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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
ACO Associates cc was requested by Ecosense to conduct a Heritage Impact Assessment for a 
proposed abalone hatchery just south of Hondeklipbaai in the Namakwaland District, Northern Cape. 

A site of approximately 950 m long and 90 m wide running parallel to the coastline on erf 1, 
Hondeklipbaai. was chosen for assessment. The development will begin in the southern part of the 
site and extend northwards with time. 

 
The site slopes gently towards the sea with one area a little higher than the rest. Vegetation is low 
and well-spaced. The town of Hondeklipbaai lies 1.5 km to the north and areas just inland of the site 
have been disturbed by old mining activities. 

 
Archaeological material was found to cover the entire area in varying densities with the strip closest 
to the shore and the slightly higher-lying ground most dense and most sensitive. North of the high 

ground the area was less dense and of medium sensitivity with a strip of very limited archaeological 
remains in between and covering much of the proposed development site. The archaeology consisted 
of shell scatters and deflated middens and, in all likelihood, these extend beneath the surface in 

many areas. This was demonstrated by informal excavations noted along the edge of the road next to 
the site. 
 

Archaeological impacts will undoubtedly occur, but these can be mitigated. The extent of the 
mitigation that will be required can only be realised with test excavation, although some estimate 
based on surface observations has been included in the appendix. With the small space between the 

existing gravel road and the development footprint it is likely that damage will occur in this area 
unless site access is strictly controlled. 
 

It is recommended that the project may proceed so long as the following are adhered to: 
 The high-lying ground with very dense archaeology should be considered a no-go area and 

protected from harm during construction; 

 The final layout should be submitted to the archaeologist in order to determine the extent of 
test excavations that will be required; 

 Test excavations should then be carried out and further mitigation requirements made; 
 Formal archaeological mitigation will then be required and no-go areas can be better defined; 

and 
 If any burials are uncovered at any stage during development of the site then work in the 

immediate area should halt and the bones should be protected in situ. An archaeologist will 
need to be contracted to remove the remains at the expense of the developer. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
ACO Associates cc was requested by Ecosense to conduct a Heritage Impact Assessment for a 

proposed abalone hatchery just south of Hondeklipbaai in the Namakwaland District, Northern Cape 
(Figure 1). The Department of Science and Technology has commissioned the Stellenbosch University 
Department of Aquaculture to carry out this project as part of a job creation program for the local 

community. A site of approximately 950 m long and 90 m wide running parallel to the coastline on erf 
1, Hondeklipbaai, has been chosen and is being assessed here. 
 

 
 

Figure 1: Map of the coast at Hondeklipbaai showing the location of the study area (red polygon). 
The boxed area is enlarged in Figure 2. 
 

The following primary elements would make up the bulk of the proposed project: 
 Electricity and water supply; 
 Water treatment facilities; 

 Hatchery & ancillary buildings; 

 Nursery and grow-out tanks; and 
 Ablution facilities and cloak room area. 

 
A provisional layout for the southern part of the site is indicated in Figure 3, with the remainder of 
the site to the north being set for future expansion of the project. 

 

3017AD Hondeklipbaai (Mapping 

information supplied by - Chief 
Directorate: Surveys and Mapping. 
Website: w3sli.wcape.gov.za) 
 

To Koingnaas 

To Garies 
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Figure 2: Aerial view of the area south of Hondeklipbaaitown (just visible in the north) showing the 
location of the study area (red polygon). The yellow bar for scale is 500 m long. 
 

 
 
Figure 3: Layout of the first phase of development in the southern part of the study area. 

Proposed Site 
Existing Road 
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1.1. Terms of reference 

 
Aside from the general objectives of impact assessments, the following specific terms of reference 
were provided for the heritage impact assessment: 

 Compile desktop study with all relevant information; 
 Advise on requirements in terms of the National Heritage Resources Act; 

 Based on the findings during the heritage study, conduct a detailed impact assessment on all 
identified significant impacts including cumulative impacts on heritage resources in the region; 

 Provide recommendations on management and mitigation measures (including opportunities 

and constraints) with regards to the operation of the proposed development in order to 
improve, manage and mitigate impacts on the heritage resources of the area; and 

 The SAHRA APM Guidelines: Minimum Standards for the Archaeological & Palaeontological 
Components of Impact Assessment Reports should be considered. 

 
It should be noted that palaeontology has not been included in this report. All other aspects of 
heritage (built environment, cultural landscapes, graves) are addressed in the present report.  

 

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 older than 60 years and located outside of a formal cemetery 
administered by a local authority (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)). Section 38 (2a) states that if there is reason to believe that heritage 
resources will be affected then an impact assessment report must be submitted. This report fulfils 
that requirement. 

 
Since the project is subject to a Basic Environmental Impact Assessment, Heritage Northern Cape and 
the South African Heritage Resources Agency (SAHRA) are required to provide comments on the 

proposed project in order to facilitate final decision making by the Department of Environmental 
Affairs and Development Planning (DEA&DP). 
 

3. METHODS 

 

3.1. Literature survey 
 
A survey of available literature was carried out to assess the general heritage context into which the 

development was to be set. This literature included published material and unpublished commercial 
reports. ACO has worked extensively in the region and, as a result, has a large database of 
archaeological records for the region. 

 
3.2. Field survey 
 

The site was subjected to a detailed foot survey on 8th August 2012. During the survey the positions 
of finds were recorded on a hand-held GPS receiver set to the WGS84 datum. Photographs were 
taken at times in order to capture representative samples of both the affected heritage and the 

landscape settings of the proposed development. Note that a larger area was examined to allow for 
some flexibility in case the layout needs to be altered as a result of other specialist recommendations. 
3.3. Impact assessment 
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The impact assessment ratings were done using criteria and definitions supplied by Ecosense. 

