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1. Introduction 

The Limpopo Economic Development Agency (LEDA) are proposing to establish a Special 

Economic Zone (SEZ) across parts of the Musina and the Makhado Local Municipalities within 

the Limpopo Province (the Project). This is referred to as the Musina-Makhado SEZ and is 

abbreviated to MMSEZ or EMSEZ in the various documents related to this Project. 

The Project requires Environmental Authorisation (EA) through an Environmental Impact 

Assessment (EIA) process, to comply with the National Environmental Management Act, 1999 

(Act No. 107 of 1998) (NEMA). To this end, LEDA appointed Delta Built Environment 

Consultants (Pty) Ltd (hereinafter Delta BEC) to undertake the required EIA process. LEDA 

subsequently advertised tenders for other consultancies to undertake specialist studies in 

support of the EIA process. LEDA appointed Digby Wells Environmental (hereinafter Digby 

Wells) to undertake several of these specialist reports, including a Heritage Resources 

Management (HRM) process Section 38 of the National Heritage Resources Act, 1999 (Act 

No. 25 of 1999) (NHRA). This comprised a Heritage Resources Management (HRM) process 

consisting of a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) and a Palaeontological Impact Assessment 

(PIA). 

Digby Wells submitted the final HIA and PIA reports following the deadlines negotiated in the 

contract with LEDA. The reports are therefore dated June 2019 and March 2019 respectively 

and were compiled to consider all information received from DeltaBEC and LEDA to that date. 

Digby Wells completed the following Scope of Work (SoW) in the completion of the HIA report: 

● Defining the cultural landscape within which the Project is situated;  

● Identifying, as far as is feasible, heritage resources that may be impacted upon by the 

project as well as define the Cultural Significance (CS) of the identified heritage 

resources;  

● Assessing the possible impacts to the identified heritage resources;  

● Considering the socio-economic benefits of the Project; and  

● Providing feasible mitigation and management measures to avoid, remove or reduce 

perceived impacts and risks.  

At the time of submission, several other specialist reports were not available, including the 

socio-economic impact assessment and the visual impact assessment reports. DeltaBEC 

compiled the Draft Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) report and submitted this report 

for a 50-day public comment period. This public comment period commenced on 

01 September 2020 and ended 22 October 2020. In compliance with Section 38 of the NHRA, 

Digby Wells submitted the HIA, PIA, Draft EIA report and supporting documents to the relevant 

Heritage Resources Authorities (HRAs) online via the South African Heritage Resources 
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Information System (SAHRIS)1. In this case, the HRAs include the South African Heritage 

Resources Agency (SAHRA) and the Limpopo Heritage Resources Authority (LIHRA). 

This document constitutes the specialist response to the comments received from the public 

with specific reference to the HIA and PIA processes and for inclusion into the final EIA report. 

2. Public Comments Received 

Following the end of the public comment period, DeltaBEC distributed the comments received 

by Interested and Affected Parties (I&APs) in reference to the Draft EIA report and supporting 

specialist studies (where applicable). 

Table 2-1 presents the comments received with reference to the HIA and PIA specialist reports 

and the responses to these comments. The applicable comments are verbatim, unless 

otherwise indicated. 

Following the submission of the application to the HRAs, SAHRA issued Final Comment on 

the HIA and PIA reports approving the reports and endorsing the recommendations therein. 

Appendix A includes these comments2. 

 

 
1 Case ID: 15636, available at: https://sahris.sahra.org.za/cases/musina-makhado-special-economic-zone-

development-project  
2 Dated 24 October 2020, available at https://sahris.sahra.org.za/node/546469  

https://sahris.sahra.org.za/cases/musina-makhado-special-economic-zone-development-project
https://sahris.sahra.org.za/cases/musina-makhado-special-economic-zone-development-project
https://sahris.sahra.org.za/node/546469
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Table 2-1: Summary of Comments and Responses Received with Reference to HRM Process 

