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Site name and location: Proposed housing project on the Farm Ultspanning 321 LS, Uimpopo Province.
Magisterial district: Capricorn District Municipality

Developer: Mr. Elardus du Plessis (Nondo Game Breeding)

Consultant: AINP, PO Box 148, Bendorpark, Polokwane, 0713, South Africa
Date development was mooted: June 2007

Date of Heport: 3 September 2007

Proposed date of commencement of development: October 2007

Findings: No sites of any heritage potential were identified on the property. The proposed housing
project on the farm Ultspanning 321 LS, can continue from a heritage point of view,
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introduction

Archaeo-Info Northern Province (AINP) was contracted by Tekplan Environmental co to conduet a
Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) on the proposed housing project on a portion of the farm Uitspanning
321 LS, Limpopo Province .

This HIA forms part of the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) as required by the Environmental
Conservalion Act (ECA) 73 of 1989, the Minerals & Petroleum Resources Development Act, 28 of 2002
and the Development Facilitation Act (DFA), 67 of 1995. The HiA is performed in accordance with section
38 of the National Heritage Resources Act (NHRA), 25 of 1999 and is Intended for submission to the
South Alrican Heritage Resources Agency (SAHRA)

Qualified personnel from AINP conducted the assessment. The team comprised a Principal Investigator

~ with & minimum of an Honours degree in an applicable science as well as at least five years of fleld
experience in heritage management assisted by a fisldworker with at least a BA degree in an applicable

science. All of our employess are also registered members of the Association of South African

- Professional Archaeologists (ASAPA), ‘

 Amember of AINP performed the assessment on 10 August 2007,

- The extent of the proposed development sites were determined as well as the extent of the areas 1o be
affected by secondary activities (access route, construction camp, ele.) during the development. The sites
wera plotted using a Global Positioning System (GPS) and photographed digitally. The sites were
surveved on faot and by vehicle.

Al results will be relaved in this report, firstly outlining the methodology used and then the results and
recommendations for the identified resources,

Proposed Project

The developer intends to construct several occupational units as well as a recreational facility on the

property. The area under investigation is approximately 10 ha in size. The development will be along the

lines of an eco-estate with as much as possible of the natural growth being left in tact. The only areas to
be adversely affected will be the footprints of the proposed bulldings as well as the areas demarcated for
the construction of access roads.

Afier researching the Nationa! Archive records as well as the SAHRA records it was determined that no
Previous archagological or historical studies have been performed in the demarcated study area.

The project was tabled during June 2007 and the developer intends to commence construction as soon
98 possible after receipt of the ROD from the Department of Environmental Affairs

Project Area
Site co-ordinates; Northermn Comer 2312 06" 8

29°47 187 E

Southern Cormer 20512 28" 5
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The site is located on the farm Uilspanning 321 LS on the southern slde of the town of Louls Trichardt.
The farm Uitspanning 321 LS is situated on the eastern side and adjacent to the Louis Trichardt Alr force
Base. The farm is situated mostly on an alluvial plain with sandy soll baing predominant with patches of
pioneer growth and some thom trees. The some of the areas proposed for the development of the
housing project lies within old agricultural fields, (See Appendix D: Location Map).

Good weather conditions were experienced during the field investigations.

Methodology

inventory

invenlory studies involve the in-field survey and recording Q, archaeological resources within a proposed
development area. The nature and scope of this type of study is defined primarily by the results of the
overview study. In the case of site-specific developments, direct implementation of an inventory study
may preciude the need for an averview.

There are a number of different methodological approaches to conducting inventory studies. Therefore,
the proponent, in collaboration with the archaeological consultant, must develop an inventory plan for
review and approval by the SAHRA prior to implementation (Dincause, Dena F., H. Martin Wobst, Robert
J. Hasenstab and David M. Lacy 1984).

Site surveying is the process by which archaeological sites are located and identified on the ground.
Archaeological site surveys often involve both surface inspection and subsurface testing. For the
purposes of heritage investigations, archaeological sites refer to any site with heritage potential {Le.
historic sites, cultural sltes, rock art sites elc.).