 
3.4. Limitations 
 

Ground visibility was excellent and no limitations to the survey were encountered. 
 
 

4. DESCRIPTION OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

 

The site lies a short distance from the sea shore but is separated from it by a gravel road (Figure 4). 
The land slopes gently down towards the sea but has a high point in the southern part of the study 
area along its eastern margin. Vegetation cover was generally knee-height but well spaced (Figures 5 

& 6). Figure 2 shows that the town lies 1.5 km north of the study area and that the landscape context 
to the east has been extensively disturbed by diamond mining activities. The sore to the west is all 
rocky. 

 

 
 

Figure 4: View along the length of the site  
 

    
 

Figure 5: View towards the northwest in the Figure 6: View towards the north from the 
northern part of the study area.   high point in the southern part of the study area. 
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5. HERITAGE CONTEXT 

 
5.1. Archaeology 

 
Many archaeological surveys have been conducted within the diamond mining areas to the north and 
south of Hondeklipbaai and one survey has been done within the town itself. These surveys and the 

academic research that has stemmed from them form the basis for the discussion that follows. 
 
Early Stone Age (ESA) material is occasionally found, but usually in relatively poor context. One 

significant site with many hand-axes was found near Kleinzee (Halkett 2002) but the vast majority of 
ESA artefacts are either associated with gravel patches away from the coast (Orton & Webley 2012) 
or are isolated artefact occurrences, perhaps even having been collected and moved by later people. 

Middle Stone Age finds are perhaps rarer with isolated artefacts again being the most common 
occurrences. Some sites, like the extensively quarried silcrete outcrops encountered along the inner 
edge of the palaeo marine terrace were undoubtedly used during both these periods but the majority 

of flaked artefacts associated with them are not readily ascribable to one or the other period. One 
significant site containing both ESA and MSA artefacts is located in an erosional context immediately 
northeast of Kleinzee and has fossil bone preserved (Orton & Webley 2012). 

 
Later Stone Age (LSA) material and sites are extremely abundant along the entire Namaqualand 
coast. They occur in high densities close to the coast (within approximately 1 km) but are much 

reduced in number further inland. Many LSA sites have been excavated (Halkett 2003; Halkett & 
Dewar 2007; Orton & Halkett 2005, 2006) and, although the majority of individual sites are quite 
ordinary, the sum of the excavated sites has revealed a rich store of high quality archaeological data. 
Certain sites have yielded significant collections of stone artefacts, faunal remains, shellfish, ostrich 

eggshell beads and pottery which help tell the story of the pre-colonial way of life in Namaqualand 
(Dewar 2008; Dewar & Jerardino 2007; Dewar et al. 2006; Orton 2008a, 2008b, 2012; Orton et al. 
2005). Only one significant site was located within the Hondeklipbaai town and this seemed to relate 

to the use of local Khoekhoe people for the loading of copper ore into ships. The site was essentially 
a pre-colonial shell midden but had numerous historical artefacts associated with it in good context. A 
radiocarbon date suggested an age of between AD 1497 and 1648 (UGAMS-5252) for the site but this 

was likely from old wood (Orton 2009). Although one LSA site dates to the late Pleistocene (c. 18 000 
– 12 000 years ago; Orton 2008a), all other open sites that have thus far been dated fall between the 
fourth millennium BC and the mid-second millennium AD (Dewar 2008). The generally relatively 

undisturbed nature of the coastline has resulted in greater opportunity to study such sites than has 
been afforded in built-up areas. 
 

The most significant site in coastal Namaqualand is Spoeg River Cave which is located near the 
mouth of the Spoeg River to the south of Hondeklipbaai. This cave yielded deposits going back to the 
early Holocene, perhaps 8000 years ago, but also has the oldest directly dated sheep bone in South 

Africa from around 2000 years ago (Sealy & Yates 1994). The sheep bone came from rich 
archaeological deposits that covered the period from around 1800 BC to around AD 700 (Vogel et al. 
1997; Webley 1992a, 1992b, 2002). Recent work has revealed the oldest dated cow bones in South 

Africa. The oldest comes from the Knersvlakte in southern Namaqualand and the second oldest from 
Koingnaas, some 11.5 km north of the present study area (Orton et al. in press). As these finds show, 
the Namaqualand region is important in the study of early herding in South Africa and its introduction 

to the subcontinent. 
 
5.2. History of Hondeklipbaai 

 
The following timeline lists the key dates and events that shaped Hondeklipbaai in its early days 
(sourced from Routes 2005): 
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 1846: Hondeklipbaai was established as a harbour for the export of copper mined in 

Namaqualand. 
 1852: The harbour was only used from 1852 onwards (Figure 7). 

 1862: Hondeklipbaai was declared a municipality on 26 November 1862. 
 1877: The municipal status was reversed in June 1877 after the decision to build a new 

railway line to Port Nolloth resulted in the demise of Hondeklipbaai. 
 1925: After 1877 the harbour was used only for the export of agricultural produce until a 

crayfish factory was built in 1925. This too closed down in 1994, while diamond mining 
occurred between the 1970s and 2003 (Routes 2005). 

 

 
 
Figure 7: A view of Hondeklipbaai in 1854 soon after its first use as a harbour (from Library of 

Parliament, Cape Town and reprinted in Smalberger 1975: opp. page 72). 
 
