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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
ASHA Consulting (Pty) Ltd was appointed by Aurecon South Africa (Pty) Ltd to conduct a final 
archaeological ‘walk through’ survey of the site for the proposed and approved photovoltaic solar 
energy facility on the remainder of Portion 4 of Klipgats Pan 117, near Copperton in the Prieska 
Magisterial District. This requirement was contained within the project Environmental Management 
Plan (EMP) and was supported by the South African Heritage Resources Agency (SAHRA) in a letter 
dated 11 July 2013. 
 
The site was surveyed on 07 February 2014. Sites were recorded by means of GPS co-ordinates and 
photography. Although ‘background scatter’ artefacts were found to be widespread across the study 
area, these are generally of very low significance and no areas with very high densities of scatter 
were encountered. These artefacts generally pertain to the Early and Middle Stone Ages. Several 
small Later Stone Age sites were also found. These include stone artefacts, ostrich eggshell fragments 
and, in one instance, pottery. Some of these are dense and intact enough to merit mitigation. 
 
This report was conducted in response to the requirements of the project EMP as supported by 
SAHRA. The only significant heritage indicators located were several LSA sites that will require some 
mitigation as described above. Their significance is in the local context only and they will be easily 
mitigated. The mitigation project is scheduled for implementation during late March 2014 with 
completion by early April 2014. No red-flag features were found and thus, pending mitigation of the 
archaeological sites before construction, the proposed development may proceed as planned, but 
subject to the following conditions: 
 

 Mitigation of the archaeological sites at KGP2014/004, KGP2014/006, KGP2014/008, 
KGP2014/009, KGP2014/011, KGP2014/013 and KGP2014/016 should take place ; and  

 In the unlikely event that any further archaeological material is uncovered during the course 
of development then work in the immediate area should be halted. The find will need to be 
reported to the heritage authorities and may require inspection by an archaeologist. Such 
material is the property of the state and may require excavation and curation in an approved 
institution. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
ASHA Consulting (Pty) Ltd was appointed by Aurecon South Africa (Pty) Ltd to conduct a final 
archaeological ‘walk through’ survey of the site for the proposed and approved photovoltaic solar 
energy facility on the remainder of Portion 4 of Klipgats Pan 117, near Copperton in the Prieska 
Magisterial District. The farm has been the subject of two subsequent assessments relating to 
various similar developments (Orton, 2011; Orton & Webley 2013) but, owing to adjustments to 
the layout for the facility under consideration here, a final survey was required for it. This 
requirement was contained within the project Environmental Management Plan (EMP) and was 
supported by the South African Heritage Resources Agency (SAHRA) in a letter dated 11 July 2013. 
 

 
 
Figure 1: Map showing the location of the site. The town of Copperton lies to the north. The green polygon indicates 
the farm, while the red polygon indicates the proposed layout of the facility. 

2922CD Copperton & 3022AB Springbokpoortjie (Mapping 
information supplied by Chief Directorate: National Geo-
Spatial Information. Website: wwwi.ngi.gov.za) 
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1.1. Project description 
 
The proposed development has been fully described in earlier reports but the component relevant 
to the present study is the construction of numerous arrays of photo-voltaic panels for the 
generation of electricity. These would require levelling of the surface, construction of small 
concrete foundations and excavation of trenches for electrical cabling. 
 
1.2. Terms of reference 
 
ASHA Consulting was asked to fulfil the requirements of SAHRA as provided in the project EMP. 
This entailed a final survey of the affected area to locate any archaeological sites that might 
require mitigation prior to the start of construction. 
 
1.3. Scope and purpose of the report 
 
The project has already been assessed at the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) stage but, 
due to changes in the project layout, a follow-up survey was required in terms of the EMP. Earlier 
surveys had established that no red flags (in terms of heritage) existed and that planning of the 
development could proceed. The present survey aimed to locate any further archaeological sites 
that might require mitigation prior to commencement of the development. Other heritage 
resources are not of concern, since no such resources were known to occur on the site. The report 
describes the archaeological heritage resources found and the mitigation required. 
 
