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as walls or enclosure boundaries have not been transcribed owing to the uneven quality of 
the available imagery. 
 
This assessment is based on the information derived from these sources combined with 
experience, extrapolation from other sites in the wider region and an element of professional 
judgment. Further ground-truthing is necessary in order to confirm in detail the extent, 
character and significance of many of the sites listed here. Notwithstanding these limitations, 
sufficient information is available to enable a robust impact assessment to be made. The 
methodology conforms to the requirements of local, national and international guidance.  

3.3.2 Intangible Cultural Heritage  
There were no significant limitations in terms of access to information about intangible 
cultural heritage.  

3.3.3 The Project Construction and Operation 
Whilst a design plan of the Project has been agreed, in the absence of Detailed Engineering 
drawings at this stage, a number of construction and operations assumptions have been 
integrated into the mitigation design assuming a worst-case scenario as a heritage-driven 
approach. Project Construction and Operation assumptions are addressed and detailed in 
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minimise impact, and/or specific mitigation, monitoring measures and protocol will be 
required for these assets. 
 
Furthermore, heritage features which are likely to contain tombs, are well preserved kite 
structures (or comprising elements, such as the Towers), or well-preserved cultic structures 
also have potential to hold a higher (medium) heritage significance rating. 
 
Table 6 - Sites of higher heritage significance within the study area 

ID Name/Feat
ure-type Significance IFC 

Category Description 
Area 
(m2) 

31 

Wall 
fragments 
with tower 

Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Portions of walls and small tower in the junction 
of the walls, with a simple masonry situated on a 
slope and top of a small hill. Function is 
unknown. Most probably part of a kite structure, 
which lost its completeness after the melioration 
of the area. 

184.1 

50 

Tower and 
Enclosure 

Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Tower remnants standing inside of a large 
structure or enclosure. Timing and function are 
unknown.  

1274.6 

54 

Tomb Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

A large burial mound, covered with rock-soil 
shield. The chamber is possibly in the middle 
part of the structure. More probably belongs to 
the Late Bronze-Early Iron Age. 

16.2 

61 

Tomb Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Tomb feature Unkno
wn 

64 

Kite 
structure 

Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Kite Structure 536.1 

65 

Tower and 
Wall 

Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Portion of a wall, with a simple masonry 
composed from local basalt and situated on a 
slope of a small hill. Function is unknown. Traces 
of the nearby small tower are prooving that 
most probably it is part of a kite structure, which 
lost its completness after the partial melioration 
of the area. 

122.4 

77 

Wall 
fragment 
and tower 

Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Portion of a long wall with an attached small 
tower, made from basalt located on the slope of 
a small hill. The tower is hravily ruined, and only 
the foundations are visible. Most propably it is 
part of a destroyed kite structure after the 
melioration works in the area. 

153.9 

94 

Tomb Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

A medium size burial mound, covered with rock-
soil shield. The chamber is possibly in the middle 
part of the structure. More probably belongs to 
the Late Bronze-Early Iron Age. 

35.4 

96 

Tomb Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

A large burial mound, covered with rock-soil 
shield. The chamber is possibly in the middle 
part of the structure. More probably belongs to 
the Late Bronze-Early Iron Age. 

392.9 
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ID Name/Feat
ure-type Significance IFC 

Category Description 
Area 
(m2) 

134 

Tomb Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

A large burial mound, covered with rock-soil 
shield. The chamber is possibly in the middle 
part of the structure. More probably belongs to 
the Late Bronze-Early Iron Age. 

125.9 

135 

Enclosure Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

An enclosure and a structure looking like a tomb 
located on the seasoanl river terrace in a small 
gorge. Most probably belongs to the Bronze-Iron 
Ages 

1593.7 

136 

Petroglyph Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Petroglyph depicting a schematic drawing of a 
structure. Made by a metallic tool on a smooth 
and shiny surface of the local basalt rock. Such 
exist abudantly in the area. Time is unknown. 
More probably reflects shchematic disposition of 
the nearby kite or enclosure system.  

3350.7 

138 

Tower Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Rounded-shaped structure with a simple 
masonry located on a top of a natural hill. The 
structure is heavily ruined, the collapsed stones 
are visible on the slopes. Most popbably is a 
tower as of from the top all area is under visual 
control. Suppose to be part of a large kite 
structure. 

71.5 

140 

Enclosure Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

A system of enclosures located on the slope of a 
hill. Timing is unknown. Most probably high and 
late Medieval periods. It was used as hearding 
unit and seasoanl dwelling and was renovated 
several times.  