In 1861, E.A. Judge described Hondeklipbaai as consisting of some twelve wooden houses and a few 

native huts, although the latter were made of gunny bags and mats obtained from the Europeans 
rather than the traditional reed mats (Judge, unpubl. in Smalberger 1975). Writing after a visit to 
Hondeklipbaai in November 1868, J.H.S. describes the labour force in the town as follows: 

 
“The labouring population is formed of Namaquas, Damaras, a few fragments of humanity from Cape 
Town, and some Kafirs, all in a very low state of poverty. At the time I first saw them they occupied 
about forty huts, struggling through the low scrub, but in six months after I thought them a good deal 
reduced in number” (J.H.S., n.d. in Shaefer 2008: 108). 

 
Figure 8 shows a view of the town from the north side of the bay as it appeared in 1863. The 

proposed development would be behind the hill on the right hand side of the picture. 
 

 
 

Figure 8: A view of Hondeklipbaai in 1863 (Photograph provided by a resident of Koingnaas). 
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6. FINDINGS 

 
6.1. Archaeology 

 
Like many parts of the Namaqualand coastline, this study area was found to be extremely densely 
scattered with archaeological material. The vast majority of occurrences were merely scattered 

shellfish remains, but these nevertheless indicate places where pre-colonial people camped (Figures 9 
& 10). The presence of shellfish on the surface very frequently denotes the presence of a shell 
midden or denser scatter below ground. This has been proved to be the case on many occasions on 

this coastline (and elsewhere) and, along the gravel road to the west of the study area, several 
informal excavations were noted to have turned up shell that was more dense than that visible on the 
surface (Figure 11). In one instance a lens of shell was visible in section within an excavation. Very 

few artefacts were seen in the study area, but this was probably more due to the need to move 
quickly with the result that the ground surface could not be examined in careful detail. Artefacts seen 
included flaked stone artefacts in quartz, quartzite and crypto-crystalline silica, a quartzite hammer 

stone, one unfinished ostrich eggshell bead and several sherds of mineral tempered pottery (Figures 
12 & 13). 
 

    
 
Figure 9: Light shell scatter that may betray Figure 10: Dense shell scatter, possibly a 
deflated 

the presence of sub-surface shell.   shell midden. 
 
 

A key aspect of the survey was that there were clear areas where the shellfish was denser. These 
areas either reflect large buried shell scatters and middens or represent multiple related or 
overprinted camps. In some instances it was possible to delimit areas in which shell scatters 

appeared to be related. Whether the relationship is true or not can only be tested by radiocarbon 
dated and on the one occasion where this has been done our assumption was proved correct (Orton, 
in prep.). 

 
Figures 14 and 15 show the locations of archaeological material recorded. On the images the purple 
symbols denote areas with higher densities of shell, since shell was present in at least very low 
densities across virtually the entire site. The white polygons show areas where scatters of shell 

seemed spatially related and which probably form one archaeological site. The yellow polygon shows 
an extensive area with a vast number of archaeological occurrences that are either related or 
overprinted. There will no doubt be extensive subsurface deposits in this area and, on the surface, it 

was not possible or practical to attempt to isolate areas that might be single sites. This latter area lay 
on the crest of an area of high ground. 
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Figure 11: Informal excavation along the road which has unearthed dense shell deposits. 
 
 

    
 
Figure 12: Unfinished ostrich eggshell bead. Figure 13: Pot sherds. 
 

 
Besides the yellow-outlined area, the zone closest to the shoreline is also likely to have extensive 
archaeological deposits. As noted above, these have already been revealed in a few places by 

informal excavations. There is a good chance that palaeobeach deposits will also be preserved 
beneath the surface in this area and these would have to be distinguished from the archaeological 
material during any excavations that take place. This zone is represented by all the purple symbols 

that run along the western margin of the study area. Archaeological sites representing human 
settlement are not normally located so close to the sea and it is expected that the archaeological sites 
along the western side of the study area will be of lesser significance than those further inland, 

particularly on the higher-lying ground. 
 
No historical material was seen anywhere in the study area. 
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Figure 14: Aerial view of the northern part of the study area (red polygon) showing archaeological 
occurrences (purple symbols), spatially related sets of archaeological occurrences (white polygons) 

and an area of extremely high density archaeological deposits (yellow polygon). The yellow bar for 
scale is 100 m long. 
 

 
6.2. Built environment 
 

No built environment resources occur in or in close proximity to the study area. 
 
6.3. Graves 

 
No sign of any formal or informal graves was seen in the study area. However, it should be noted 
that a number of unmarked pre-colonial burials have been revealed and disturbed during mining 

activities along the Namaqualand coastline. The sand is generally well suited to hand excavation and, 
with the high density of pre-colonial occupation that occurred, burials are always likely anywhere 
along this coast. 
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Figure 15: Aerial view of the southern part of the study area (red polygon) showing archaeological 
occurrences (purple symbols), spatially related sets of archaeological occurrences (white polygons) 
and an area of extremely high density archaeological deposits (yellow polygon). The yellow bar for 

scale is 100 m long. 
 
 

6.4. Cultural landscapes and scenic aspects 
 
With the area being remote and the site completely undeveloped, no specific historical cultural 

landscape elements are present on or near the site. The town of Hondeklipbaai has a particular “West 
Coast” feel to it but the site is not visible from the town and the town will thus not be impacted. 
Recreational users travel along the gravel road between the site and the sea and such people will 

briefly be exposed to the development. However, with Hondeklipbaai being essentially a fishing 
village, the new proposed land use is in keeping with local industry and will contribute to the modern 
and historical cultural landscape related to the fishing industry. Of course the original function of the 

village was as a loading bay for copper ore but no evidence of this remains today. This aspect of local 
history ceased in the late 1870s as described above. 
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A power line will also be required and, given the present power line running along the coastal edge of 

the site, a new one of similar dimensions would pose no additional significant impact. Should the 
existing one be upgraded that would be ideal. 
 