1.4. The author 
 
Dr Jayson Orton has an MA (UCT, 2004) and a D.Phil (Oxford, UK, 2013), both in archaeology, and 
has been conducting Heritage Impact Assessments in the Western Cape and Northern Cape 
provinces of South Africa since 2004. He has also conducted research on aspects of the Later Stone 
Age in these provinces and published widely on the topic. He is accredited with the Association of 
Southern African Professional Archaeologists (ASAPA) CRM section (Member #233). 
 
ASHA Consulting (Pty) Ltd and its consultants have no financial or other interest in the proposed 
development and will derive no benefits other than fair remuneration for consulting services 
provided. 
 

2. HERITAGE LEGISLATION 
 
The National Heritage Resources Act (NHRA) No. 25 of 1999 protects a variety of heritage 
resources. Those relevant to the present report are as follows: 

 Section 35: palaeontological, prehistoric and historical material (including ruins) more than 
100 years old; 

 Section 36: graves and human remains older than 60 years and located outside of a formal 
cemetery administered by a local authority; and 

 
Following Section 2, the definitions applicable to the above protections are as follows: 

 Archaeological material: a) “material remains resulting from human activity which are in a 
state of disuse and are in or on land and which are older than 100 years, including 
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artefacts, human and hominid remains and artificial features and structures”; b) “rock art, 
being any form of painting, engraving or other graphic representation on a fixed rock 
surface or loose rock or stone, which was executed by human agency and which is older 
than 100 years, including any area within 10m of such representation”; c) “wrecks, being 
any vessel or aircraft, or any part thereof, which was wrecked in South Africa, whether on 
land, in the internal waters, the territorial waters or in the maritime culture zone of the 
Republic, as defined respectively in sections 3, 4 and 6 of the Maritime Zones Act, 1994 
(Act No. 15 of 1994), and any cargo, debris or artefacts found or associated therewith, 
which is older than 60 years or which SAHRA considers to be worthy of conservation”; and 
d) “features, structures and artefacts associated with military history which are older than 
75 years and the sites on which they are found”; 

 Grave: “means a place of interment and includes the contents, headstone or other marker 
of such a place and any other structure on or associated with such place”; and 

 
SAHRA will provide comment on the present report before development may commence. 
 

3. METHODS 
 
3.1. Literature survey 
 
An extensive literature survey was carried out during the course of the previous assessments 
(Orton 2011; Orton & Webley 2013) and was only summarised here. 
 
3.2. Field survey 
 
The site was subjected to a detailed foot survey. The fieldwork took place on 07 February 2014. 
During the survey the positions of finds were recorded on a hand-held GPS receiver set to the 
WGS84 datum. Photographs were taken in order to capture representative samples of both the 
affected heritage and the landscape setting of the proposed development. Since archaeological 
material was expected to be widespread, the survey focused on landscape features where more 
important material was expected to occur (the ephemeral water features in the north central 
area) with the remainder of the area subject to a less intense survey. 
 
3.3. Assumptions and limitations  
 
For the purposes of the field survey, it was assumed that archaeological resources would be 
distributed in the manner expected after the previous surveys. This meant that so-called 
‘background scatter’ artefacts would be widely distributed in areas containing gravel deposits, 
while more recent occurrences would be found close to the various very ephemeral seasonal pans 
and water courses. 
 
Due to the nature of the substrate buried archaeological resources are not expected to occur. 
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4. PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONTEXT 
 
4.1. Site context and description 
 
The site is open, flat land that has been used for small stock grazing. A substation occurs just to 
the east and a large transmission line crosses the study area (Figure 2). To the north is an 
abandoned copper mine. Its slimes dam is prominent on the skyline north of the site (Figure 3). 
 

 
 
Figure 2: View across the site towards the east showing the power line crossing the study area and the nearby 
substation. 

 

 
 
Figure 3: View across the site to the north with the copper mine slimes dam visible in the background. 
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5. CULTURAL HERITAGE CONTEXT 
 
As already noted above, a detailed presentation of the heritage contexts can be found in the 
earlier reports. Only a brief summary, based largely on these earlier surveys, is provided here. 
 
