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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Archaeology Contracts Office was asked by SHE Cape, on behalf of Eskom, to assess 
the damage to archaeological material on a portion of the farm Derde Heuwel 210, along the 
R62 linking Montagu with Barrydale. An earlier survey (Kaplan 2005) had recorded 
archaeological material in the vicinity and mitigation was requested by Heritage Western 
Cape. Work on the site commenced without mitigation and was stopped to allow the current 
assessment to take place with the aim of establishing the nature, extent and significance of 
damage to the archaeological material. 
 
The affected area is flat but gently sloping. Vast tracts of exposed ferruginous gravel are 
present but where limited sand cover exists there are low scrubby bushes. The gravel 
contains abundant Middle Stone Age artefacts which are undoubtedly in secondary context 
through natural erosion and weathering of the local geological strata. 
 
Due to the extremely large area of the occurrence and the very small footprint of the impacts, 
these impacts are deemed to be negligible and insignificant. The poor context and spatial 
integrity of the artefacts means that their research potential is low and, particularly given that 
priority must be given to high value material in terms of museum space, it seems that 
mitigation should not have been suggested for the site. 
 
The photographic record created here is deemed to have suitably documented the site and it 
is recommended that the project be allowed to proceed without any further heritage work 
being required. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
The Archaeology Contracts Office was asked by SHE Cape, on behalf of Eskom, to assess 
the damage to archaeological material on a portion of the farm Derde Heuwel 210, along the 
R62 road that links Montagu with Barrydale. An earlier survey (Kaplan 2005) had recorded 
archaeological material in the vicinity and mitigation had been requested by Heritage 
Western Cape1. Work on the site had commenced without any mitigation and was then 
stopped to allow the current assessment to take place. The aim of this assessment was thus 
to establish the nature, extent and significance of damage to the archaeological material. 
 

 
 

Figure 1: Map showing the location of the area searched. 
 

2. HERITAGE LEGISLATION 
 
The National Heritage Resources Act (NHRA) No. 25 of 1999 protects a variety of heritage 
resources including palaeontological, prehistoric and historical material (including ruins) more 
than 100 years old (Section 35), human remains (Section 36) and non-ruined structures older 
than 60 years (Section 34). Landscapes with cultural significance are also protected under 
the definition of the National Estate (Section 3 (3.2d)). The material recorded by Kaplan 
(2005) was thus protected under Section 35 and could only have been disturbed with 
permission from Heritage Western Cape. 
 

                                            
1 HWC RoD C13/3/6/2/1/1/1/1/C10, 10th June 2005 

3320CC Montagu (Mapping information supplied by - Chief Directorate: Surveys and Mapping. Website: w3sli.wcape.gov.za) 
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3. DESCRIPTION OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 
The area examined is flat, but gently sloping downhill towards the northeast, away from the 
R62 road. Much of it has low (knee-high or less) scrubby vegetation but significant gravel-
coated open areas are present in between. Farm tracks pass through the area and a few 
newly used tracks associated with the power line construction activities are also evident 
through the bushes. Figures 2 to 5 show some of this environment, while further pictures, 
specifically of the gravel areas follow later. 
 

    
 
Figure 2: A farm track in the study area. Note the pylon      Figure 3: One of the pylon sites in a gravel patch. 
lying on the ground in the distance. 
 

    
 
Figure 4: A partly installed pylon alongside a farm road.  Figure 5: Example of the ferruginous gravels on site. 
 
 
The underlying substrate is shale and the gravels are ferruginous, perhaps suggesting that 
significant erosion of overlying deposits has taken place since manufacture and original 
deposition of the associated artefacts. Small amounts of sand are present in places and it is 
in this that the limited vegetation grows. 
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4. HERITAGE CONTEXT 
 
Archaeological research in the area has been sparse, although the nearby Montagu Cave is 
well known (Keller 1973). Rock art and sparse archaeological deposits are known in the area 
(personal observation) and random artefacts can be found on the surface in many areas as 
borne out by Kaplan’s (2005) survey. Most farm buildings in the area are modern although 
historical farmsteads do exist. Numerous buildings in the town of Montagu are declared 
Provincial Heritage Sites and the town retains significant historical character. The area 
examined in this study lies between 5. km and 7.5 km from the south-eastern edge of 
Montagu. 
 

5. METHODS 
 
The survey was conducted on 21 June 2009. Finds were photographed and described and 
GPS co-ordinates on the WGS84 datum were taken using a hand-held GPS receiver. 
 
5.1. Limitations 
 
Due to the excellent visibility of the ground surface, no limitations were experienced. 
 