6.5. Shipwreck 
 
According to the NHRA shipwrecks are listed as a protected category of archaeology if they are older 

than 60 years of age. The Aristea shipwreck lies immediately south of the site and, having been 
wrecked in 1945, is protected by the NHRA (Figures 16 & 17). Although the wreck will not be 
disturbed by the development, it is noted for the record given its proximity to the site and its 
vulnerability to vandalism. 

 

    
 

Figure 16: View of the Aristea shipwreck on Figure 17: Extract from the explanatory 
the point to the south of the study area  signboard at the shipwreck site. 
 

7. ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS 

 
The primary concern here is archaeological impacts. Such impacts would occur during the 
construction phase. Once archaeological sites are destroyed they cannot be replaced and hence no 

further impacts would be experienced during operation and possible eventual decommissioning. Table 
1 assesses the impacts to archaeology. Note that any burials which may be found would 
automatically be accorded a very high significance. In Table 1 impacts would be permanent since 
archaeological sites cannot be recreated. However, given the vast number of sites known to exist in 

Namaqualand, the intensity has been listed as medium since the area to be disturbed is relatively 
small. Similarly, although the impacts to archaeology are deemed irreversible, the replaceability is 
rated as medium given the vast number of similar sites that are present on the wider landscape. This 

should not take away from the fact that every archaeological site is unique and must be treated as 
such. Impacts to archaeology would certainly occur, no matter what mitigation is applied. However, 
the rescue of archaeological material prior to developments means that the impact intensity is 

reduced and the likelihood of damaging important archaeological material do drop. Overall, the 
significance of the impacts would be medium but, with suitable mitigation this would be reduced to 
low. Some impacts will still occur regardless of mitigation, but it is expected that the most significant 

sites will have been mitigated. Due to the requirement for test excavation in order to better 
determine what archaeological material is present beneath the ground, the confidence level is 
medium. The no-go alternative would result in retention of the status quo and no further impacts 

would occur. 
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Table 1: Assessment of archaeological impacts. 

 

Impact description Present layout No-go 

Destruction and disturbance of archaeological material and sites during construction activities. 

Nature of impact / status Negative Neutral 

Extent of the impact Site specific n/a 

Duration of impact Permanent n/a 

Intensity Medium n/a 

Reversibility of impacts  Irreversible n/a 

Irreplaceability of resource loss caused by impacts Medium n/a 

Probability of occurrence (without / with mitigation) Definite Medium n/a 

Significance (without / with mitigation) Medium Low n/a 

Confidence Medium n/a 

 

 
The only other category of heritage that can be assessed is the landscape and visual impacts 
thereupon. Table 2 assesses these impacts. The impacts would occur during construction and 

operation but would reduce back to the status quo after decommissioning and rehabilitation. The low 
intensity of the impact is ascribable to the fact that the proposed land use is in keeping with the 
fishing industry that operates from Hondeklipbaai and the fact that the site is not visible from the 

town. The resource is not irreplaceable, since much of the coastline in this area has a very similar 
appearance to the study area and rehabilitation will be feasible (high reversibility). These factors 
contribute to the overall low significance. 

 
Table 2: Assessment of landscape impacts. 

 

Impact description Present layout No-go 

Destruction and disturbance of archaeological material and sites during construction activities. 

Nature of impact / status Negative Neutral 

Extent of the impact Site specific n/a 

Duration of impact Long term n/a 

Intensity Low n/a 

Reversibility of impacts  High n/a 
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Irreplaceability of resource loss caused by impacts Insignificant n/a 

Probability of occurrence (without / with mitigation) Definite Definite n/a 

Significance (without / with mitigation) Low Low n/a 

Confidence High n/a 

 
 

8. Mitigation 

 

Archaeological mitigation will be required for this project. It will certainly be possible to reconfigure 
the layout to reduce impacts and reduce the amount of mitigation but test excavations should be 
carried out to assess the significance of subsurface archaeological resources and to determine the 

need for full archaeological excavation. Figure 18 shows the area that are deemed most sensitive and 
those with least sensitivity as estimated from surface observations. It is fortuitous that the sloping 
land around the high ground seems to have attracted very little pre-colonial settlement and, as such, 

archaeological resources in that area are very sparse. However, indications are that dense 
archaeological material may be present along the coastal side of the study area. 
 

It is suggested that once the Environmental impact Assessment specialist studies have been 
completed the proponent should reconfigure the development as required and resubmit this to the 
archaeologist for consideration. The degree of test excavation and possible further mitigation work 

can then be assessed. Test excavations will certainly be required, particularly along the western edge 
of the site where buried archaeological sites could extend further into the study area, but it is 
envisaged that if the development does not intersect the eastern one of the high sensitivity zones 

then the need for mitigation will likely be reduced significantly. 
 
Given that a large number of excavations have already been carried out on this coastline, it is 

expected that most sites requiring formal excavation can have limited sampling undertaken (primarily 
to capture a shellfish sample and material for dating should this one day be needed). However, the 
most significant sites will likely require more extensive excavation if organic remains or evidence of 

spatial patterning are preserved. 
 
