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AQUATIC RISK ASSESSMENT:

PROPOSED EXPANSION OF THE MELKHOUTFONTEIN CEMETERY
WITHIN THE REGULATED AREA OF A WETLAND

The risk assessment was undertaken using the DWS Risk Matrix which is specified in the Government
Notice R509 of 2016 for section 21 (c) and (i) water uses (impeding or diverting flow or changing the
bed, banks or characteristics of a watercourse) as defined under the NWA (1998). These water uses
are required to be registered as the proposed expansion area is located within 200m of a wetland
(Figure 1). Determining if a water use licence is required is associated with the risk of impacting on the
watercourse. A low risk of impact could be authorised in terms of a General Authorisations (GA) and
a “No risk” result may not require an application for registration at all.

The result of the risk assessment assumes that all of the recommended mitigation measures will be
stringently implemented and monitored appropriately. The ratings presented are for a realistic ‘best-
case scenario’ assessed as ‘after mitigation). This includes the adoption of the recommended 32 m
aquatic buffer zone from wetland habitat. Please see detailed mitigation measures within the
freshwater habitat impact report.

Legend

|+ + Existing Melkhoutfontein cemetery
] Proposed cemetery extension area
£ 500m NWA Regulated Area

3 Melkhoutfontein Wetland

0 50 100 150 200 250m
[ Ea——  — |

Figure 1:The proposed cemetery expansion site in relation to the wetland, 200m downslope

The Risk Matrix assessment determined that the activities associated with the proposed
Melkhoutfontein cemetery expansion have a Low/Negligible risk rating and pose no threat to the
wetland, which is located approx. 200m away. (See risk Matrix in Table 1 below). After the adoption
of the recommended mitigation measures the project will not cause any further deterioration to the
wetland. Minimal impacts are possible but can be completely avoided. It is recommended that the
proposed project be authorised under a General Authorisation (GA) or permitted to go ahead without
requiring an application under the NWA.



Table 1: Summary of the Risk Matrix assessment for the proposed cemetery expansion

RISK MATRIX SUMMARY (Based on DWS 2015 publication: Section 21 ¢ and | water use Risk Assessment Protocol)
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burial of coffins/items

metals that are used in coffin-
making may corrode or degrade
into harmful toxins. These may
leach into the surrounding soils
and groundwater.

ecosystem integrity as this wetland
receives the majority of its water
inputs from the groundwater. If
groundwater is contaminated by
items buried in the cemetery there
is potential for a loss in biota.
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