Details of Comment Comment (as received) Response by the Heritage Specialist 

Contributor: African Climate 

Reality Project 

Representing: As above 

Date: 22 October 2020 

Comment Method: Letter via email 

to EAP 

3. Cultural Heritage 

It is acknowledged in the Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA), that the final project infrastructure design 

and layout was not finalised at the time of the HIA being undertaken and was therefore anticipated that 

all heritage resources will be affected by this development. This is concerning as the area earmarked 

consists of 187 heritage resources identified within the regional, local and site-specific study areas. The 

community based organisations raised concerns surrounding the loss of cultural heritage if these heritage 

resources are destroyed or moved. Heritage resources are deemed important to the cultural, spiritual 

and historical beliefs of communities. We agree with the recommendations made in the HIA, specifically 

in terms of amending the infrastructure design to ensure that the identified heritage resources are 

avoided and a buffer of 50 metres be placed around each identified heritage resource to ensure the 

protection of this resource. 

According to the Heritage Assessment Study, “subsurface tangible heritage may be exposed during 

project activities.” This statement is concerning given the cultural significance of these historical 

monuments, artefacts, and objects to affected communities. Proper and effective measures need to be 

in place to protect these resources, if exposed during the construction phase. 

The heritage pre-disturbance survey was undertaken in the absence of the finalised 

site design and layout as it was understood that the results of the specialist 

assessments (including the HIA) would inform the final layout. 

The 187 heritage resources referred to in this document form part of the cultural 

heritage landscape. Within the project area, 3 heritage resources were identified and 

were assessed in the HIA report in line with the requirements encapsulated in the 

NHRA. 

Archaeological (and palaeontological) heritage resources commonly occur at 

subsurface levels. The presence or absence of such resources cannot be determined 

without intrusive and destructive methodologies and which require permits issued in 

terms of the NHRA. 

The HIA recommends LEDA develop and implement a Chance Finds Procedure 

(CFP) which must be followed in the event that these resources are encountered 

during Project activities. 

Contributor: Brandon Abdinor 

Representing: As above 

Date: 22 October 2020 

Comment Method: Letter via email 

to EAP 

7. Heritage Impacts 

The assertion that the impact on heritage features can be mitigated is not credible. The site will be cleared 

and heavy industrial facilities will constructed. There is no conceivable way in which this destruction can 

meaningfully be remedied. 

In addition, the assessment of heritage is woefully inadequate in terms of taking into that account the 

rich cultural and sacred sites and features on the site and in the surrounds. 

The SEZ will by its nature be heavily access controlled, and access by unauthorised personnel to 

heritage, cultural and spiritual locations will realistically not be permitted. 

The HIA was undertaken by a qualified archaeologist, accredited with the Association 

of Southern African Professional Archaeologists (ASAPA). The HIA report considers 

the cultural landscape within the district and local municipalities within which the 

Project is located as a baseline against which the heritage impacts were assessed. 

The baseline provided contextual information to assess the CS of individual recorded 

heritage resources within the Project area and make recommendations in line with 

those encapsulated in the SAHRA Minimum Standards (2007). 

Recommendations included and supported by SAHRA include: 

● Where access cannot be provided to heritage users or Next-of-Kin (NoK), 

LEDA must consider additional consultation to ascertain if a GRP or ‘heritage 

offset’ is feasible. LEDA must reach these decisions in cooperation with the 

affected community or heritage users. 

● No other sacred sites were identified within the Project area. Where such 

heritage resources do occur within the Project area, the heritage user(s) is 

(are) encouraged to make this known to LEDA and/or Digby Wells in writing 

(or verbally, where notes of this interaction are made with the reporter). 

● Where infrastructure is proposed on an area not previously assessed in-field, 

LEDA must appoint a suitably-qualified heritage practitioner to identify 

heritage resources and any impacts to such heritage resources3. 

Contributor: Elana Greyling 

Representing: Considered 

Citizens of Lephalale 

Date: 22 October 2020 

Comment Method: Letter via email 

to EAP 

6. Heritage Impacts 

The assertion that the impact on heritage features can be mitigated is not credible. The site will be cleared 

and heavy industrial facilities will constructed. There is no conceivable way in which this destruction can 

meaningfully be remedied. 

In addition, the assessment of heritage is woefully inadequate in terms of taking into that account the 

rich cultural and sacred sites and features on the site and in the surrounds. 