A systermnatic surface inspection involves a foot raverse along pre-defined linear transects which are
spaced at systematic intervals across the survey area. This approach ls designed to achieve
representative areal coverage. Alternatively, an archaeological site survey may involve a non-systematic
or randormn walk across the survey ared. Subsurlace testing is an integral part of archaeological site
survey. The purpose of subsurface testing, commonly called "shovel testing”, is to:

(@} assist in the location of archasologicel sites which are buried or obscured from the surveyor's view,
and

o) help determine the horizontal and vertical dimensions and Internal shucture of & site,

In this respect, subsurface testing should not be confused with evaluative testing, which is a considerably
more intensive method of assessing site significance (King, Thomas F., 1878).

Once @ site is located, subsurface testing is conducted to record horizontal extent, depth of the cultural
matrie, and degree of internal stratification. Because subsurface testing, like any form of site excavation,
i5 destructive it should be conducted only when necessary and in moderation,

Subsurface testing Is usually accomplished Uw. shovel, although augers and core mmam ers are also used
where conditions are sultable. Shovel test units averaging Am square om are generally appropriate, and
fre excavated to a sterlle stratum (Le. C Horizon, alluvial tH, etc.). Depending on the site survay strategy,
subsurface testing is conducted systematically or randomly across the survey area. Other considerations
such as test unit location, frequency, depth and interval mvmnaw will also depend on the survey design as
well as various biophysical factors. (Lightfool, Keng G. 1988).

Site survey involves the complete or partial inspection of a proposed project area for the purpose of
locating archasological or other heritage sites. Since there are many possible approaches to field survey,

nring Eco Estate ’




it is important to consider the blophysical 83% ions and archasological site potential of the survey area in
designing the survey strategy.

ldeally, the archaeoclogical site inventory should be based on intensive survey of every portion of the
impact area, as maximum areal coverage will provide the most comprehensive understanding of
archagological and other heritage resource density and distribution. However, in many cases the size of
the project area may render a complete survey impractical because of time and cost considerations.

in some situations it may be practical to intensively survey only a sample of the entire project area.
ﬁm%n& selection is approached systernatically, based on menm@g stalistical sampling procedures, or
judgementally, relying primarily on subjective criteria (Butler, W., 1984),

A systematic sample survey is designed o locale a avémmnwmm qm wmﬂv”m of archasological or heritags
resources within the project area. A statistically valid sample will allow predictions to be made regarding

al resource ammmz%. distribution and variability. In systematic sample surveys it may be necessary to
gxempt certain areas from intensive inspeclion owing to excessive slope, water bodies, landslides, land
ownership, land use or other factors. These areas must be explicitly defined. Areas characterized by an
absence of road access or dense vegetation should not be exempted. (Dunnel, R.C., Dancey W.5. 1983).

Under certain circumstances, it is appropriate to survey a sample of the project area based entirely on
professional judgement regarding the location of sites. Only those areas which can reasonably be
expectsd to contain archaeological or herltage sites are surveyed.

However, a sufficient understanding of the cultural and blophysical factors which influenced or accounted
for the distribution of these sites over the landscape is essential. Careful consideration must be given to
ethnographic patterns of settlement, land use and resource exploifation; the x‘num and distribution of
aboriginal food sources; and restrictions on site location %vammm by physical terrain, climatic regimes,
soil chemistry or other factors. A judgemental sample survey is not desirable if statistically valid estimates
of total heritage resource density and variability are required (McManamon F.P. 1884).

Assessment

Assessment studies are only required where conflicts have been identified between heritage resources
and a proposed development. These studies require an evaluation of the heritage resource to be
impacted, as well as an assessment of project impacts. The purpose of the assessment is to provide
recommendations as to the most appropriate manner in which the resource may be managed in light of
the identified impacts. Management opfions may include alteration of proposed development plans to
avoid rescurce impact, mitigative studies directed at retrisving resource values prior to impact, or
compensation for the unavoidable loss of resource values.

tis especially imporiant to ulilize specialists at this stage of assessment. The evaluation of any
archasological resource should be performed by professionally qualified Individuals.