1806.6 

142 

Structure Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Rounded-shaped enclosures around a top of a 
natural hill formed by basaltic lava. Timing and 
function are unknown. Probably has a cultic 
meaning. Also it is posible that the feature 
contains a hidden tomb. 

211.2 

143 

Tower Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Tower Feature 83.7 

145 

Tomb Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Rectangular-shaped structure with walls built 
from local basalt. Forth in the group of similar 
structures standing close to each other. More 
probably are remnants of an enclosure for 
keeping cattle or other domestic animals from 
high and/or late Medieval periods. 

459.9 

146 

Tomb Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Structures with walls built from local volcanic 
tuff. First in the group of similar structures 
standing next to each other. More probably are 
remnants of a Bronze Age tomb, converted to a 
dwelling in high and/or late Medieval periods. 

860.6 

147 

Tomb Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Tomb and enclosure feature 823.1 

148 

Tomb Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Rectangular-shaped structure with walls built 
from local volcanic tuff and basalt. Eighth in the 
group of similar structures standing next to each 
other. More probably are remnants of a Bronze 
Age tomb, converted to a dwelling in high 
and/or late Medieval periods. 

504.8 
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ID Name/Feat
ure-type Significance IFC 

Category Description 
Area 
(m2) 

149 

Kite Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Head of a complex kite structure with very well 
preserved towers, enclosers and other features 
located on the top and southern slopes of a hill. 
Arms are missing because of partial melioration 
of the area. 

24940.
0 

150 

Tomb Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Rectangular-shaped structure with walls built 
from local volcanic tuff and basalt. More 
probably are remnants of a Bronze Age tomb, 
converted to a dwelling in high and/or late 
Medieval periods. 

64.7 

151 

Tomb Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

A large burial mound, covered with rock-soil 
shield. The chamber is possibly in the middle 
part of the structure. More probably belongs to 
the Late Bronze-Early Iron Age. 

441.2 

152 

Settlement Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Large Archaeological Complex composed around 
a natural rock formation, containing an 
agglomerative settlement, enclosures, structures 
and burial mounds. Judging from the surface 
collections was functioning from the Early 
Bronze Age to the late Medieval period and 
occupying a central place in the landscape.  

43133.
4 

153 

Settlement Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Agglomerative settlement situated near a 
seasonal river bed and formed by enclosures 
and structures. Time is not defined as of surface 
finds were not recorded. 

1510.6 

154 

Tomb Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Series of structures spread on the top and slopes 
of a natural hill reminding a tower with walls, 
which also contains a tomb. Also it is posible the 
structure is the prototype of the earlist 
agglomerative settlement. Time is unknown, 
because of luck of surface finds.    

414.9 

155 

Tomb Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Series of structures spread on tops and slopes of 
a two natural hills reminding a tower with walls, 
which also contains a tomb. Also it is posible the 
structure is the prototype of the earlist 
agglomerative settlement. Time is unknown, 
because of luck of surface finds. 

145.7 

156 

Settlement Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Agglomerative settlement composed around a 
natural rock formation and formed by 
enclosures and structures. Time is not defined as 
of surface finds were not recorded. 

7326.4 

157 

Tombs Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Rectangular-shaped and devided into three 
portions structure with walls built from local 
volcanic tuff and basalt. First in the group of 
similar structures standing next to each other. 
More probably are remnants of a Bronze Age 
tomb, converted to a dwelling in high and/or 
late Medieval periods. 

533.1 

158 

Structure Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Rectangular-shaped structure with walls built 
from local basalt. More probably are remnants 
of an ecnclosure for keeping cattle or other 
domestic animals from high and/or late 
Medieval periods. Also it is posible that the 
stucture is built over Bronze-Iron Age tomb.  

122.2 

159 

Settlement Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Agglomerative settlement composed around a 
natural rock formation, formed by enclosures 
and structures. Judging from the surface 
collections was functioning from the Early 
Bronze Age to the late Medieval period. 

7669.7 
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ID Name/Feat
ure-type Significance IFC 

Category Description 
Area 
(m2) 

160 

Tomb Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

A large burial mound, covered with rock-soil 
shield. The chamber is possibly in the middle 
part of the structure, with traces of disturbanse. 
More probably belongs to the Late Bronze-Early 
Iron Age. 

62.0 

164 

Settlement Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Agglomerative settlement composed around a 
natural hill and formed by enclosures and 
structures. Time is not defined, put possibly 
belongs to the Neolithic-Chalcolithic period as of 
surface finds are represented by many obsidian 
artifacts. The settlement was damaged after 
melioration of the area by heavy mechanism. 