In terms of visual impacts to the landscape, the developers should ensure that the structures are not 
unnecessarily tall and that their colouration is sympathetic to the local environment. 

 
In line with section 38 3(d) of the NHRA and given that the project is a government project aimed at 
job creation, it is recognised that saving costs is important. Therefore, with the permission of SAHRA, 

it may be feasible to conduct test excavations and full mitigation as required at the same time. This 
would entail relevant decisions being made on site by the responsible archaeologist as to what must 
be mitigated and what not, but everything (testing and mitigation) will still require full and detailed 

reporting afterwards. 
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Figure 18: Aerial view showing areas of high (red), medium (orange) and low (yellow) sensitivity in 
and around the study area. Note that the zones are based on the GPS co-ordinates and that these all 

lie slightly further east than they should (this is the way Google Earth interprets them). 
 
 

9. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
Archaeological impacts will undoubtedly occur, but these can be mitigated. The extent of the 
mitigation that will be required can only be realised with test excavation, although some estimate 
based on surface observations has been included in the appendix. With the small space between the 

existing gravel road and the development footprint it is likely that damage will occur in this area 
unless site access is strictly controlled. 
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It is recommended that the project may proceed so long as the following are adhered to: 

 The high-lying ground with very dense archaeology should be considered a no-go area and 
protected from harm during construction; 

 The final layout should be submitted to the archaeologist in order to determine the extent of 

test excavations that will be required; 
 Test excavations should then be carried out and further mitigation requirements made; 

 Formal archaeological mitigation will then be required and no-go areas can be better defined; 
and 

 If any burials are uncovered at any stage during development of the site then work in the 
immediate area should halt and the bones should be protected in situ. An archaeologist will 

need to be contracted to remove the remains at the expense of the developer. 
 

10. REFERENCES 

 
Dewar, G. 2008. The archaeology of the coastal desert of Namaqualand, South Africa: a regional 

synthesis. Oxford: British Archaeological Reports International Series 1761. 
 
Dewar, G., Halkett, D., Hart, T., Orton, J. and Sealy, J. 2006. Implications of a mass kill site of 

springbok (Antidorcas marsupialis) in South Africa: hunting practices, gender relations and 
sharing in the Later Stone Age. Journal of Archaeological Science 33: 1266–1275. 

 

Dewar, G. & Jerardino, A. 2007. Micromammals: when humans are the hunters. Journal of 
Taphonomy 5: 1–14. 

 

Halkett, D. 2002. An analysis of a randomly collected Early Stone Age artefact assemblage from the 
Sandkop Mining Area, Kleinsee, Namaqualand. Unpublished report prepared for De Beers 
Namaqualand Mines. University of Cape Town, Archaeology Contracts Office. 

 
Halkett, D. 2003. A report on the archaeological mitigation program at De Beers Namaqualand Mines 

March 2002 to June 2003. Unpublished report prepared for De Beers Namaqualand Mines. 

University of Cape Town: Archaeology Contracts Office. 
 
Halkett, D. and Dewar, G. 2007. Mitigation of archaeological sites in the Buffels Marine and Koingnaas 

complexes, Namaqualand, July to October 2006. Unpublished report prepared for De Beers 
Consolidated Mines NM. University of Cape Town: Archaeology Contracts Office. 

 
J.H.S. n.d. The copper mines of Namaqualand. In: Schaefer, A. (ed.) Life and travels in the northwest 

1850-1899: Namaqualand, Bushmanland and west coast: 107-119. Cape Town: Yoshi 
Publishing. 

 

Orton, J. 2008a. A late Pleistocene microlithic Later Stone Age assemblage from coastal 
Namaqualand, South Africa. Before Farming [Online Version] 2008/1: article 3. 

 

Orton, J. 2008b. Later Stone Age ostrich eggshell bead manufacture in the Northern Cape, South 
Africa. Journal of Archaeological Science 35: 1765–1775. 

 

Orton, J. 2009. Archaeological mitigation on erven 13 and 14, Hondeklipbaai, Namakwa Magisterial 
District, Northern Cape. Unpublished report prepared for HKB Eiendomme BK. University of 
Cape Town: Archaeology Contracts Office. 

 
Orton, J. 2012. Tortoise burials in Namaqualand: uncovering ritual behaviour on South Africa’s west 

coast. Azania: Archaeological Research in Africa 47: 99–114. 



 19 

 

Orton, J. & Halkett, D. 2005. A report on the archaeological mitigation program at De Beers 
Namaqualand Mines, August to September 2004. Unpublished report prepared for De Beers 
Consolidated Mines NM. University of Cape Town: Archaeology Contracts Office. 

 
Orton, J. & Halkett, D. 2006. Mitigation of archaeological sites within the Buffels Marine and 

Koingnaas Complexes, Namaqualand, September 2005 to May 2006. Unpublished report 

prepared for De Beers Consolidated Mines NM. University of Cape Town: Archaeology 
Contracts Office. 

 
Orton, J., Hart, T. & Halkett, D. 2005. Shell middens in Namaqualand: two hunter-gatherer sites at 

Rooiwalbaai, Northern Cape Province, South Africa. South African Archaeological Bulletin 60: 
24–32. 

 

Orton, J., Mitchell, P., Klein, R. & Steele, T. In press. Early dates for cattle from Namaqualand, South 
Africa: implications for the origins of herding in southern Africa. Antiquity. 

 

Orton, J. & Webley, L. 2012. Heritage impact assessment for the proposed Project Blue Wind ENergy 
Facility, Kleinzee, Namakwa Magisterial District, Northern Cape. Unpublished report prepared 
for Savannah Environmental (Pty) Ltd. Diep River: ACO Associates cc. 