Technioues ulilized in evaluating the significance of a heritage site include systematic surface collecting
and evaluative testing. Systematic surface collection is employed wherever archaeclogical remains are
avident on the ground surface. However, where these sites contain buried deposits, some degree of
evalugtive testing is also required.

Systematic surface collection from archaeoiogical sites should be limited, Insotar as possible, o g
representative sample of materials. Unless a site is exceptionally small and limited to the surface, no
attempt should be made at this stage to collect all or even a major portion of the materials. Intensive
surface collecting should be reserved for full scale data recovery if mitigative studies are required. Site
significance is determined following an analysis of the surface collected and/or excavated materials
(Miller, C.L. 11, 1988),

Uitspanning Eco Estale &



Thare are several kinds of significance, including scientific, public, ethnic, historle and economic, that
need to bae faken indo account when evaluating heritage resources. For any site, explicit criterla are used
to measure these values. Checklists of criteria for evaluating pre-comtact and post-contact archaeoclogical
sites are provided in Appendix B and Appendix C. These checklists are not intended to be exhaustive or
inflexible. Innovative approaches to site evaluation which emphasize quantitative analysis and objectivity
are encouraged. The process used to derive & measure of relative site significance must be rigorously
documented, particularly the system for ranking or weighting various evaluatory criteria.

Site integrity, or the degree to which a heritage site has been impaired or disturbed as a result of past
land alteration, is an important consideration in evaluating site significance. In this regard, i Is imporiant
to recognize that although an archaeological site has been disturbed, it may still contain important
soientific information.

Heritage resources may be of scientific value in two respects. The potential to vield information which, if
properly recovered, will enhance understanding of Southern African human history is one appropriate
measure of sclentific significance. In this respect, archaeological sites should be evaluated in terms of
thelr potential to resolve current archaeological research problems. Sclentific significance also refers to
the potential for relevant contributions to other academic disciplines or to industry.

Public significance refers to the potential a site has for enhancing the public's understanding and
appreciation of the past. The interpretive, educational and recreational potential of a site are valid
indications of public value. Public significance criteria such as ease of access, land ownership, or scenic
setting are often external to the site itself. The relevance of heritage resource data to private industry may
alse be interpreted as a particular kind of public significance.

Ethnic significance applies to heritage sites which have value to an ethnically distinet community or group
of people. Determining the ethnic significance of an archasological site may require consultation with
persons having special knowledge of a particular site, It is essential that ethnic significance be assessed
by someone properly trained in obtaining and evaluating such data.

Historic archaeological sites may relate to individuals or events that made an important, lasting
contribution 1o the development of a particular locality or the province, Historically important sites also
reflect or commemorate the historic socioeconomic character of an area. Sites having high historical
value will also usually have high public value.

The economic or monetary value of a heritage site, where calculable, is also an important indication of
significance. In some cases, it may be possible to project monetary benefits derived fron the public's use
of a herllage site as an educational or recreational facility. This may be accomplished by eémploying
established economic evaluation methods; most of which have been developed for valuating outdoor
recreation. The objective is to determine the willingness of users, including local residents and tourists, to
pay for the sxperiences or services the site provides even though no payment is presently being made.
Caleulation of user benefits will normally require some study of the visitor population (Smith, L.D. 1977).

A heritage resource impact may be broadly defined as the net change between the integrity of a heritage
site with and without the proposed development. This change may be either beneficial or adverse.

Bensficial impacts ocour wherever a proposed development actively protects, preserves or enhances &
 heritage resource. For example, development may have a beneficial effect by preventing or lessening
naturgl siie erosion. Similarly, an action may serve to preserve a site for future investigation by covering it
with a protective layer of fill. In other cases, the public or economic significance of an archaeological site
may be enhanced by actions which facilitate non-destructive public gse. Although beneficial impacts are
unlikely to occur frequently, they should be included In the assessment,

More commanly, the effects of a project on herltage sites dre of an adverse nature, Adverse impacls
ocour under conditions that include:

.,me dastruction or alteration of all or part of 2 heritage site;
(b isolation of & site from its natural setting; and

(¢} infroduction of physical, chemical or visual elements that are out-of-character with the heritage
tesource and its selling.




