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Executive Summary 
 

Several sections in this progress report are copied from the progress report on sites 
mitigated in Zone 1.  This allows the report to be used in isolation and also avoids continuous 
reference to the Zone 1 progress report. 

Presented here is a progress/interim report of archaeological mitigation at the St 
Francis Links Golf Estate, St Francis Bay, Eastern Cape Province (Figure 1).  This report 
focuses on work conducted at certain sites located in Zone 2 as indicated in Figures 2 and 3.  
The goal of this report is to demonstrate that fieldwork - exceeding the recommended 
mitigation measures as approved by SAHRA - is complete at selected sites in Zone 2.  Sites 
in Zone 2 that were recommended for conservation are demarcated with hazard tape and are 
incorporated into the layout plan of the development and therefore, are not in danger of 
damage or destruction.  These sites will be mitigated last as they will not be impacted at all 
by construction activities of the development.  Accompanying this document is a permit 
application to damage and/or destroy archaeological materials at selected sites in Zone 2 
that remain after mitigation.  Detailed descriptions, results of basic analyses, interpretations, 
characterisations of sites and full documentary, photographic and survey records are not 
given here, but will be the substance of the final report. 
 
 
1. Introduction 
 

The Mossel Bay Archaeology Project: Cultural Resources Management CC 
(MAPCRM CC) was appointed to conduct mitigation measures at archaeological sites 
previously identified during the HIA at the site of the proposed St Francis Links Golf Estate 
(Figures 1 & 2, also see Nilssen 2003a and b).  A permit to perform the required mitigation 
measures was issued to the author by SAHRA and work started at St Francis Links (SFL) on 
5 March 2005.  Below is a description of site categories and work conducted in Zone 2 (see 
Figures 2 & 3).  

Because the scale of mitigation measures is large, including 28 (originally 23) 
archaeological and palaeontological occurrences equalling roughly 2.5 months fieldwork, it 
was recommended to the developers to employ a phase-based strategy.  The alternative, of 
completing all mitigation prior to applying to SAHRA for damage/destruction permits, could 
result in a delay of up to 5 months from start of mitigation activities.  The aim of a phase-
based strategy is to complete the fieldwork of archaeological mitigation at endangered sites 
in each zone, submit a progress/interim report and permit application to SAHRA for 
damage/destruction of mitigated sites in that zone, and then to move on to the next zone.  
This means that progress reports and permit applications will pertain to sites within a zone 
rather than to individual sites and rather than to all sites earmarked for mitigation.  The 
motivation behind this approach is to avoid substantial time delays between commencement 
of archaeological mitigation and the final issuing of permits by SAHRA.  Additionally, this 
approach will assist archaeologists to manage the sheer volume of information and material 
generated by such a large project.  Final reports will be written and submitted after 
completion of all mitigation including fieldwork, sorting, basic analyses of sorted materials, 
but excluding full-time monitoring, which will be reported separately. 

Zone 2 is the second of three areas to be mitigated in order of priority relative to the 
client’s schedule for construction activities.  This progress/interim report focuses on fieldwork 
done at selected sites in Zone 2, showing that the recommended mitigation measures and 
supplementary work are complete.   
 
 
2. Site Categories and Methodology 
 

During the first two weeks of work, two professional archaeologists were employed 
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for second opinion and consultation concerning the most appropriate mitigation strategies to 
employ for different sites and these were planned on a site by site, or minimally, a site-type 
by site-type basis.  Mitigation commenced after strategies were in place.  The initial phase of 
fieldwork included several surveying activities such as using surveyor’s benchmarks for 
resections to lock into the local and national grid.  This was followed by generating temporary 
control points for ease of locking into the grid via resections as needed, mostly on a daily 
basis.  All surveying data are thus true planar x, y coordinates and meters above mean sea 
level (amsl) locked into the SA National Grid system (WGS84).  Mitigation measures for 
Zone 2 sites that are reported here include SFL 15, 17, 18, 19 and 20 (Figure 3).  SFL 16, 22 
and 23 are not in priority areas for development and construction activities and are therefore 
excluded here (see Figures 2 & 3).  SFL 21 will be conserved in perpetuity and mitigation of 
this site will be conducted after sites in priority areas are excavated and/or collected.  Sites 
reported here fall into two categories that are not identical to those reported on for sites in 
Zone 1.  A basic description of each category and the methodology of mitigation employed 
are given below.  A detailed account of methodologies will appear in the final report. 
 