The SEZ will by its nature be heavily access controlled, and access by unauthorised personnel to 

heritage, cultural and spiritual locations will realistically not be permitted. 

 
3 This could include assessments as part of the EIA processes required for each individual plant, facility or other proposed infrastructure, or as an addendum to this HIA report. No clearing may be undertaken without such in-field assessments. 
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Details of Comment Comment (as received) Response by the Heritage Specialist 

Contributor: Kirsten Youens and 

Janice Tooley 

Representing: All Rise Attorneys 

for Climate and Environmental 

Justice NPC 

Date: 22 October 2020 

Comment Method: Letter via email 

to EAP 

b) Uncertainties, assumptions and gaps in knowledge 

26. Further, many of the specialist studies are still in first draft and four28 have failed to evaluate the future 

expansion site. 

28 Biodiversity, heritage, soil and land capability and paleontological specialist studies. 

The heritage assessment focused on the specified development footprint in support 

of the current EA of specific infrastructure layouts. Recommendations in the HIA 

report included for additional assessments should further EA applications for future 

developments be triggered. 

Contributor: Michelle Koyama 

Representing: Centre for 

Environmental Rights 

Date: 22 October 2020 

Comment Method: Letter via email 

to EAP 

F. Inadequate assessment of the protected areas, ecological assessment and cultural and 

heritage impact assessment 

88. UNESCO Vhembe Biosphere Reserve; National Parks(Kruger national Park, Mapungupwe [sic] 

national Park); Formal Protected Areas (Baobab Protected Reserve; Musina, Honnet, Nwanedi, 

Nzhelele, Happy Rest and Langjan Nature Reserve; Informal Protected Areas; National Protected Areas 

Expansion Strategy(NPAES) Focus Areas (Blouberg Langjan National Protected Areas); and Private 

Nature Reserves (Averal, Nzhlelele); Critical Biodiversity area 2; Ecological Corridor Network; Important 

Bird Area are near the vicinity of the EMSEZ site however, the impacts on these areas are not addressed 

in detail in the DEIR. Since some of these areas are nearby and not directly on the EMSEZ site, there 

were no detailed assessments of impact on these areas. 
The HIA was undertaken by a qualified archaeologist, accredited with the ASAPA. 

The HIA report was compiled in compliance with Section 38(3) of the NHRA and in 

line with the SAHRA Minimum Standards (2007). Cumulative impacts were assessed 

in Section 6.3 of the HIA report. 

The HIA report was submitted to the HRAs, SAHRA and LIHRA, for Statutory 

Comment. SAHRA has approved the HIA report and has endorsed the 

recommendations therein. 

89. Given the vast footprint of the EMSEZ operations, which extends beyond its borders (such as water 

pollution and abstraction, climate change impacts, air quality and dust impacts), a more detailed 

assessment was required. 

90. The major deficiencies in not addressing these protected and international heritage sites were 

addressed in paragraphs 105-111 of the 1 November 2019 FSR comments, and are applicable here. 

From a cultural perspective, traditional sacred or holy sites (zwifho) such as sacred lakes and forests 

exist throughout the Limpopo. These sacred sites include the Funduzi lake, Phiphidi waterfall, Thathe 

and Modjaji forests, among others. These may be significantly impacted due to EMSEZ operations even 

if they are not located on the site directly. As indicated above, EMSEZ will have dire consequences for 

water availability in the region and pollution impacts for various water sources in the region. The sacred 

sites such as lakes and water bodies may therefore be negatively impacted. Moreover, climate change 

impacts, which will be exacerbated by industrial activities from the SEZ will result in drier and hotter 

weather. This may impact the region’s sacred forests, which may become drier, and prone to forest fire. 

In-migration may also impact these spiritual sites. There is no indication of having identified these sacred 

sites or impact of the EMSEZ projects on such sites, which is a fatal flaw of the DEIR. 