Adverse effects can be more specilically defined as direct or indirect impacts. Direct impacts are the
immediately demonstrable eflects of a project which can be attributed to particular land moditying actions.
They are directly caused by a project or its ancillary faciities and ocour at the same time and place. The
immediate conseguences of a project action, such as slope failure following reservoir inundation, are also
considered direct impacts.

Indirect impacts result from activities other than actual project actions. Nevertheless, they are clearly
induced by a project and would not occur without it. For example, project development may induce
changes in land use or population density, such as increased urban and recreational development, which
may indirectly impact upon heritage sites, Increased vandalism of heritage sites, resulting from improved
or newly introduced access, is also considered an indirect impact. Indirect impacts are much more difficult
to assess and quantify than impacts of a direct nature,

Onee all project related impacts are identified, s necessary to determine thelr individual level-of-effect
on heritage resources. This assessment is aimed at determining the extent or degree 1o which future
opportunities for scientific research, preservation, or public appreciation are foreclosed or otherwise
adversely affected by a proposed action. Therglore, the assessment provides a reasonable indication of
the relative significance or importance of a particular impact. Normally, the assessment should follow site
evaluation since it is important to know what heritage values may be adversely affected.

The assessment should includse careful consideration of the following level-gb-effect indicators, which are
defined in Appendix D:

« magnitude

& severlty

& duration

°  range

e frequency

s diversity

= cumulative sffect
# rate of change

The level-of-effect assessment should be conducted and reported in a quantitative and objective fashion.
The methodological approach, particularly the system of ranking level-of-effect indicators, must be
rigorously documented and recommendations should be made with respect to managing uncertaint
the assessment. (Zubrow, Ezra B.A., 1884). :

Impact Effect Score
Magnitude 0-4
Severity 0-4
Duration -4
Range 0-4
Frequency -4
Biversity 0-4
Cumulative effect -4
Rate of change O-4

Total seore: (532

Uitspanning Eco Estate 10



severity table.

Impacts will be defined along the following parameters;

Effect Score
No effect on slie 0
Insignificant impact on site 15
Significant impact on site 6-16

P
o

Major destruction of site and atiribules

)
o
£
€]

Total destruction of sites and attributes

The study area was surveyed using standard archaeclogical surveying methods. The area was surveyed
using directional parameters supplied by the GPS and surveyed by foot. This technique has proven to
result i the maximum coverage of an area. This action Is defined as;

‘an archaeclogist being present in the course of the carrying-out of the development works (which may
include conservation works), so as o identify and protect archaeological deposits, features or objects
 which may be uncovered or otherwise affected by the works' (DAHG! 1998a, 28},

Standard archaeoclogical documentation formats were employed in the description of sites. Using
standard site docurnentation forms as comparable medium, it enabled the surveyors to evaluate the
relative importance of sites found. Furtheérmore GPS (Global Positioning System) readings of all finds and
sites were taken, This information was then plotted using a eTrex Legend GPS (WGS 84- datum).

Indicators such as surface finds, plant growth anomalies, local information and topography were used in
dentifying sftes of possible archaeological importance. Test probes were done at intervals to determine
| sub-surface occurrence of archaeological material. The importance of sites was assessed by
comparisons with published information as well as comparative collections.

Test excavation is that form of archasological excavation where the purpose is to establish the nature and
extent of archaeological deposits and features praesent in a locafion which it is proposed to develop
(though not normally to fully investigate those deposits or fealures) and allow an assessment to be made
f the archaeological impact of the proposed development. It may also be referred to as archaevlogical
lesting’ (DAHGI 1998a, 27).