6. FINDINGS 
 
6.1. Archaeological material 
 
As noted by Kaplan (2005), archaeological material in the form of stone artefacts is well 
distributed across the landscape in this area. The artefacts take the form of grey quartzite 
flakes, blades, chunks and cores scattered across the surface of a gravel-coated area. A 
nearby river channel contains thousands of cobbles and boulders of material of similar colour 
and texture to the artefacts and was most likely the source of the raw material. The artefacts 
are most likely Middle Stone Age in character. Figure 6 shows the area examined and the 
points (1 to 7) at which formal records were made. 
 
All finds are largely similar and no doubt relate to the same general period. The seven 
localities at which formal records were made were selected for their slightly higher density of 
artefacts but it should be noted that similar artefacts are present throughout the area 
wherever the ferruginous gravels are exposed and no doubt continue below the sandy areas 
as well. 
 
Figures 7 to 27 show the nature of the exposures and examples of the artefacts present at 
each and Table 1 gives their co-ordinates. 
 

Point Co-ordinates 
1 33° 49’ 27.4” S 20° 11’ 16.6” E 
2 33° 49’ 25.5” S 20° 11’ 15.1” E 
3 33° 49’ 21.8” S 20° 11’ 11.4” E 
4 33° 49’ 17.2” S 20° 11’ 08.0” E 
5 33° 49’ 15.4” S 20° 11’ 07.2” E 
6 33° 49’ 06.9” S 20° 10’ 56.7” E 
7 33° 49’ 02.7” S 20° 10’ 54.0” E 
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Figure 6: Aerial photograph from Google Earth showing the area surveyed (ends marked alongside the R62) 

and the points (1-7) at which formal records were made. 
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Figure 10: Stone artefacts from Point 2. Scale in cm.       Figure 11: View of the occurrence at Point 2. 
 

Figures 7 & 8: Stone artefacts from Point 1. Scales in cm. 
Figure 9: View of the occurrence at Point 1. 
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Figure 12: Stone artefacts from Point 3. Scale in cm.        Figure 13: View of the occurrence at Point 3. 
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Figure 14: Stone artefacts from Point 4. Scale in cm.        Figure 15: View of the occurrence at Point 4. 
 

    
 

    
 
 
It does appear that some sort of spatial patterning might be present since large cores 
seemed to be absent from the south-eastern end and present in the northwest (Figures 21 to 
23 and 26 to 27). My very limited observations, however, do not allow for further detail to be 
ascertained. 
 
A riverbed with thousands of grey cobbles of similar material to the artefacts lies at the 
northwest end of the study area (Figure 28). The cobbles have clearly washed down from the 
very steep mountains immediately southwest of the study area and contrasts very strongly 
with the shales on which the artefacts were found. This river in all likelihood acted as the raw 
material source for the makers of the artefacts. 
 
 

Figures 16 & 17: Views of the occurrence at 
Point 5. 
Figure 18: Stone artefacts from Point 5. Scale 
in cm. 
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Figure 19: Stone artefacts from Point 6. Scale in cm.       Figure 20: View of the occurrence at Point 6. 
 

 
 
Figures 21 to 23: Cores from Point 6. 
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Figure 24: View of the occurrence at Point 7.                   Figure 25: Close up of the surface at Point 7. 
 

    
 

Figures 26 & 27: Two large cores from Point 7. 
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Figure 28: The river bed at the northwest end of the study area that 
undoubtedly provided a raw material source 

 
 
6.2. Impacts 
 
The impacts to the archaeology have to be viewed in light of the fact that the archaeological 
occurrence represented here is extremely large, extending over more than 1 km in either 
direction (see orange exposure in Figure 6). The damage that has been done consists mostly 
of vehicle tracks across the area, sometimes through the artefact-bearing gravels, although it 
seems that an attempt was made to utilise existing farm tracks as much as possible, only 
deviating where absolutely necessary to reach particular pylon locations. The remaining 
damage consists of the holes excavated into the substrate (~ 2 m by 2 m) and the piles of 
shale and sand dumped alongside each hole. The pylon locations seem to be focused in 
bare areas, presumably to preserve the plants, and this has resulted in a high co-incidental 
occurrence of pylons and artefacts as can be seen in the photographs above. 
 
Due to the immensity of the archaeological occurrence, these impacts are deemed to be 
negligible and, should research become desirable on this site one day, I consider it unlikely 
that it would be compromised by the current activities related to the pylon construction. 
 

7. CONCLUSIONS 
 
It should be remembered that research potential and integrity of archaeological material are 
important and neither of these factors are present at this site due to the non-descript nature 
of the artefacts and the clearly eroded and weathered context in which they were found. 
Museum storage space is limited and should be kept for material with the greatest scientific 
value. Although the earlier survey (Kaplan 2005) had recommended mitigation and this was 
requested by Heritage Western Cape, I consider the archaeological material to not be worthy 
of any mitigation over and above the photographic recording of samples of artefacts as 
carried out in this report. 
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8. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The impacts as described above are not deemed significant and, subject to the approval of 
Heritage Western Cape, the construction of the power line should continue. 
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