Contributor: Chantal Nativel 

Representing: As above 

Date: 03 October 2020 

Comment Method: Online petition 

form via email to EAP 

NO 

- NO to Over 180 so-called heritage resources are identified, including ‘stone-age’ sites, graves & 

burial grounds 

The 180 heritage resources referred to in this document form part of the broader 

cultural heritage landscape and were included as a description of the baseline 

condition. 

Within the Project area, five heritage resources were identified and were assessed 

in the HIA report in line with the requirements encapsulated in the NHRA. 
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Details of Comment Comment (as received) Response by the Heritage Specialist 

Contributor: Mrs D.J. Jones 

Representing: Dolphin Coast 

Conservancy 

Date: 17 October 2020 

Comment Method: Letter via email 

to EAP 

6. Heritage 

It is of great concern to us that an area so rich in Heritage sites, some dating from the Stone Age, should 

be considering putting these irreplaceable treasures at risk. 

Digby Wells assessed the heritage resources identified within the Project area in line 

with the requirements encapsulated in the NHRA and proposed mitigation measures 

in line with the SAHRA Minimum Standards (2007). 

These mitigation measures have been approved and endorsed by SAHRA. 

Contributor: Webster Mfebe and 

Deshika Kathawaroo 

Representing: Eco-Industrial 

Solutions (Pty) Ltd 

Date: 22 October 2020 

Comment Method: Letter via over 

email to EAP 

1.7 Assumptions and Limitations 

The following assumptions and limitations are provided in the EIAR (not all-inclusive): 

● Heritage: Whilst every attempt was made to survey the extent of the site-specific study area, 

this report does not present an exhaustive list of identified heritage resources. At the time of the 

pre-disturbance survey, access was not possible to the following properties: Battle 585 MS and 

Portion 1 of Joffre 584 MS. Additionally, the area of Dreyer 526 MS north of the R252 road an 

the area of Antrobus 566 MS east of the N1 were not accessible during the pre-disturbance 

survey. 

Several knowledge gaps are indicated, including limited access to privately-owned properties, time 

constraints and insufficient project details. This implies that the impact assessments are not complete 

and probably not representative of the development footprint. We therefore submit that the specialist 

studies are inadequate for decision-making and should be recommissioned. 

In addition, a large portion of the property was not evaluated by the specialists. It is stated that the 

specialist studies will be updated to include this portion of land for submission with the final EIA 

submission. We submit that the specialist studies should have been updated prior to making the draft 

EIAR/EMPr available for comment to allow for fair and transparent consultation. 

It is further noted with concern that the future expansion site (future industrial waste site) falls outside of 

the current EA application footprint; however, the EAP suggests that this area will be included in the final 

EIAR. This is a fundamental fatal flaw and renders the public participation process null and void as no 

one has been consulted in this regard. We again submit that the EIA process is fundamentally flawed 

and that the EA application should be withdrawn. 

The proposed mitigations have been developed keeping these limitations in mind, 

with specific reference to the need for the appointment of a suitably-qualified heritage 

practitioner to assess any parts of the Project footprint not previously assessed in the 

field prior to the commencement of any Project activities (such as site clearing). 

The assessment of the future expansion site and the waste area will be considered 

in an addendum to the HIA and submitted to SAHRA and LIHRA for Statutory 

Comment on the existing SAHRIS Case.  

2.1 Review of EIAR and EMPr 

Our main concerns are: 

i. The specialist reports were replicated without any processing or interpretation of the data to come 

to an integrated conclusion. This led to a cumbersome, perplexing EIAR document of 878 pages; 

ix. The cumulative impact assessment is very high level, with no or limited quantification of the impacts. 

In addition the cumulative assessment is inconsistent between specialist studies, for example the 

heritage assessment only referred to the cumulative impacts associated with the northern and 

southern SEZ sites, not to other developments planned (e.g. mining, Mutsho IPP, etc). 

x. The risk assessment is haphazard, and different formats are used for the different specialist studies. 

This was highlighted in our comments on the FSR, to which the EAP responded that this will be 

addressed in the EIAR specialist reports. This was not done! 

xix. The Chance Find Procedure (heritage) and Fossil Finds Procedure (palaeontology) were 

excluded from the EMPr 

xxiii. Similarly, no heritage conservation management plan was developed. 

