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REVIEW COMMENT ON ARCHAEOLOGICAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT

C Dreyer
May 2006, Reeeil'ed OlJmle 2006

ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND CULTURAL HERITAGE INVESTIGATION
OF THE PROPOSED ESKOM HYDRA-PERSEUS & BETA-PERSEUS
TRANSMISSION LINE AT THE FARM JACKALSKUIL 21,
PETRUSVILLE, NORTHERN CAPE

The report assesses and evaluates the impact of the installation of the power line on the
cultural and archaeological heritage and historical remnants on the farm. This report
complements another archaeological impact assessment undertaken by Mr A van Jaarsveld,
March 2006 "Archaeological and cultural heritage investigation of the proposed ESKOM
Hydra-Perseus & Beta-Perseus transmission line at the farm Jackalskuil 21, Petrusville,
Northern Cape". Mr van Jaarsveld did not undertake a full Phase I Archaeological Impact
Assessment and consulted existing published information and a low altitude helicopter tour of
the area (I 200 000 km'). Our original comment cannot therefore be considered complete.
The recommendations from this report by Mr Dreyer should be incorporated into the final
Environmental Impact Assessment.

The following cultural heritage resources were recorded on Jackalskuil:

• Single and multi-grooved lower grindstones are scattered over a large areas. The
stones are associated with single and multi facetted upper grindstones, stone flakes
and pieces of broken bored stones.

• Single facet and multi facetted upper grindstones are associated with scatters of lower
grindstones, Later Stone Age flakes and scrapers and broken bored stones.

• A great number of broken bored stones are found associated with upper and lower
grindstones and LSA flakes and scrapers. The occurrence of so many bored stones
may be a unique feature and should be preserved for further documentation and study.
Bored stones are also found in different stages of manufacture.

• Long stones with damage on either one and or both ends could have been used as
punches or a hammer stones. These stones arc found in association with LSA flakes
and scrapers and broken bored stones.

• Stone flakes and scrapers which date to the Later Stone Age are found in abundance
at the site. These artefacts occur in association with hammer stones, cores and broken
bored stones.

• A large number of stone engravings occur on boulders on a low hill. According to the
heavy patination on some of the items the individual pictures clearly date from
different times and were produced by different techniques, which vary from
engraving, rubbing or scouring and line pecking. The author mentioned that not all the
rock engravings were recorded and indicated that the Rock Art Department at the
National Museum Department in Bloemfontein must be invited to track and document
these.

• A rectangular stone-walled stock enclosure measuring about 20m x 34m is located on
the hill among the archaeological material and rock engravings. The walls are well
built and well preserved. The land-owner related that his ancestors had been sheep
farmers for more than a century.

• A circular structure of about 2m diameter of unknown origin and purpose occurs on
the hill between the engraved boulders. A collection of stone artefacts, which consist
of broken bored stones and small multi-faceted upper grindstones, is found inside the
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stone circle.
• A stone-wall, more than 5km long was made by the great-grandfather of the present

owner. The wall was built by special stonemasons during the years between 1870 and
1880. The purpose of the wall was to control the movement of free roaming wild
ostriches. The half circle of the wall was completed by a wooden fence made out of
branches of thorn bushes brought up from the river.

• The present owner's father, who took great interest in his environment, made small
and undocumented collections of Stone Age material on the farm. As a keen collector,
he kept the material on display in a glass paned cabinet. The collections include stone
artefacts as well as ostrich eggshell beads, clay pottery, an LSA Wilton arrow head
and a variety of bored stone.

• There are two farm houses on the property. The first house was built shortly after
1920. The building is in a very good condition, and is still occupied by the landowner
and his family. The structure is older than 60 years and is therefore protected.

These archaeological remains are significant and are protected by the National Heritage
Resources Act (No 25 of 1999).

The report recommends that in terms of the heritage:

I. Corridor 4 seems to be the only alternative of the four routes to be investigated for the
installation of the proposed power line on Jackalskuil 21, Petrusville.

2. The planning should be adapted to take the proposed developments away from the
archaeological and historical sites. The necessary arrangements to preserve and
protect the stone tool and rock art sites as heritage resources should also be made.

3. An archaeologist should be involved to assess the exact positions where the pylons
will be placed and to assess which site may be affected.

4. Planners and developers must note that construction work must avoid the
archaeological material and that the identified Stone Age artefacts and engravings
should not be damaged, either during the planning or during the construction stages.