Pre-colonial artefacts are widespread in the vicinity and found primarily in two contexts. The first 
is in association with the gravel lag deposits that are frequent in the area. The artefacts in these 
contexts tend to be fairly well weathered and no doubt pertain largely to the Early (ESA) and 
Middle (MSA) Stone Ages. ESA hand-axes are a notable occurrence in these contexts. Along the 
margins of ephemeral seasonally wet areas and pans a number of small, at least partially in situ, 
occurrences pertaining to the LSA have been found. These sites, due to their better contexts, have 
higher research value. 
 

6. FINDINGS OF THE SURVEY 
 
This section describes the archaeological resources recorded in the study area during the course of 
the present survey. Only archaeological resources are of concern here so no other aspects of 
heritage are covered. Table 1 provides a list of co-ordinates where records were made. It should 
be recognised that only some of these occurrences can be regarded as archaeological sites – the 
rest are ‘background scatter’. 
 
Table 1: List of archaeological heritage resources recorded during the 2014 survey. Mitigation times are provided as 
these give a further indication of the extent of the material requiring mitigation. 

 
Field 
No. 

Site name GPS co-ordinates Description 
Significance 
(Mitigation) 

01  S30 01 56.4 E22 18 08.4 
Background scatter, mixed age (MSA and 
LSA). 

Very low 

002 KGP2014/001 S30 01 54.9 E22 18 07.7 
Quartzite outcrop quarry, few artefacts 
around it. 

Very low 

003  S30 01 55.4 E22 18 13.9 Background scatter, mixed age. Very low 

004  S30 02 00.0 E22 18 08.7 
Background scatter, mixed age, several MSA 
blades. 

Very low 

005  S30 01 58.2 E22 18 08.3 
Background scatter, mixed age, quartz and 
quartzite LSA artefacts and older material. 

Very low 

006 KGP2014/002 S30 02 14.8 E22 18 07.1 Quartzite outcrop quarry. Very low 

007 KGP2014/003 S30 02 14.5 E22 18 28.7 
Quartzite outcrop quarry, also quite a lot of 
weathered background scatter artefacts 
here. 

Very low 

008 KGP2014/004 S30 02 09.2 E22 18 43.3 

LSA scatter of pottery and background 
scatter of stone artefacts alongside 
ephemeral pan. At last 12 sherds (1 rim), 
mixed grass and mineral (grit) temper. 
Context is poor but soil containing sherds 
should be sieved. 

Low-medium 
(1 hour) 

009  S30 02 07.7 E22 18 41.4 Scatter of ostrich eggshell, no artefacts. Very low 

010  S30 02 05.1 E22 18 43.7 
Background scatter in ephemeral pan, MSA 
with some possible LSA. 

Very low 

011  S30 02 00.0 E22 18 49.6 Hand-axe and cleaver in ephemeral pan. Very low 
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012 KGP2014/005 S30 01 56.8 E22 18 48.7 
Ostrich eggshell scatter and some 12 m to 
the north an ephemeral LSA quartz scatter 
(core and some flakes). 

Very low 

013  S30 01 55.4 E22 18 49.9 Light scatter of ostrich eggshell, no artefacts. Very low 

014 

KGP2014/006 

S30 01 57.7 E22 18 51.9 LSA site with quartz, quartzite, crypto-
crystalline silica (CCS), a CCS adze, 1 hammer 
stone / upper grindstone, a fragment of Unio 
caffer (freshwater mussel shell) and much 
ostrich eggshell. 

Medium-high 
(16 hours) 015 S30 01 57.9 E22 18 52.2 

016 S30 01 57.7 E22 18 52.5 

017  S30 02 15.1 E22 18 49.9 
Ostrich eggshell scatter with background 
scatter SA and LSA in ephemeral pan. 

Very low 

018  S30 02 14.6 E22 18 50.8 
Part of an ostrich eggshell half buried in the 
ground, no associated artefacts. 

Very low 

019  S30 02 14.6 E22 18 43.4 
Dense background scatter in an ephemeral 
pan. 

Very low 

020 KGP2014/007 S30 02 08.0 E22 18 34.2 
Quartzite outcrop quarry, also light ostrich 
eggshell scatter. 

Very low 

021 
KGP2014/008 

S30 02 07.3 E22 18 34.3 LSA site with quartz, quartzite and ostrich 
eggshell, two probable lower grindstones. 