 
Routes. 2005. www.routes.co.za/nc/hondeklipbaai/index.html accessed on 15 August 2012. 
 

Sealy, J. & Yates, R.  1994. The chronology of the introduction of pastoralism to the Cape, South 
Africa. Antiquity 68: 58–67. 

 

Smalberger, J.M. 1975. Aspects of the history of copper mining in Namaqualand 1846 – 1931. Cape 
Town & Johannesburg: C. Struik (Pty) Ltd. 

 

Vogel, J., Plug, I. & Webley, L. 1997. New evidence for the introduction of sheep into South Africa: 
the evidence from Spoegrivier Cave in Namaqualand. South African Journal of Science 93: 
246–248. 

 
Webley, L.E. 1992a. Early evidence for sheep from Spoeg River Cave, Namaqualand. Southern African 

Field Archaeology 1: 3–13. 

 
Webley, L.E. 1992b. The history and archaeology of pastoralism and hunter-gatherer settlement in 

the north-western Cape, South Africa. Unpublished PhD thesis, University of Cape Town. 
 

Webley, L. 2002. The re-excavation of Spoegrivier Cave on the West Coast of South Africa. Annals of 
the Eastern Cape Museums 2: 19–49. 

 



 20 

11. APPENDIX 1 : LIST OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL OCCURRENCES. 
 

The following abbreviations are used in the headers of the table below: 
 Ga : Cymbula granatina (granite limpet) 

 Gs : Scutellastra granularis (granular limpet) 

 Arg : Scutellastra argenvillei (argenville’s limpet) 
 Barb : Scutellastra barbara (bearded limpet) 

 Burn : Burnupena sp. (whelks) 
 c/m : Choromytilus meridionalis (black mussel) 

 Qtz : quartz 
 Qz : quartzite 

 CCS : crypto-crystalline silica 
 OES : ostrich eggshell 

 Diam. : diameter of shell scatter (where determinable; wide = widespread) 
 Mitigation estimate : an estimate in hours of what might be required at that site (if this was not determinable then ‘test’ denotes the need for test 

excavations in order to determine mitigation time. 
 

GPS # 
GPS co-ordinates Shell Flaked stone 

OES Diam. Comments 
Mitigation 
estimate Ga Gs Arg Barb Burn c/m Qtz Qz CCS 

001 S30 19 59.8 E17 16 31.6 x x     x  x x  Unfin. OES bead 4 hrs 

002 S30 19 59.8 E17 16 33.3 x x x    x    8 Bone 2 

003 S30 20 01.0 E17 16 32.4 x x     x   x   2 

004 S30 20 01.8 E17 16 33.4 x x x       x 5  - 

005 S30 20 01.4 E17 16 34.7 x x x        8  1 

006 S30 19 59.2 E17 16 35.1 x x x       x 20  test 

007 S30 19 58.3 E17 16 40.1 x x x        8  test 

008 S30 19 58.6 E17 16 40.1 x x x      x  8 CCS thumbnail scr. 2 

009 S30 19 58.7 E17 16 40.4 x x         5  test 

010 S30 19 59.4 E17 16 40.6 x x x x  x     15 Bone 2 

011 S30 20 00.0 E17 16 40.1 x x x        10 Modern rubbish - 

012 S30 20 00.5 E17 16 37.8 x x         10  1 

013 S30 20 00.9 E17 16 38.1 x x         10  1 

014 S30 20 01.8 E17 16 39.7 x x x       x 5  1 

015 S30 20 01.7 E17 16 40.1 x x x        5  1 

016 S30 20 07.6 E17 16 43.5 x x         10  - 

017-036 

S30 20 06.4 E17 16 40.1 

S30 20 06.2 E17 16 39.7 
S30 20 06.1 E17 16 39.5 
S30 20 05.7 E17 16 39.7 
S30 20 05.5 E17 16 39.4 

S30 20 05.6 E17 16 40.0 
S30 20 06.0 E17 16 40.1 
S30 20 06.1 E17 16 40.5 
S30 20 05.0 E17 16 39.5 

S30 20 05.7 E17 16 39.2 

x x x        90x50 Multiple scatters 16 
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GPS # 
GPS co-ordinates Shell Flaked stone 