Category 1 includes exposures SFL 15 and SFL 17 that are in deflated areas and consist 
predominantly of scattered shards of pottery, marine shell, bone, stone artefacts and the 
ubiquitous land snail (Acatina sp.).  SFL 15 (S 340 09.815’ E 240 48.372’) is a deflation hollow 
(Plate 1) with a low-density scatter of alikreukel, mussel, pencil-bait and periwinkle shell.  
Numerous shards of pottery were plotted, but bone is rare and consists mostly of micro 
faunal remains and only one quartzite chunk was plotted.  Several shell fragments and a 
fragment of bone are burnt.  Marine shell fragments and shards of pottery dominate the 
assemblage (Plate 2).  The entire exposed and deflated area that was swept and screened is 
approximately 87m2.  SFL 17 (S 340 09.855’ E 240 48.519’) is a deflated area with a scatter 
of pottery shards; low densities of bone - some of which are fossilized and likely predate the 
pottery – and marine shell and two plotted quartzite chunks.  Pottery shards that appear to 
be the remains of a single vessel overwhelmingly dominate the scatter.  A spout fragment of 
a “pot” was found during the original impact assessment, but was not recovered during 
collection.  It is likely that brush/lawn mowers fragmented it.  Marine shell fragments include 
mussel and white mussel.  Fossilized fragments of micro faunal remains and tortoise 
carapace dominate the bone assemblage.  One large, near-epiphysis fragment that is not 
fossilized was plotted.  The entire deflated area of some 83m2 was swept and screened.  

Both exposures represent deflation basins that vary in nature depending on the 
extent to which they have been eroded, predominantly by wind.  While both exposures 
appear to be relatively recent because they contain numerous rizoliths (root casts), SFL 17 is 
eroded down to darker, consolidated sands that include numerous fragments of fossil bone.  
No dark sands or fossil bone are evident at SFL 15.   

Because tractor driven lawn/brush mowers have traversed the landscape for several 
years, many archaeological and palaeontological specimens are damaged and/or destroyed 
by tyres, blades and metal rollers that support the mowers.   

The condition of fossil bone at SFL 17 suggests that they had not undergone previous 
cycles of exposure and re-deposition.  This is based on the fact that most specimens are un-
abraded and appear fresh.  The fossils seem to associate with the darker consolidated sands 
underlying fresher pale to white unconsolidated dune sand.  Ferruginous nodules occur at 
both exposures, but are notably less common than at exposures in Zone 1 (Nilssen 2005).  
Within the unconsolidated dune sands are moderately consolidated root casts.  These casts 
are relatively fragile and do not survive long after exposure by wind.  The presence or 
absence of more friable root casts is, therefore, indicative of the relative length of time 
materials were exposed. 

The mitigation strategy employed for this category involves careful and systematic 
inspection of the entire exposed and un-vegetated surface of each area previously 
documented to contain archaeological and/or palaeontological materials.  Prior to searching, 
a photographic record is made including distant shots of exposures, close-ups of exposed 
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surfaces and close-ups of eco- and artefacts.  A photographic record is also kept of work in 
progress and where necessary, exposures are photographed after removal of piece-plotted 
specimens.  Surfaces are carefully and systematically searched for remains of 
human/hominid bone.  All bone, stone and other relevant materials are flagged and then 
piece plotted by means of a Total Station (Plate 3).  Each plotted find or collection of plotted 
finds is assigned a printed tag with a unique identity number that is bagged and placed into 
an artefact bag with its associated find.  Coordinate data are tied to each plotted find number 
via a hand held computer coupled to the Total Station.  All plotted finds from the same 
exposure are bagged together and returned to the field lab for later identification and coding.  
Survey data, specimen identifications, and coding are imported into ArcView GIS 3.3 as Tab 
Delimited text files for graphic presentation and analytical purposes.  The ArcView images of 
plotted finds create rough outlines for each sampled exposure (Figures 3) and in the ArcView 
graphic a point represents a plotted find number (Figure 4).  The edges – sand bodies - of 
exposures were probed in an attempt to find in situ materials, but only isolated pieces were 
recovered.  Unscreened bulk samples were retained for future analysis.  After piece plotting, 
– because pottery shards were noted to lie in and below the surface of the unconsolidated 
dune sands - the entire exposed surfaces of both exposures were swept up and deposits 
screened through a three-tier sieve system with mesh sizes of 10mm, 3mm and 1.5mm 
(Plate 4).  Screened archaeological and palaeontological materials were bagged and 
returned to the field lab for sorting, basic analyses and curation (Plate 5).  A record of bucket 
volumes was kept.  All archaeological and palaeontological materials are bagged with labels 
describing their provenience.   