Low-medium 
(4 hours) 022 S30 02 07.3 E22 18 34.5 

023 
KGP2014/009 

S30 02 04.8 E22 18 34.2 
LSA scatter with quartz, quartzite and a 
hammer stone, tooth fragment, ostrich 
eggshell. Fairly low density but enough to be 
meaningful. 

Low-medium 
(2 hours) 

024 S30 02 04.4 E22 18 34.1 

025 KGP2014/010 S30 01 58.9 E22 18 30.6 
Ephemeral LSA site among bushes with 
quartz, quartzite, ostrich eggshell. 

Low 

026 KGP2014/011 S30 01 59.7 E22 18 29.9 
Ephemeral LSA site among bushes with 
quartz, quartzite, ostrich eggshell. 

Low 
(2 hours) 

027 KGP2014/012 S30 01 58.5 E22 18 29.2 Ephemeral LSA site with quartz, quartzite. Low 

028 
KGP2014/013 

S30 01 57.1 E22 18 30.5 Ephemeral LSA site among bushes with 
quartz, quartzite, hornfels, CCS, ostrich 
eggshell. 

Low-medium 
(2 hours) 029 S30 01 56.9 E22 18 30.8 

030  S30 02 23.6 E22 18 06.2 Ostrich eggshell scatter, no artefacts. Very low 

031 KGP2014/014 S30 02 35.7 E22 18 01.6 
Ephemeral LSA scatter among bushes with 
quartzite and 2 lower grindstones. 

Low 

032  S30 02 50.3 E22 18 15.1 Dense patch of background scatter. Very low 

033  S30 02 50.3 E22 18 24.4 

Small stone circle and one fragment of pink 
bottle glass (possibly from small, hexagonal 
medicine or poison bottle) close to old farm 
werf. 

Very low 

034 KGP2011/021 S30 02 53.9 E22 18 25.2 
Stone kraal (previously recorded) with four 
fragments of white refined earthenware 
nearby. 

Medium 
(Avoid, outside 
study area) 

035 KGP2014/015 S30 02 45.7 E22 19 01.1 Quartzite quarry outcrop. Very low 

036 
KGP2014/016 

S30 02 23.6 E22 18 43.6 
LSA scatter with quartz and ostrich eggshell. 

Low-medium 
(2 hours) 037 S30 02 23.3 E22 18 43.3 

038  S30 02 37.1 E22 18 38.6 
Background scatter but with more quartz 
than usual. 

Very low 

039 

KGP2014/017 

S30 02 36.4 E22 18 36.8 
Historical scatter of refined earthenware 
fragments. Seem to be at least 7 or 8 vessels 
represented based on decoration, mostly 
plates but one cup. Also some ostrich 
eggshell. 

Low 

040 S30 02 35.5 E22 18 35.7 

041 KGP2014/018 S30 02 19.3 E22 18 19.3 
Small scatter of fresh quartzite flakes, all 
same material, presumably LSA. 

Low 
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042  S30 02 18.0 E22 18 14.7 Light ostrich eggshell scatter, no artefacts. Very low 

043  S30 02 17.9 E22 18 12.5 Light ostrich eggshell scatter, no artefacts. Very low 

044  S30 02 16.3 E22 18 09.6 Background scatter with 2 hand-axes. Very low 

045  S30 02 16.0 E22 18 08.1 Background scatter with 2 hand-axes. Very low 

046  S30 02 14.6 E22 19 36.6 Dense patch of background scatter. Very low 

047 KGP2014/019 S30 02 17.2 E22 19 35.8 
LSA scatter with quartzite and CCS in sandy 
patch behind bushes. 

Low 

048 KGP2014/020 S30 02 11.8 E22 19 16.8 
Ephemeral LSA quartz scatter around an 
ephemeral pan. 

Low 

049  S30 01 55.4 E22 19 21.6 
Ephemeral ostrich eggshell scatter behind 
bushes, no artefacts. 

Very low 

050  S30 01 55.5 E22 19 23.8 Single hand-axe. Very low 

051  S30 01 53.6 E22 19 47.1 Two hand-axes. Very low 

052  S30 01 59.7 E22 18 29.6 Single hand-axe. Very low 

053  S30 02 34.9 E22 18 28.3 Single hand-axe. Very low 

 
Artefacts ascribable to the ESA and MSA were found to be widespread throughout the study area. 
As expected, these were associated with gravels lying on the surface. Figures 4 and 5 show 
examples of the background scatter artefacts recorded. Similar artefacts were recorded 
throughout the site but, for the most part, a photographic record was taken of individual artefacts 
only. This was purely to document the variation and is available from the author on request. 
Although the background scatter was very widespread, there were no areas on this part of the 
farm that were as dense as the very northernmost part (some 2.5 km north of the present study 
area) which has, as a result of its artefact density, been excluded from any development 
 