6448.3 

165 

Settlement Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Rounded and rectangular-shaped structures 
with walls built from local volcanic tuff and 
basalt standing next to each other. More 
probably are seasonal dwellings and units for 
keeping sheep-goat or cattle built in high 
Medieval period, based on abudant pottery 
fragments collected in the context. 

39040.
0 

165 

Settlement Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Rounded and rectangular-shaped structures 
with walls built from local volcanic tuff and 
basalt standing next to each other. More 
probably are seasonal dwellings and units for 
keeping sheep-goat or cattle built in high 
Medieval period, based on abudant pottery 
fragments collected in the context. 

39040.
0 

167 

Tomb Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Large burial mound, covered with rock-soil 
shield. The chamber is possibly in the middle 
part of the structure. More probably belongs to 
the Late Bronze-Early Iron Age. 

86.3 

168 

Enclosure Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Large system including enclosures, walls, towers 
and tombs related to each other and situated 
across of several gorges. Occupies huge area. 
Timing and function are unknown. Probably the 
system represents a specific feature of a 
prehistoric (Neolithic to Bronze-Iron Ages) 
hearding and cultic landscapes. No parallels are 
available. 

90590.
2 

169 

Settlement Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Aglomerative settlement, situated on a flat area 
and occupying a rim of a gorge. Timing is 
unknown. The settlement was heavily 
reconstructed in Medieval period, when the cell-
type enclosures and structures were turned into 
shoe-shaped enclosures, but the site still keeps 
its scientific potential and value. 

91863.
3 

170 

Enclosure Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Large system including enclosures, structures 
and long walls situated on both sides of a gorge. 
Occupies huge area. Timing and function are 
unknown. Probably the system represents 
specific features of high Medieval agrucultural 
landscape, relecting boundaries of vineyards, 
wine producing facilities and seasonal dwellings. 

47608.
5 

171 

Settlement Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

A system of three agglomerative settlements 
composed around natural hills and formed by 
enclosures and rounded structures. Time is not 
defined, but possibly belongs to the Neolithic-
Chalcolithic period as of surface finds are 
represented only by obsidian artifacts. The unit 
is in perfect state of preservation and has no any 
signs of damage. 

22045.
6 

201 Enclosure Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 

A system of rounded enclosures joined to a 
potential tower. 

3424.9 
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ID Name/Feat
ure-type Significance IFC 

Category Description 
Area 
(m2) 

Cultural 
Heritage 

204 

Lithic Scatter Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Concentration of obsidian artifacts on a limited 
area, which belong to the Middle Paleolithic and 
Neolithic-Chlcolithic periods. 
 
The abudance and concentration of finds are 
telling about a stratified open-air site existing in 
the area, which requiers excavations through 
test trenches. 

2383.1 

205 

Lithic Scatter Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Concentration of obsidian artifacts on a limited 
area, which belongs to the Neolithic-Chlcolithic 
periods and the Bronze Age.  
 
There is a need to study the find area to 
understand where are the obsidian scatters are 
orignating from and to do some additional 
collections. 

1677.3 

206 

Lithic Scatter Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Natural, small hill located closely to the rim of a 
gorge in front of which dence scatters of 
obsidian artifacts exist. Judging from the state of 
preservation and typology of the tools we have 
here a stratified late Middle Paleolithic open air 
site. In addition a complex of artifacts 
characteristic to the Neolithic period also exist in 
the collection, which can be ralated to some 
walls and structures visible around the hill, 
telling about reoccupation of the same site in 
Neolihic. 
 
The site has an exeptional value, which means 
that after some excavations for stratigraphy and 
dating, it requiers preservation and/or 
conservation.  

4113.7 

207 

Lithic Scatter Medium-
High 

Non-
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Flat area (probably a terrace) located closely to 
the rim of a gorge where dence scatters of 
obsidian artifacts collected. Judging from the 
state of preservation and typology of the tools it 
is possible have that here a stratified late Middle 
Paleolithic open-air site exists. In addition a 
complex of artifacts characteristic to the 
Neolithic period also is visible in the collection. 
 
 The site has an important value, but test 
excavations are requierd to check the 
stratigraphic preservation of the site.  

