smaller proposal to the 
preferred alternative layout presented and assessed in 2021. The smaller size of the FSL is a positive 
change even though heritage resources were not of high significance. The preferred 2024 layout is 
supported. 
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Yours sincerely, 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
David Halkett: Director 
For ACO Associates cc 
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DECLARATION OF THE SPECIALIST 
 
Note: Duplicate this section where there is more than one specialist. 
 
I, David John Halkett, as the appointed Specialist hereby declare/affirm the correctness of 
the information provided or to be provided as part of the application, and that: 
 

• In terms of the general requirement to be independent: 
 
o Other than fair remuneration for work performed in terms of this application, have no business, 

financial, personal or other interest in the development proposal or application and that there 
are no circumstances that may compromise my objectivity; or 

 
o Am not independent, but another specialist (the “Review Specialist”) that meets the general 

requirements set out in Regulation 13 of the NEMA EIA Regulations has been appointed to 
review my work (Note: a declaration by the review specialist must be submitted); 

 
o In terms of the remainder of the general requirements for a specialist, have throughout this EIA 

process met all of the requirements; 
 

o I have disclosed to the applicant, the EAP, the Review EAP (if applicable), the Department and 
I&APs all material information that has or may have the potential to influence the decision of 
the Department or the objectivity of any Report, plan or document prepared or to be prepared 
as part of the application; and 

 
o I am aware that a false declaration is an offence in terms of Regulation 48 of the EIA Regulations. 

 
 

       4 Nov 2024 
             
Signature of the Specialist:       Date: 
 
 
ACO Associates cc 
             
Name of company (if applicable): 
 