 
 
Figure 4: Stone artefacts from the background scatter at point 004. The four artefacts at top left are MSA blades. Most 
artefacts are of quartzite but second from left in the top row is hornfels. Scale in 1 cm intervals. 

 
Nine hand-axes (large, bifacially-flaked pointed tools dating to the ESA) were found across the site 
during the present survey. The earlier surveys also noted a proliferation of hand-axes. The hand-
axes were photographed from all four sides and these are illustrated in Figures 6 to 15 for the 
record. Most hand-axes from the area have been noted to be relatively small but some recorded 
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during this survey were quite large (see especially that in Figure 7, which was 31 cm long). Cleavers 
(large, bifacially-flaked tools with a straight, chisel-like edge dating to the ESA) are generally 
unusual finds in South Africa and are rare compared to hand-axes. However, one was found within 
the present study area (Figure 16). 
 

 
 
Figure 5: Stone artefacts from the background scatter at point 010. Items of varying age are evident by their variable 
weathering states. Scale in 1 cm intervals. 

 

 
 

Figure 6: Four views of the hand-axe from point 011. Scale in 1 cm intervals. 
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Figure 7: Four views of the first hand-axe from point 044. Scale in 1 cm intervals. 

 

 
 
Figure 8: Four views of the second hand-axe from point 044. The tip is missing. Scale in 1 cm intervals. 

 

 
 

Figure 9: Four views of the highly weathered first hand-axe from point 045. Scale in 1 cm intervals. 
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Figure 10: Four views of the second, also quite well weathered, hand-axe from point 045. Scale in 1 cm intervals. 

 

 
 

Figure 11: Four views of the hand-axe from point 050. Scale in 1 cm intervals. 

 

 
 

Figure 12: Four views of the first hand-axe from point 051. Scale in 1 cm intervals. 
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Figure 13: Four views of the second hand-axe from point 051. It may have lost its tip and been reworked resulting in its 
short, wide shape. Scale in 1 cm intervals. 

 

 
 
Figure 14: Four views of the very large and well weathered hand-axe from point 052. Scale in 1 cm intervals. 
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Figure 15: Four views of the hand-axe from point 053. Scale in 1 cm intervals. 

 

 
 

Figure 16: Three views of the cleaver from point 011. Scale in 1 cm intervals. 

 
The most important archaeological finds made during the survey consist of a series of LSA scatters 
of stone artefacts, ostrich eggshell and, in one case, pottery. Since these sites are far more recent, 
their spatial integrity is largely intact and they present better research opportunities. This raises 
their significance considerably, although, with one possible exception, none of those sites 
recorded are of particularly high significance. The exception was the largest site found – 
KPG2014/006 (points 14 – 16; Figure 17). It measured approximately 25 m long by 10 m wide. It 
had a fairly extensive scatter of stone artefacts and ostrich eggshell fragments (Figures 18 & 19) 
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and, interestingly, included a fragment of freshwater mussel (Unio caffer; Figure 20) that must 
have been brought to the site from the Orange River which is at least 60 km away. Freshwater 
shells have occasionally been known to be used for making beads and this could perhaps have 
been the reason for transporting this shell so far from its source. 
 

    
 
Figure 17: The location of KGP2014/006.        Figure 18: The surface of site KGP2014/006. 

 

    
 
Figure 19: Stone artefacts and ostrich eggshell from          Figure 20: The Unio caffer shell fragment from 
KGP2014/006.            KGP2014/006. 