The HIA was undertaken by a qualified archaeologist, accredited with the ASAPA. 

The HIA report was compiled in compliance with Section 38(3) of the NHRA and in 

line with the SAHRA Minimum Standards (2007) using standard methodologies as 

described in the HIA report and which were included as an appendix to the HIA report. 

The HRM process considered the assigned CS of the identified heritage resources. 

The HIA report was submitted to the HRAs, SAHRA and LIHRA, for Statutory 

Comment. SAHRA has approved the HIA report and has endorsed the 

recommendations therein. 
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Details of Comment Comment (as received) Response by the Heritage Specialist 

2.2 Review of specialist studies 

Heritage Impact Assessment 

Three categories of heritage resources were recorded during the field survey of the MMSEZ development 

site (Digby Wells, 2019), namely: 

● Archaeological – Stone Age (1 record) 

● Burial grounds and graves (2 records) 

● Historical built environment (2 records) 

Given the sensitive nature 

● 187 heritage resources were identified from desk-top studies within the regional, local and site-

specific study areas (Digby Wells, 2019), some of which are situated within the development 

footprint but not mentioned in the EIAR. 

● 177 heritage sites have been recorded during the Greater Soutpansberg Mopane Project, which 

is situated directly north of the MMSEZ South project area. 

● 127 heritage sites have been recorded for the Makhado Colliery Project, which is situated to the 

south-east of the MMSEZ South project area, with similar extent. 

One could therefore reasonably conclude that not all the heritage sites have been identified and that the 

Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) is not a true reflection of the site-specific conditions. 

The HIA further lacks the assessment of cultural landscapes, intangible heritage, rock art and indigenous 

knowledge systems. In addition, the interim comments from the South African Heritage Resources 

Agency (SAHRA) were not addressed in full. 

Due to the highly sensitive nature of the region, SAHRA requires that a detailed HIA is undertaken by a 

suitably qualified Heritage Specialist in terms section 38(3) of the NHRA. The Heritage Specialist must 

facilitate the undertaking of the following heritage specialist reports that must be components of the HIA 

report: 

● An assessment of the Historical Built Environment and a cultural landscape assessment must 

be undertaken by a historical built environment specialist or historical architect. 

● All Visual Impacts to the three (3) declared provincial sites and any sites that form part of the 

Nzhelelel and Dzata cultural landscape must also form part of the HIA. 

● An Archaeological Impact Assessment must be undertaken by a suitably qualified archaeologist. 

● A palaeontological Impact Assessment must also be undertaken by a suitably qualified 

palaeontologist. 

● All these reports must be submitted to the relevant case on SAHRIS and a summary of the 

reports included in the HIA report along with an assessment of the cumulative impacts to the 

heritage resources. Furthermore, the HIA must consider the results of the Public Consultation, 

as well as the Social Impact Assessment relation to the identified heritage resources as per the 

requirements of section 38(3) of the NHRA. 

● The HIA must consider the results of the Air Quality assessment and the VIA to assess the long-

term impacts to the surrounding rock art sites within the Soutpansberg. 

The HIA was undertaken by a qualified archaeologist, accredited with the ASAPA, 

and the PIA was undertaken by a qualified palaeontologist The HIA and PIA reports 

were compiled in compliance with Section 38(3) of the NHRA and in line with the 

SAHRA Minimum Standards (2007, 2012). 

The HIA and PIA reports was submitted to the HRAs, SAHRA and LIHRA, for 

Statutory Comment in compliance with Section 38(8) of the NHRA. SAHRA has 

approved the HIA report and has endorsed the recommendations therein. 

At the time of compilation, other specialist studies where not available and where 

therefore not specifically considered. This notwithstanding, these will be considered 

in an addendum to the HIA. 
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Details of Comment Comment (as received) Response by the Heritage Specialist 

We submit that the HIA is vastly inadequate for decision-making and should be recommissioned in totality 

before the CA makes a decision. 

Contributor: Sheana Rodger 

Representing: As above 

Date: 09 October 2020 

Comment Method Letter via email 

to EAP 

A further breakdown follows of reasons for my objection- 

HERITAGE: stone age materials; burial sites; 

Heritage resources representing these categories were identified within the Project 

area and were assessed considering the CS of the heritage resources in compliance 

with the requirements of the NHRA. 