OES Diam. Comments 
Mitigation 
estimate Ga Gs Arg Barb Burn c/m Qtz Qz CCS 

S30 20 05.6 E17 16 38.7 
S30 20 06.5 E17 16 39.1 
S30 20 06.9 E17 16 39.3 
S30 20 07.0 E17 16 39.6 

S30 20 06.9 E17 16 39.9 
S30 20 06.6 E17 16 40.1 
S30 20 07.4 E17 16 39.2 
S30 20 08.3 E17 16 39.7 

S30 20 07.7 E17 16 39.7 
S30 20 06.8 E17 16 40.5 

037-038 
S30 20 04.1 E17 16 40.1 
S30 20 03.9 E17 16 39.6 

x x x x x     x 20 Two scatters 1 

039 S30 20 05.1 E17 16 36.3 x x x        wide  test 

040 S30 20 04.4 E17 16 35.3 x x x        wide  test 

041 S30 20 02.9 E17 16 34.7 x x         wide  test 

042 S30 20 04.0 E17 16 33.4 x x x       x wide  test 

043 S30 20 04.5 E17 16 34.0 x x     x    wide Pottery (lug/boss) test 

044 S30 20 05.6 E17 16 34.0 x x x    x   x wide Dense shell revealed in hole test 

045 S30 20 06.9 E17 16 34.8 x x x       x wide  test 

046 S30 20 07.4 E17 16 35.4 x x         wide  test 

047 S30 20 08.6 E17 16 35.3 x x x        wide Dense shell test 

048 S30 20 08.3 E17 16 36.1 x x x        wide  test 

049 S30 20 09.1 E17 16 36.4 x x x  x  x    wide  test 

050 S30 20 08.5 E17 16 36.8 x x         wide  test 

051 S30 20 07.6 E17 16 36.3 x x x x       wide Dense shell test 

052-053 
S30 20 07.2 E17 16 36.8 
S30 20 06.9 E17 16 36.6 

x x x        10 (x2) Kreef, two scatters 3 

054 S30 20 08.4 E17 16 37.8 x x x x     x  wide  test 

055 S30 20 09.1 E17 16 38.9 x x x   x       test 

056 S30 20 09.4 E17 16 41.2 x x         2  - 

057-061 

S30 20 10.7 E17 16 40.2 

S30 20 11.0 E17 16 40.9 
S30 20 11.3 E17 16 40.8 
S30 20 11.3 E17 16 40.3 
S30 20 11.2 E17 16 39.9 

x x x       x 30 Multiple scatters 4 

062 S30 20 10.8 E17 16 37.2 x x x        wide Dense shell test 

063 S30 20 10.5 E17 16 36.0 x x x        wide Dense shell test 

064 S30 20 11.4 E17 16 36.6 x x x        wide Thick walled pottery, dense shell test 

065 S30 20 13.3 E17 16 37.6 x x x    x    wide Dense shell test 

066 S30 20 14.1 E17 16 37.7 x x x        wide Dense shell, extensive test 

067-076 

S30 20 13.0 E17 16 42.2 
S30 20 12.5 E17 16 42.7 

S30 20 12.1 E17 16 43.0 
S30 20 11.7 E17 16 43.1 
S30 20 11.5 E17 16 42.9 
S30 20 12.5 E17 16 43.3 

S30 20 12.9 E17 16 43.5 
S30 20 13.2 E17 16 43.2 

S30 20 13.2 E17 16 42.6 

x x x   x     70x40 Multiple scatters 6 
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GPS # 
GPS co-ordinates Shell Flaked stone 

OES Diam. Comments 
Mitigation 
estimate Ga Gs Arg Barb Burn c/m Qtz Qz CCS 

S30 20 13.6 E17 16 41.9 

077 S30 20 10.8 E17 16 42.6 x x x        8  2 

078 S30 20 10.6 E17 16 43.6 x x x        8  2 

079-081 
S30 20 13.1 E17 16 46.7 
S30 20 13.4 E17 16 46.2 
S30 20 13.5 E17 16 46.0 

x x x  x      25x10 Three scatters 16 

082 S30 20 13.3 E17 16 44.5 x x x        8  1 

083-089 

S30 20 14.3 E17 16 43.7 
S30 20 14.5 E17 16 43.3 
S30 20 14.8 E17 16 43.4 
S30 20 15.0 E17 16 43.5 

S30 20 15.2 E17 16 44.0 
S30 20 14.6 E17 16 43.9 
S30 20 14.8 E17 16 44.6 

x x x        40x25 Multiple scatters 4 

090 S30 20 14.8 E17 16 45.7 x x x          test 

091-156 

S30 20 14.0 E17 16 46.2 

S30 20 13.8 E17 16 46.7 
S30 20 13.6 E17 16 46.9 

S30 20 14.0 E17 16 47.0 
S30 20 14.3 E17 16 47.4 
S30 20 14.7 E17 16 47.5 
S30 20 14.7 E17 16 48.1 
S30 20 14.4 E17 16 48.3 

S30 20 14.1 E17 16 48.7 
S30 20 13.6 E17 16 48.5 
S30 20 13.2 E17 16 48.3 
S30 20 12.6 E17 16 48.2 

S30 20 12.9 E17 16 47.3 
S30 20 13.4 E17 16 47.8 
S30 20 13.8 E17 16 48.1 
S30 20 14.1 E17 16 47.7 

S30 20 14.4 E17 16 47.1 
S30 20 14.7 E17 16 46.8 
S30 20 15.1 E17 16 46.4 
S30 20 15.5 E17 16 46.5 

S30 20 15.8 E17 16 47.0 

S30 20 15.7 E17 16 47.5 
S30 20 15.1 E17 16 47.6 
S30 20 15.1 E17 16 47.2 
S30 20 15.5 E17 16 47.9 

S30 20 15.6 E17 16 48.4 
S30 20 15.2 E17 16 48.6 
S30 20 16.2 E17 16 48.3 
S30 20 16.4 E17 16 47.6 

S30 20 15.3 E17 16 45.5 
S30 20 17.0 E17 16 47.2 
S30 20 17.0 E17 16 47.7 
S30 20 16.9 E17 16 48.2 

S30 20 17.4 E17 16 48.5 

S30 20 17.7 E17 16 48.9 

x x x x   x   x 270 Multiple scatters No-go area 
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GPS # 
GPS co-ordinates Shell Flaked stone 