3342.5 

 

 

 

6.5 CULTURAL HERITAGE ASSETS OUTSIDE THE STUDY AREA 
 
Significant cultural heritage assets in the wider vicinity of the project include a number of 
legally protected sites include: 
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7 BASELINE CONDITIONS (INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE) 

7.1 CONSULTATIONS 
 
Meaningful consultation of local residents and stakeholders from Talin, Ashnak, Katnaghbyur 
and Dashtadem of the Aragatsotn province has been undertaken. In these consultations, the 
communities were asked if features or places of intangible cultural heritage value existed 
within the project area.  
 
Further to these broad consultations with focus groups, an Armenian ethnographer 
undertook consultation with specific regard to cultural heritage in May 2023. He again 
identified the communities Talin, Ashnak, Katnaghbyur and Dashtadem6 which might have 
intangible cultural practices and traditions that could be of risk of being impacted by the 
Project. These were. Key informants were identified in each community. Interviews with 
these individuals were undertaken and the results set out in the Intangible Heritage Report 
(Appendix 5).  

7.2 RESULTS OF THE CONSULTATIONS  
Whilst a number of the communities identified distinct intangible heritage elements present 
in their cultural heritage (which are included in the state lists/inscribed on the UNESCO list of 
Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity, pertinent to Armenia), with the exception of the 
khachkar (site #141), there are no resources within the Project area with identifiable 
intangible cultural heritage significance.  
  

 
6 Yerevan, 2023, p5 -15 
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There will be partial views of the solar panels from Kristapor Monastic Church and 
Dashtadem Fortress. Figures 7 and 8 illustrate the extent of the visual impact from Kristapor 
Monastic Church and Dashtadem Fortress respectively.  
 
In the case of Dashtadem Fortress, the main viewpoint across the landscape to the east is 
available from a viewpoint in a collapsed section of the eastern defences. From here there 
will be only very limited visibility of PV panels on west-facing slopes at least 1.5km to the 
south-east and 2.7km to the north-east. The relative distance and small areas of the 
development will cause minimal change in terms of the relationship of the fortress to the 
surrounding landscape and therefore is determined as being negligible. 
 
Rather more of the site will be visible from Kristapor Church. While the impacts on its overall 
relationship with the wider landscape will be small, this equates to a moderate impact 
because of its high significance.  
 

8.4 SUMMARY OF OPERATIONAL IMPACTS 
Operational impacts include any physical impacts on buried or above ground archaeology as 
the result of maintenance, operational traffic or secondary development. For the Project, it is 
assumed that once the Project has been completed, no further direct ground disturbance 
would occur. Whilst operational traffic is likely in the form of movement of vehicular 
transportation along the access, main, peripheral and internal roads as well as the laydown 
areas, this activity will be intermittent. Therefore, the assessment of operational stage 
impacts on sites of cultural heritage significance within the study areas has by-and-large been 
deemed minimal. 
 

8.5 SUMMARY OF DECOMMISSIONING IMPACTS 
It is anticipated that, on the assumption that no additional infrastructure or tracking will need 
to be created or constructed (see Section 8.6), there will be no additional impacts on buried 
or above ground archaeology as the result of decommissioning of the Project.  

8.6 CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION AND DECOMMISSION ASSUMPTIONS 
The construction, operation and decommissioning of the Project will follow general industry 
practices for Utility scale PV plants. As part of this, a Detailed Engineering assessment will be 
completed upon which construction, operation and decommission will be based. It will 
incorporate specific conditions and particularities of the site. 
 
Whilst a design plan of The Project has been agreed, and some details on the construction 
and operation have been provided (see Section 8.2), in the absence of Detailed Engineering 
drawings at this stage, this assessment assumes a worst-case scenario. In other words, it is 
assumed that all features that fall within areas of proposed development will be removed.   
 
Currently there are few details available with regards to the decommissioning of the Project.  
It is understood the decommissioning will occur after an estimated 20-35 year operational 
life-span of a typical utility scale PV plant. It is assumed that no additional infrastructure or 
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Applicable Standards / Legislation 
 
The reference standards used to carry out this study are 1) IFC Performance Standards, 2) 

EBRD Performance Requirements and 3) Applicable Armenian regulations and laws.  

 
The Republic of Armenia contemplates certain laws for the protection of the heritage, such 

as: 

- Réglementation sur la protection des monuments historiques en Arménie (1978). 

- Law on Preservation and Utilization of Immovable Monuments of History and 

Culture and of the Historic Environment (adopted on the 11 of November 1989). 

- Law of the Republic of Armenia about protection and use of immovable 

monuments of history and culture and the historical circle (1998). 