 
Several other smaller LSA sites were also noted, along with a few scatters of ostrich eggshell which 
may or may not relate to human activity. One of the smaller sites contains a scatter of pottery – at 
least 12 sherds, one of which is a rim of ‘simple round’ form – but seemingly nothing else. A few 
older artefacts present in the area are assumed to be part of the background scatter. The pottery 
appears to have a mix of grass and mineral temper. Grass temper was typically used in the interior 
of South Africa by Bushmen potters (Bollong et al. 1993, 1997; Rudner 1979). The one other group of 
Stone Age sites worth mentioning comprises of several quartzite quarry sites. These are places 
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where the underlying quartzite is exposed on the surface and people have taken advantage of this 
to remove flakes. The outcrops themselves are treated directly as cores (Figure 21 & 22). Most of 
these show relatively unweathered flaking surfaces indicating use during the LSA, although some 
were undoubtedly also used during earlier times. 
 

    
 
Figure 21: Quartzite quarry site at KGP2014/003 (point 007). Figure 22: Close up of flaked bedrock at 
Scale in 1 cm intervals.    KGP2014/015 (point 035). 
 
Two glass fragments were recorded. One very small pink fragment was associated with a small 
circular stone feature, perhaps an old fireplace, some 100 m north of the kraal forming the 
northernmost part of the farm werf (the werf lies south of and outside the study area). It may 
have originated from a hexagonal medicine or poison bottle, while the other was part of the base 
of a soda bottle of a type manufactured well into the 20th century (Lastovica & Lastovica 1982) and 
was found on its own in the north-western part of the study area (Figure 23). A light but fairly 
widespread scatter of predominantly transfer-printed historical refined earthenware fragments 
was found some 600 m northeast of the kraal. It seemed as though only parts of each vessel were 
likely to be present and that as many as eight vessels may be represented. Although most were 
undoubtedly from plates, one fragment indicated the handle attachment of a cup (Figure 24). All 
the ceramics are likely to date to the early 20th century, since designs characteristic of late 19th 
century wares appeared to be absent. 
 

    
 
Figure 23: Base of a soda bottle. Figure 24: Ceramics fragments from KGP2014/017. 
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7. MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS 
 
No formal assessment of impact is provided at this stage as that is only required during the impact 
assessment phase. However, it can be seen from Table 1 that no highly significant archaeological 
sites were found. Some have medium significance in the local context and should be mitigated 
prior to commencement of the development. 
 
Mitigation should entail excavation of the sites to obtain samples of the archaeological material 
for further study. The material will then need to be stored in the relevant provincial museum, in 
this instance McGregor Museum, Kimberley. Four days on site are suggested (as per Table 1) to 
conduct all the necessary mitigation to clear the site for development. It is then expected that no 
further impacts would occur and that no further heritage work would be required. Given the rocky 
substrate, sub-surface archaeological material will not be present. 
 

8. CONCLUSIONS 
 
This report was conducted in response to the requirements of the project EMP as supported by 
SAHRA. The only significant heritage indicators located were several LSA sites that will require 
some mitigation as described above. Their significance is in the local context only and they will be 
easily mitigated. The mitigation project is scheduled for implementation during late March 2014 
with completion by early April 2014. No red-flag features were found and thus, pending mitigation 
of the archaeological sites before construction, the proposed development may proceed. 
 

9. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
It is recommended that the development may proceed as planned, but subject to the following 
conditions: 
 

 Mitigation of the archaeological sites at KGP2014/004, KGP2014/006, KGP2014/008, 
KGP2014/009, KGP2014/011, KGP2014/013 and KGP2014/016 should take place prior to 
construction; and 

 In the unlikely event that any further archaeological material is uncovered during the 
course of development then work in the immediate area should be halted. The find will 
need to be reported to the heritage authorities and may require inspection by an 
archaeologist. Such material is the property of the state and may require excavation and 
curation in an approved institution. 
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APPENDIX 1: MAPPING 
 

 
 
Figure A1: Map showing walk paths (blue = previous years; green = 2014) and archaeological occurrences and sites recorded in the study area. 
Those with red symbols require mitigation. The red polygon indicates the development site. 
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Figure A2: Map showing an enlargement of that part of the study area where most of the sites requiring mitigation lie – all other recorded 
occurrences have been omitted from the map for the sake of clarity. The red line at the top is the northern boundary of the development site. 
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