Digby Wells has provided mitigation measures to be implemented in line with the 

SAHRA Minimum Requirements. The HIA report was submitted to the HRAs, SAHRA 

and LIHRA, for Statutory Comment. SAHRA has approved the HIA report and has 

endorsed the recommendations therein. 

Contributor: Stephen Fritz 

Representing: South Peninsula 

Customary Khoisan Council 

Date: 22 October 2020 

Comment Method: Letter via email 

to EAP 

Digby Wells did not copy the entire comment received here as it is extensive and all is applicable to 

heritage. 

Mr Fritz compiled this letter as Senior Chief on behalf of the South Peninsula Customary Khoisan Council 

to endorse the submission from the Centre for Environmental Rights and to lodge a formal objection to 

the Project. 

Mr Fritz’s letter highlights several parts of the HIA report detailing the cultural landscape within which the 

Project is situated. 

Quoted from the letter submitted: 

I formally object to the irreversible alteration and destruction of intact and indigenous heritage sites. In 

particular, I refer to the environment which is sacred to us, the indigenous people of South Africa. We 

Khoisan are identified as direct descendant of the hunters and gathers. 

I appeal to our Constitution and the Bill of Rights, in particular section 24, to have our environment 

protected for the benefit of our present and future generations, and environment that is not harmful to 

our health or well-being. 

My appeal is also linked to section 31, our right of cultural and religious practices, indicating the Musina 

Makhado proposed development as a highly harmful and unjustifiable project, causing irreversible 

destruction of irreplaceable environmental and cultural resources. 

The HIA was undertaken by a qualified archaeologist, accredited with the Association 

of Southern African Professional Archaeologists (ASAPA). The HIA report considers 

the cultural landscape within the district and local municipalities within which the 

Project is located as a baseline against which the heritage impacts were assessed. 

The baseline provided contextual information to assess the CS of individual recorded 

heritage resources within the Project area and make recommendations in line with 

those encapsulated in the SAHRA Minimum Standards (2007). 

Digby Wells has provided mitigation measures to be implemented in line with the 

SAHRA Minimum Requirements. The HIA report was submitted to the HRAs, SAHRA 

and LIHRA, for Statutory Comment. SAHRA has approved the HIA report and has 

endorsed the recommendations therein. 
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3. Conclusion 

Digby Wells included the following recommendations in the HIA report: 

● A suitably-qualified archaeologist must undertake a walk-down of the final Project 

layout, where such areas were not included in this assessment;  

● LEDA amends the infrastructure design where possible to avoid identified heritage 

resources of significance within the Project area and incorporate a no-go buffer zone 

of 50 m between the heritage resources and Project activities. Digby Wells 

acknowledges that it may not be feasible to avoid all the identified heritage resources;  

● Where identified heritage resources are avoided, LEDA must develop and implement 

a CMP to manage conserved heritage resource. The CMP must include any applicable 

mitigation measures, management strategies and proposed monitoring schedules and 

outline the roles and responsibilities of those involved. This document must be 

submitted to the HRAs for approval prior to implementation;  

● LEDA amends the Project design to avoid negative impacts to the built heritage 

resources and, where possible, conserve the resources through adaptive reuse of the 

structures. This will require a permit issued in terms of Section 34 of the NHRA and 

Chapter III of the NHRA Regulations;  

● Where this is not feasible or desirable, LEDA must complete a destruction permit 

application process in accordance with Section 34 of the NHRA and Chapter III of the 

NHRA Regulations;  

● Where burial grounds and graves will be impacted upon by the proposed infrastructure, 

LEDA must undertake a GRP in accordance with Section 36 of the NHRA and Chapter 

IX and XI of the NHRA Regulations;  

● Where archaeological sites will be impacted upon by the proposed infrastructure, 

LEDA must record the sites in detail in accordance with Section 35 of the NHRA and 

Chapter IV of the NHRA Regulations;  