- International legal instruments signed in the framework of the United Nations 

Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (2000). 

- Decision N.438 on approving the order of state inventory, observation, protection, 

fixation, renovation, restoration and use of immovable monuments of history and 

culture (2002). 

- Law on the protection and use of immovable monuments of history and culture 

and historical surrounding (amended 2003). 

- Decision N.1643 on the establishment of list of especially valuable cultural values 

of the cultural heritage of the Republic of Armenia (2005). 

 
Armenia also has signed and ratified several international conventions, such as: 
 

- Convention concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural 

Heritage, Paris (1972). 

- European Convention on the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage, Valletta 

(1992). 

- Convention on Biological Diversity (1992). 

- European Landscape Convention, Florence (2000) 

- Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage, Paris 

(2003). 
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Introduction: The aim of the project and the objectives of the archaeological survey 
 

The Government of the Republic of Armenia aims to develop clean energy 

infrastructure in the country, as part of Armenia’s aspiration for a low-carbon future. The 

Project will provide national energy security, reduce electricity costs, boost new industries, 

generate direct and indirect jobs, and put the country on the radar of international investors. 

The Project consists of constructing a 200- megawatt (MW) solar power plant in Armenia. 

It will be developed on a design, finance, build, own, and operate (DFBOO) basis. The 

Project will be implemented by “Masdar Armenia 1”, a joint company set by Masdar and 

ANIF. The solar plant will be located on a land of around 500 hectares in the communities 

of Talin and Dashtadem (the “Project Site”). The area is high in solar radiation and the 

land is unusable for agricultural purposes.  

Armenia is a region with a rich cultural heritage whose roots go through the depth of 

the centuries. About 33,000 historical and cultural monuments are found in 4,500 

complexes with a total territory of 20,000 hectares. 

The Protected Cultural Heritage in Armenia is defined as local or Republican. 

Especially important and significant are features of historical, architectural, scientific, 

artistic, and cultural value, of which there are 80 complexes (with about 400 Historic 

Structures of Architectural value). In the past, these were included in the USSR’s list of 

the cultural and historical significance of all-Union value. 

The UNESCO World Heritage List, which since 1963 has identified more than 630 

historical features and Historic or Cultural Landscape all over the world, includes several 

Archaeological Sites on the territory of Armenia: Haghpat and Sanahin Monastic 

Complexes and old bridge, and the historical centers of Ejmiatsin, Zvartnots, and 

Geghardavank. Other Armenian Archaeological Sites have been proposed for the 

UNESCO World Heritage List: the Noravank Monastic Complex, the Persian Blue 

Mosque, and the historical capital of Armenia, Dvin. Therefore, it is prudent to conduct 

archaeological studies on the Project Site.  

The objective of such studies are: 
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Brief geomorphological and historical-cultural description of the region  
 

Each cultural phenomenon is being developed based on natural resources existing in the 

local area, which shape the whole package of activities, the mechanisms of social 

organization, and models of survival of the individuals of those cultures. The region where 

the Project is located is part of Mt. Aragats volcanic province (spread on the south- western 

fringes), shaped by a suite of several mafic lava flows and pyroclastic deposits which can 

be traced along the Karmrashen River caption and its tributaries (Maps 1 and 2). 

 

In practice, this region is part of the wide Talin-Karmrashen Plateau which belongs to the 

Ararat Depression, overlooking the Araxes River valley. Mt. Aragats stratovolcano, Mt. 

Arteni, Mt. Ddmasar, and other eruptive centers are visible from there. The local 

morphology is distributed by high and low hills, which are characteristic of the pre-

mountainous zones of central Armenia, as well as not deep gorges cut by modern seasonal 

water flows originating as a result of snowmelt water. Those were mainly formed during 

Late Pleistocene1 and Early Holocene2 climatic cycles, and their developments continue 

nowadays. 

 
As a whole, the mentioned small water bodies, together with the hills shaped by intensive 

weathering of the slopes, and surfaces of rock formations played a significant role in the 

formation and development of the local Cultural Heritage, representing local landforms of 

exploitation and survival. They also served as a source of such significant construction 

materials like volcanic tuff, different types of basalts and dacite, which allowed 

incorporating the artificial features with the natural forms, creating Cultural Heritage 

elements such as kites, towers, enclosures, burial mounds, and other cultic elements 

(Figures 1-14).  