 
 

Category 2 includes exposures SFL 18, 19 and 20, which are also created by wind 
erosion, but that include low densities of archaeological materials (Plate 6).  All assemblages 
are dominated by a variety of marine shell with mostly limpets, alikreukel and white mussel.  
While SFL 18 (S 340 09.897’ E 240 48.477’) and SFL 20 (S 340 09.898’ E 240 48.418’) only 
yielded a sum of 3 quartzite chunks, 9 quartzite artefacts were plotted at SFL 19 (S 340 
09.900’ E 240 48.461’).  SFL 18 contained no bone and at SFL 19 and 20, fragments of micro 
faunal remains and tortoise dominate the bone assemblage (Plate 7).  These may represent 
natural deposition and are not necessarily anthropogenic in origin.  No fossil bone or pottery 
was found at any of the sites in this category.  The absence of pottery is a strong indication 
that these exposures are of Later Stone Age (LSA) origin predating 2000 BP (before 
present). 

Ferruginous nodules occur, but are notably less common than at exposures in Zone 1 
(Nilssen 2005).  Within the unconsolidated dune sands are moderately consolidated root 
casts.  These casts are relatively fragile and do not survive long after exposure to wind.  The 
presence or absence of more friable root casts is, therefore, indicative of the relative length 
of time materials were exposed. 

Before commencing work, a photographic record is made including distant shots of 
exposures, close-ups of exposed surfaces and close-ups of eco- and artefacts.  A 
photographic record is also kept of work in progress and excavated (sampled) exposures are 
photographed after work is complete.  The mitigation strategy of piece plotting as described 
above for category 1 exposures was applied to category 2 exposures, but the unconsolidated 
sands in these low density exposures were not swept and screened.  Edges of the 
exposures were probed for in situ materials, but none were located. 

 
 
3. Mitigation Measures Completed at Selected Sites in Zone 2 
 

Coordinates for archaeological and/or palaeontological occurrences given above are 
from readings with a hand held Garmin Etrex Summit GPS (Map Datum WGS 84).  Accurate 
survey data generated with a Total Station during mitigation will appear in the final report.  
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Basic descriptions of archaeological and/or palaeontological occurrences are given above 
and recommended mitigation measures for exposures are given in tabular form below (also 
see Nilssen 2003a, b).  Finer details of fieldwork, sorting, basic analyses and interpretations 
will be in the final report.  As mentioned above, the goal here is to demonstrate that the 
fieldwork for required mitigation measures is complete for selected sites in Zone 2. 
 
Category 1 

 
A summary of work conducted in comparison with recommended mitigation measures 

is given in Table 1.   
 

Table 1.  Summary of age, potential significance, recommended mitigation, conducted 
mitigation and number of coordinates for piece-plotted specimens identified in 
archaeological occurrences in Zone 2.  Note that potential area for mitigation at SFL 17 
is 83m2 and not the estimated 150m2.  
 

Site 
Name 

Period/Age 
 

Potential 
Significance 

Recommended 
Mitigation: 

Surface 
Collection of: 

Conducted 
Mitigation: 

Surface 
Collection of: 

No of Piece-
Plotting 

Coordinates 

SFL 15 LSA & 
Pottery 
Period 

National 20m2 87m2 70 

SFL 15 LSA & 
Pottery 
Period 

National none Excavated & 
Screened -  

87m2 

 

SFL 17 LSA & 
Pottery 
Period 

National Complete 
150m2 

Complete  
83m2 

125 

SFL 17 LSA & 
Pottery 
Period 

National none Excavated & 
Screened -  

83m2 

 

TOTAL   103m2 170m2 195 
 

 
Note that larger areas were searched and collected from than was originally 

recommended.  Numbers given for piece-plotted specimens do not equal the actual number 
of specimens collected during piece plotting.  This is because a group of closely spaced 
specimens did not warrant taking a shot for each specimen with the Total Station.  One set of 
coordinates, therefore, usually represents more than a single bone, stone or other specimen.  
For example, at SFL 17, 125 readings were taken with the Total Station, but more than 250 
specimens are actually included in the piece-plotted collection.  In addition to this are bags 
containing “pick-ups” that were either adiagnostic or too small to warrant piece plotting.  