● LEDA must identify rock art sites that may be affected by additional dust or other 

emissions generated by the Project and record these sites in sufficient detail to develop 

an accurate baseline that can be used to monitor changes to the integrity of the rock 

art. LEDA must develop and implement a monitoring programme to identify and 

manage changes to the rock art;  

● Where rock art sites are identified within the Project area, such sites must be included 

in the Project-specific CMP;  

● A project-specific CFP must be developed and approved by the HRAs prior to the 

commencement of the construction of Project-related infrastructure; and  

● The project-specific FFP must be approved prior to the commencement of the 

construction phase of the Project (refer to Appendix A of the PIA report).  
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Digby Wells reaffirms these recommendations, which have been approved and endorsed by 

SAHRA. 

 



 

 

 

Appendix A: SAHRA Final Comment  

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Final Comment
In terms of Section 38(8), 38(4) of the National Heritage Resources Act (Act 25 of 1999)

Attention: Limpopo Economic Development Agency

The Limpopo Economic Development Agency (LEDA) is proposing to develop a Special Economic
Zone (SEZ) which spans across parts of both the Musina and Makhdo Local Municipalities of the
Limpopo Province (“the Project”). The Project is adjacent to the National Route 1 (“N1) highway and
includes eleven plants and ancillary infrastructure associated with the metallurgical and mineral
beneficiation value chain. The Project requires Environmental Authorisation (EA) through an
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) process, to comply with the National Environmental
Management Act, 1999 (Act No. 107 of 1998) (NEMA).

Limpopo Economic Development Agency (LEDA) is proposing to establish the Musina-Makhado Energy and
Metallurgy SEZ located on farms Somme 611 MS, Lekkerlag 580 MS, Van der Bijl 528 MS, Dreyer 256 MS,
Joffre 584 MS, Antrobus 566 MS, Battle 585 MS, Steenbok 565 MS, Makhado Local Municipality of the
Limpopo Province. The total area of the SEZ will be 8048 hectares, of which 6000 hectares will form part of
the SEZ development footprint. The SEZ will allow for the construction of various heavy industrial plants, for
processing coal, iron and platinum ores etc and the construction of an already approve coal fired power
station.

Digby Wells Environmental (Pty) Ltd has been appointed to undertake an environmental assessment as part of
the Scoping and Environmental Impact Reporting process in support of an Environmental Authorisation (EA) in
terms of the National Environment Management Act, Act 107 of 1998 (NEMA) for activities that trigger the
NEMA EIA 2014 Regulations.

Digby Wells Environmental (Pty) Ltd in house Heritage Specialist has submitted a NID and HIA report to
SAHRA for commenting, and the PIA report by Prof M Bamford has also been submitted.

Hardwick, S. and Du Piesanie, J. July 2019. Notification of Intent to Develop - Environmental Authorisation for
the proposed Musina-Makhado Special Economic Zone Development Project, Limpopo Province.

Hardwick, S. and Du Piesanie, J. October 2020. Heritage Impact Assessment - Environmental Authorisation
for the proposed Musina-Makhado Special Economic Zone Development Project, Limpopo Province.
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The authors undertook a field assessment of the proposed SEZ and identified 4 heritage resources. Two (2) of
the sites are burial ground and graves (BGG-01; BGG-02), which are highly sensitive. One of them will be
negatively impacted without mitigation. They also identified 2 historical structures (STE-01; STE02), one is of
low significance and the other is of moderate to low significance. An isolated Middle Stone Aged (MSA) find
was also identified on site, which was not in context. The plans for the various proposed plants have not been
finalised as they awaiting the results of the specialist studies including heritage.
The author recommends a 50m buffer zone around the relevant heritage resources and that all proposed
infrastructure is designed around conserving the identified sites. The author recommended a chance finds
procedures in case any other heritage resources are identified during construction.

Bamford, M. March 2019. Palaeontological Impact Assessment for the Proposed Development of a SEZ,
Musina-Makhado Limpopo Province.