OES Diam. Comments 
Mitigation 
estimate Ga Gs Arg Barb Burn c/m Qtz Qz CCS 

S30 20 17.9 E17 16 49.3 
S30 20 18.3 E17 16 49.6 
S30 20 18.6 E17 16 49.5 
S30 20 19.0 E17 16 49.3 

S30 20 19.1 E17 16 48.8 
S30 20 19.5 E17 16 49.3 
S30 20 20.1 E17 16 48.6 
S30 20 19.9 E17 16 48.0 

S30 20 19.7 E17 16 47.6 
S30 20 19.4 E17 16 47.0 
S30 20 19.4 E17 16 46.7 
S30 20 19.0 E17 16 46.6 

S30 20 18.8 E17 16 47.0 
S30 20 18.7 E17 16 47.6 
S30 20 19.0 E17 16 48.2 
S30 20 18.4 E17 16 48.3 
S30 20 18.0 E17 16 47.8 

S30 20 17.7 E17 16 47.4 
S30 20 17.4 E17 16 47.0 
S30 20 18.1 E17 16 46.5 
S30 20 19.7 E17 16 45.9 

S30 20 19.9 E17 16 46.2 
S30 20 20.2 E17 16 47.1 
S30 20 20.1 E17 16 47.5 
S30 20 20.8 E17 16 47.6 

S30 20 20.9 E17 16 48.3 
S30 20 20.0 E17 16 49.7 
S30 20 21.7 E17 16 48.3 
S30 20 20.7 E17 16 46.1 

S30 20 19.7 E17 16 44.9 

121 S30 20 16.5 E17 16 45.2 x x         8  - 

157-158 
S30 20 17.5 E17 16 43.6 
S30 20 16.8 E17 16 43.2 

x x x   x     30x10 Two scatters 2 

159 S30 20 21.8 E17 16 45.5 x x         10  1 

160-166 

S30 20 23.3 E17 16 48.8 
S30 20 22.9 E17 16 49.4 

S30 20 22.4 E17 16 49.4 

S30 20 22.1 E17 16 49.8 
S30 20 22.4 E17 16 50.1 
S30 20 22.9 E17 16 50.0 
S30 20 24.1 E17 16 49.7 

x x x        wide  test 

67 S30 20 24.1 E17 16 47.5 x x x       x 10  1 

168 S30 20 22.9 E17 16 42.9 x x x        wide  test 

169 S30 20 21.9 E17 16 42.4 x x x        wide  test 

170 S30 20 20.5 E17 16 41.7 x x x        wide  test 

171 S30 20 19.7 E17 16 40.7 x x x        wide  test 

172 S30 20 18.7 E17 16 40.2 x x x        wide  test 

173 S30 20 16.7 E17 16 39.0 x x x        wide  test 

174 S30 20 17.4 E17 16 39.4 x x x        wide  test 
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GPS # 
GPS co-ordinates Shell Flaked stone 

OES Diam. Comments 
Mitigation 
estimate Ga Gs Arg Barb Burn c/m Qtz Qz CCS 

175 S30 20 18.0 E17 16 39.6 x x x        wide Dense shell test 

176 S30 20 19.5 E17 16 40.0 x x x        wide  test 

177 S30 20 20.6 E17 16 41.0 x x x        wide Dense shell test 

178 S30 20 21.6 E17 16 41.5 x x x        wide Dense shell test 

179 S30 20 22.5 E17 16 41.6 x x x        wide  test 

180 S30 20 23.8 E17 16 42.5 x x x        wide  test 

181 S30 20 25.2 E17 16 44.4 x x x        wide  test 

182 S30 20 26.2 E17 16 44.3 x x x    x   x wide  test 

183 S30 20 27.0 E17 16 44.9 x x x        wide Dense shell test 

184-185 S30 20 28.9 E17 16 53.8 
S30 20 29.3 E17 16 54.3 

x x x        5 (x2)  - 

186 S30 20 32.6 E17 16 52.1 x x x        5  - 

187 S30 20 29.2 E17 16 51.3 x x x        5  - 

188 S30 20 28.7 E17 16 47.1 x x x        10  test 

189 S30 20 28.1 E17 16 46.3 x x x        wide  test 

190 S30 20 28.7 E17 16 45.4 x x x        wide  test 

191 S30 20 28.0 E17 16 44.8 x x x        wide Dense shell revealed in hole test 

192 S30 20 29.2 E17 16 45.6 x x x   x  x   wide Pottery test 

193 S30 20 30.3 E17 16 46.0 x x x        wide  test 

194 S30 20 30.8 E17 16 47.1 x x x        wide  test 

195 S30 20 30.8 E17 16 47.7 x x x        wide Dense shell test 

196 S30 20 30.2 E17 16 48.0 x x x        wide Dense shell test 

197 S30 20 33.1 E17 16 48.7 x x      x     - 

198 S30 20 32.2 E17 16 48.0 x x x    x    wide  test 

199 S30 20 32.1 E17 16 47.3 x x x    x    wide  test 

200 S30 20 31.7 E17 16 46.4 x x x        wide  test 

201 S30 20 33.2 E17 16 47.4 x x x        wide  test 

202 S30 20 33.9 E17 16 47.8 x x x        wide  test 

203 S30 20 34.4 E17 16 46.8 x x x        wide  test 

204 S30 20 35.0 E17 16 47.6 x x x        wide Very dense 10m diam. patch test 

205 S30 20 35.1 E17 16 48.9 x x x        wide  test 

206 S30 20 35.9 E17 16 47.3 x x x        wide  test 

207 S30 20 36.8 E17 16 46.8 x x x        wide  test 

208 S30 20 38.3 E17 16 46.0 x x x        wide  test 

209 S30 20 37.6 E17 16 45.9 x x x        wide  test 

210 S30 20 37.8 E17 16 45.7 x x x    x    wide  test 

211 S30 20 42.3 E17 16 46.1            Aristea shipwreck avoid 

 

 

 

 