Entire surfaces of exposures were carefully and systematically searched for 
human/hominid remains, but none were found.  The sizes of areas inspected for eco- and 
artefacts are given in Table 1 as well as the total numbers of x y z coordinates that were 
generated for piece-plotted specimens for each exposure in category 1.  The sizes of areas 
that were swept and screened are also given.  
 
Category 2 
 

Table 2 provides a summary of work conducted in comparison with recommended 
mitigation measures.  Note that substantially larger areas were searched and collected from 
than originally recommended. As described for Table 1, the number of piece plot coordinates 
is not a reflection of the actual number of specimens collected during piece plotting.  The 
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number of collected specimens is notably higher than the 100 given in the total row of Table 
2. 
 
Table 2.  Summary of age, potential significance, recommended and conducted 
mitigation for Category 2 archaeological sites (occurrences) in Zone 2.  
 

Site 
Name 

Period/Age 
 

Potential 
Significance 

Recommended 
Mitigation: 

Surface 
Collection of: 

Conducted 
Mitigation: 

Surface 
Collection of: 

No of Piece-
Plotting 

Coordinates 

SFL 18 LSA National 5m2 66m2 40 
SFL 19 LSA National 5m2 46m2 35 
SFL 20 LSA National 5m2 58m2 25 
TOTAL   15m2 170m2 100 

 
 
 
4.  References 
 
Nilssen, P.J. 2003a. Heritage Impact Assessment at the Proposed Site for the St Francis 
Golf Estate. For SRK Consulting. 
Nilssen, P.J. 2003b. Proposed St Francis Golf Estate – Mitigation of Heritage Resources – 
Proposal for Recommended Mitigation. For SRK Consulting. 
Nilssen, P.J. 2005. St Francis Links – Golf Estate: Phase 2 – Mitigation of archaeological 
heritage resources Zone 1.  Progress/Interim report submitted to SAHRA.   
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Figure 1. Enlarged portion of map showing a) site of the St Francis Links Golf Estate and 
b) enlargement of study area showing site locations identified during the AHIA (Nilssen 2003).



Figure 2. Layout plan of golf estate with locations of archaeological sites identified during the
AHIA study (see MAP Aug. 2003).  The oval is enlarged in Figure 3 and includes sites
mitigated in Zone 2.
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Figure 3. Enlarged view of oval - Zone 2 – showing sites with survey data.  The black areas are
locations of sites as “ball-parked” in the author’s 2003 reports while the green areas represent
coordinate data produced during piece-plotting and surveying, and are true planar coordinates in
the SA National Grid (WGS 84). Sites in green, except SFL 22, are reported on here. 
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Figure 4. Enlarged portion of Zone 2 – showing an example (SFL 17) of piece-plotted coordinates. 
Each dot represents true planar coordinates for piece-plots that mostly contain more than a single 
specimen.



Plate 1. SFL 15 – showing example of deflated exposure and unconsolidated dune sands.
Vehicle at top left for scale.

Plate 2. SFL 15 – showing examples of archaeological materials that were piece-plotted before
the exposure was swept and screened.  Large intervals on scale bar are in cm.



Plate 3. Piece plotting flagged specimens with a Total Station that is locked into the SA
National Grid system (WGS 84).

Plate 4. Sweeping the unconsolidated dune sands from the surface of SFL 17 and sieving
collected deposit through a three tier system of screens.



Plate 5. Sorting, labeling and basic curation conducted at the field laboratory.

Plate 6. An example of a category 2 exposure (SFL 20) and the inset at lower left is a close-up
of the ground before mitigation – note stone and shell (scale in cm).  Vehicle at top left for scale. 



Plate 7.  Example of archaeological remains from a category 2 exposure (SFL 19).
Tortoise and micro faunal remains at top left may represent natural inclusions.  The 
larger scale intervals are 1cm.
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