The study area is underlain by narrow bands of palaeontologically very highly sensitive sediments of the
Tshidzi, Madzaringwe and Mikambeni Formations (Karoo Supergroup). They could potentially contain fossil
plants of the very early Glossopteris flora in the shales and mudstones. There are granite and gneiss outcrops
of the Beitbridge Complex in the central parts of the SEZ, which have no palaeontological significance. The
central area is capped by Quaternary sands.

The author undertook a field survey of the very highly palaeontological sensitive areas on farms Dreyers 526
MS and Van der Bijl 528 MS and a representative area of moderate palaeontological sensitivity that will be
affected by the new infrastructure. The overall impact on fossil heritage will be very low and the author
recommends the chance finds procedure contained in the report to be implemented.

Final Comment

The South African Heritage Resources Agency (SAHRA) Archaeology, Palaeontology and Meteorites (APM)
Unit accepts the NID, HIA and the PIA reports submitted to the case for commenting, and has no objection to
the development going ahead on the following conditions:

The recommendations included int he HIA report under section 9 must be fully implemented.

The identified buildings must be retained in situ with a 50m buffer zone around them, if that cannot be
done then comments on historical buildings must be obtained from the Limpopo Heritage Resources
Authority (LHRA). 
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The Chance Finds Fossil Procedures as detailed in the PIA report under appendix 2 must be included
in the EMPr.
The ECO and Construction manager must obtain training in identifying archaeological/historical
artefacts common to the local area. 
A CMP should be developed for the long term maintenance of the identified heritage sites.
Once LEDA finalises the layout for the SEZ a walkdown by the heritage specialists must be undertaken
and a report must be submitted to SAHRA.

In the event that fossils are uncovered during construction then construction must cease within the immediate
vicinity, a buffer of 30 m must be established, and a palaeontologist called in to inspect the finds. The
palaeontologist must obtain a section 35(4) permit in terms of NHRA and Chapter IV NHRA Regulations,
before any fossils are collected.

If there are any new heritages resources discovered during construction and operation phases of the proposed
development, then a professional archaeologist or palaeontologist, depending on the nature of the finds, must
be contracted as soon as possible to inspect the findings at the expense of the developer.

If the newly discovered heritage resources prove to be of archaeological or palaeontological significance, a
Phase 2 rescue operation may be required at the expense of the developer. Mitigation will only be carried out
after the archaeologist or palaeontologist obtains a permit in terms of section 35 of the NHRA (Act 25 of 1999).
You may contact SAHRA APM Unit for further details: (Nokukhanya Khumalo/Phillip Hine 021 202 8652).

The SAHRA Burial Ground and Graves (BGG) Unit accepts the recommendations provided in the HIA report
and endorses the condition that: both BGG-01 and BGG-02 must be retained in situ with a 50m buffer zone
around them. 

Should a change in the Project infrastructure layout not be feasible, LEDA must undertake a Graves
Relocation Process, which will require permits issued by SAHRA in terms of Section 36 of the NHRA for those
graves older than 60 years. This process must comply with Chapter IX and XI of the NHRA Regulations.

If any unmarked human burials are uncovered and the archaeologist called in to inspect the finds and/or the



 

 

 

 

 

 

police find them to be heritage graves, then mitigation may be necessary and the SAHRA Burial Grounds and
Graves (BGG) Unit must be contacted for processes to follow (Thingahangwi Tshivase/Mimi Seetelo 072 802
1251).

The Final EIAr and its appendices must be submitted to the case and once a Record of Decision from the
competent authority is issued, it must also be submitted to the case.

Should you have any further queries, please contact the designated official using the case number quoted
above in the case header.

Yours faithfully

________________________________________ 
Nokukhanya Khumalo
Heritage Officer
South African Heritage Resources Agency

________________________________________ 
Phillip Hine
Manager: Archaeology, Palaeontology and Meteorites Unit
South African Heritage Resources Agency

ADMIN:
Direct URL to case: http://www.sahra.org.za/node/542083
(LDEDET, Ref: )

Terms & Conditions:
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1. This approval does not exonerate the applicant from obtaining local authority approval or any other necessary approval for
proposed work.

2. If any heritage resources, including graves or human remains, are encountered they must be reported to SAHRA immediately.
3. SAHRA reserves the right to request additional information as required.
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