Test excavation should not be confused with, or referred to as, archaeological assessment which is the
overall process of assessing the archaeological impact of development. Test excavation is ons of the
technigues in carrying out archaeologicsl assessment which may also include, as appropriate,
documentary research, fisldwalking, examination of upstanding or visible features or structures,
examination of aerial photographs, satellite or other remote sensing imagery, geophysical survey, and
fopographical assessment’ (DAHGI 1998b, 18).

ified using a hierarchical system wherein sites are assessed
rimportance. These categories are as follows;

All sites or possible sites found were ¢
sing a scale of zero to four according t

- Degree of signiticance Justification Soore

Rare or outstanding, high degree of | 13-16
intactness. Can be interpreted easily.

High degree of original fabric. gmﬂw
Demonsirates a key element of |

i




ftem's significance. Alterations do not
detract from sigrificance.

Altered or modified elements, 5-8
Element with little heritage value, but
which condribute to the overall
significance.

Little significance Alterations detract rom significance. 1 1-4
One of many. Alterations defract
from significanice,

Infrusive Darnaging to the item’s heritage o
significance.

Table 1. Site significance table for pre-contact sites.

Degree of significance Justification Score

Exceptional significance Rare or outstanding, high degree of | 26 - 24
intactness. Can be interpreted easily.

High slonificance High dagree of original fabric. 13-18
Demonstrates a key element of
ftem’s significance. Alterations do not
detract from significance.

Moderate significance Altered or modified slemenis. 712
Eternent with litle heritage value, but
which contribule to the overall
gnificance,

Little significance Alterations detract from significance. | 1 -6
One of many. Alterations detract
from significance.

Damaging to the item’s heritage a
 significance.

The gualitative value of a site’s significance will be calculated by tabling its significance characteristics (as
putlined in appendix B & C) on a sliding value scale and determining an accumulative value for the
specific site. Two tables will be used;

" Site significance characteristics slide scale (Pre-Contact Criteria)

" Table 3. Pre-contact site criteria (0- no value, 4- highest value)

Ultspanning Eco Estate 1z



grificance table to provide the site with a quantifiable significance value. This will only be done for
iertified sites, Should an area under investigation not show any evidence of human activity this will be
ated and no further qualifying will be d

iai-N

tore will be contained in & report that will strive to;

view the purpose, approach, methodology and reporting of archaeological assessment and moniforing
nd propose guidelines on how to adequately address four key questions:

'hat is the research value and potential of the archaeological remains?

What will the impact of development be?

What types of mitigation (by design modification or further investigation) would be appropriate to

igate the impact of development and/or make a useful contribution to knowledge?

hat will be the Ikely cost and timescale of any further investigation, analysis and reporting, given the
ature of the archaeology and the type and extent of further work required?

Panning Eco




Resource Inventory

This section will contain the results of the herftage site Inventory. Any identified sites will be indicated on
the accompanying map plotted using the OziExplorer Geographic Information System (GIS).

Uitspanning Eco Estate project

Mo sites of heritage significance were identified in the direct vicinity of the study area. The property is
situated within a sandy alluvial plain. The area is not conducive to subsistence occupaltion due to the lack
of surface water (the river bed running through the property is perennial and would not be suitable as a
source of water for a settlernent) and bullding materals, Strategically the area is also very exposed and
would be difficult to defend. For these reasons no historic or pre-higtoric sites of human activity or
occupation were present. The area has been subject to many years of agricultural development which
would have obliterated most earlier remains. Evidence for this can be found in the remains of old dams,
ploughed fields and some small metal and wood kraal structures . The proposed area is currently being
used as wildlife camps with a variety of antelope.

Resource Evaluation
No sites of any heritage potential were identified within the direct vicinity of the proposed area for
development.

Impact Identification and Assessment

As no sites of heritage significance were identified in the study area, no impacts on the cultural heritage of
the area are being anticipated,

Resource Management Recommendations

No further site specific actions are recommended for this site as no sites of heritage potential were
idertified within the study area.

Ultspanning Eco Estate 14
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