5. The random collecting of stones at the site for construction or any other purpose is
prohibited.

6. If the pylon, line or access roads impact on the rock engravings or lie within 100 m of
them all the engravings must be recorded by the National Museum.

7. If corridors I or 2 or 3 are chosen then all the stone tool, rock engravings and
historical sites on the farm that will be in the zone of impact must be mitigated.

Where the development involves disturbance of an archaeological or palaeontological site of
some significance and Phase 2 mitigation (sampling through excavation and dating) is been
asked for, SAHRA will require that, in terms of s.38(4)(b&c) of the National Heritage
Resources Act, the provisions of ss 35 & 36 apply, as appropriate. The specialist will require
a mitigation permit from the relevant Heritage Resources Authority. On receipt of a
satisfactory mitigation (Phase 2) permit report from the archaeologist, the heritage authority
may make further recommendations in terms of these provisions. Very rarely if a site is of
high heritage significance the authority may request that it be conserved, that mini-site
management plans, interpretive material and possibly protective infrastructure be established.
More generally permission is given for the destruction of the remainder of archaeological or
palaeontological sites, after full recording.

Decisions on Built Environment (e.g. structures over 60 years) and Cultural Landscapes must
be made by the Northern Cape Provincial Heritage Authority (Mr Joas Sinthumule
jsinthumule@bp.ncape.gov.zal to whom we will send the Impact Assessment Report and this
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Comment before it is sent to you.

SAIiRA AlA Rn'i~w Conlm~nl FORM A

fA
NAME OF ARCHAEOLOGIST PROCESSING REPORT: Portia !am(!~~tlt;::-;Jl':
SIGNATURE OF SAHRA HEAD ARCHAEOLOGIS.T: ........................• /.: .

.I' ........-'.

EMAIL: .fll:leslie@sahra.org.=a 7.:"j" ..

NAME OF HERITAGE RESOURCES AGENCY: SIJHRA .- .---- '
PLEASE NOn: TIIAT TlU: COMMENT (ABOVE OR APPENDED) CONSTITUTES THE COMMENT OF TilE HERITAGE RESOURCES AGENCY
ARCIIAEOJ,OGIST AND THAT ANY DEVELOPMENT TIIAT INVOLVES DESTRUCTION OF ANY ARCIIAEOLOGICAL SITE IS STILL SUBJECr TO A
PERMIT/PERMISSION FOR DESnWCrJO:'O Of! SUCH SrI'E GIVEN TO TilE DEVELOPER BY THE RELEVANT IIERITAGE RESOURCES AGENCY
ARCIIAI:OU>GICAL PERMIT COMMITrEE (TillS WILL HE SUBJECT TO APPROVAL OF TIlE PIIASE 2 OR ARCHAF..oLOGICAL ~IITIGATION AS
NECESSARY), TIllS REPORT MAY BE TAKEN ONI.Y AS APPROVAL, IN PRINCIPLE., IN TERMS OF SECTION ]5 OF TilE NATIONAL IIERlTAGE RESOURCES
M:T. nn: PROVINCIAL MASAGER OF TIlE IlERITAGE RESOURCES AUUIORITY MUS1' A(}VISE AS TO APPROVAL IN TERMS OF m:RlTAGE ISSllES
F.SCOMPASSED BY O1'II[R ASP[CTS OF TilE l.EGISLATION, SUCH AS ISSUES OF TIlE BUILT ENVIRO;'.MENT {STRUCruRES (E.G, FARM HOUSES). OVER
60 YEARS).INOIGENOUS KNOWl.EDGE SYSTEMS OR OF CULTURAL LANDSCAPES AS TIllS IS NOT WITHIN TIlE SCOPE O"'TlU: ARClIAl:OU)GIST,

PLEASE ,'wn: 1'11.-\1'SAIlRA IS NOW RESPONSIBLE FOR GRADE IIIERITAGE RESOURCES (AND EXPORT) AND THE PROVINCIAL IIERITAC;r. RESOURCES
AR}: R}:SPONSIBU: FOR GRADE II AND GRADE III HERITAGE RESOURCES, EXCEPT WHERE THI'RE IS AN AGF.NCY ARRANGEMENT WITH TIl};
PROVINCIAL IIERITAG.: RESOURCES AUTIIORITY.
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