 

According to our current knowledge and archaeological data, it is possible to identify the 

modifications that make up the Historic-Cultural Landscape in this area on the southern 

                                                      
1 Also known as Upper Pleistocene or Tarantian Stage, currently defined as the time between c. 129000 and 
c. 11700 years ago. 
2 Current geological age. It began c. 12000 to 11500 years ago 
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fringes of Mt. Aragats. Thus, chains of Archaeological Structures called desert kites can 

be observed (created for hunting, trapping, animal husbandry, and cultic function) with 

supporting enclosures, as well as agglomerative (jellyfish, wheel, cells) and coral 

settlements, towers, and graveyards. Those Historic-Cultural Landscapes were shaped over 

millennia (at least from Lower Palaeolithic3 to the Iron Age4 onwards) and later on 

intensively exploited during the Medieval Period, serving as gardens and facilities for wine 

production. The same landscapes were also used in Soviet era for agricultural purposes. In 

the aforementioned periods (medieval and Soviet), many of the stone-built structures of 

the previous times were preserved. Recent archaeological investigations prove that 

Armenia and the Armenian Highlands are one of the most prominent areas of the ancient 

hunting and trapping systems, the “motherland and capital of the desert kites” and  such 

structures are widespread in the Talin-Karmrashen Plateau (an area spanning over 150,000 

hectares), within which the Project Site lies. 

Scientific-research activities implemented for the study 

To following type of scientific-research activities were conducted: 

1. Preliminary desk study. Collection of information about the Cultural Heritage from 

unpublished (archival) and published literary sources, their identification with the list 

of the archaeological and historical monuments of the Aragatsotn Province. This desk 

study was conducted in 2021. 

 

2. Preliminary survey of the Project Site. Fieldwork investigation including preliminary 

survey works was conducted during 2021. They were carried out with the boundary of 

the Project Site as well as close vicinity of the Project Site, fixed by the GPS system of 

coordinates. The aim of this survey was to identify and record archaeological elements 

of the landscape, i.e. structures, collection of surface finds, the study of sections, etc., 

and understanding the boundaries and spread of the cultural layers and their relationship 

with the area inside the Project Site. Additionally, complex analyses of the collected 

information in the context of the fieldwork results were undertaken. Such kind of 

                                                      
3 Historic Period between c. 1.5 million to 200000 years ago 
4 Period between c. 1200-600 BC 



Archaeological Survey Report 
Ayg-1 PV Plant Project (Armenia) 

 

9  

analyses allows us to understand the meaning of the collected field information and to 

evaluate the informative potential of the Cultural Heritage, or Chance Finds if the 

Historic Structures are partly and not well preserved or are absent totally. 

 

3. Detailed survey of the Project Site. The detailed survey of the Project Site was 

conducted between April and November 2022, with a team of researchers organized by 

the “Areni-1 Cave” scientific-research foundation. They were represented by 4 

archaeologists, 1 GIS specialist, and 1 drone specialist. 2 members of Spanish 

archaeological company “Cortés Arqueología” also participated in the fieldwork 

activities as well as provided input for finalizing the methods of recording the 

discovered historical-cultural units. After finalizing an inventory of features, which may 

have historical-cultural, spiritual, or archaeological significance, the Project Site was 

photographed by a drone, which helped understand the process of formation of the 

cultural landscapes of the past. This also showed that natural degradation and prior 

construction activities in the area resulted in erase, damage and a loss of completeness 

of the cultural elements. 

 

Results 
 

1. Main results of the desk study 

 
The main source referred to for composing the Cultural Heritage of the Project area was 

the State List of Monuments of the Aragatsotn Province of the Republic of Armenia (The 

State List of Immovable monuments of the History and Culture of the Aragatsotn Province 

of the RA. Adopted May 29, 2002, government order N628). In addition, published 

sources such as Badalyan and Avetisyan (2007); Asatryan (2004) (in Armenian) and 

many others, and unpublished reports were used. Additionally, the inventory and mapping 

of the recorded and excavated sites were obtained for Talin, Dashtadem, Ashnak, and 

Katnaghbyur communities, which cover all the communities in the vicinity of the Project 

Site 

 
Information collected from the above-mentioned sources suggested that there are no 
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features with archaeological and historical-cultural significance known or recorded 

previously.  

Lack of records can be either because of 1) the State Lists of Monuments of Armenia are 

very old and are composed of a very low level of methodology or 2) the area around the 

Project Site was never subjected to any archaeological study and excavations.  

Only a short-term and preliminary recognition survey was implemented around the 

Project Site in the frame of the Armenian-Israeli project on the study of the kites on the 

southern fringes of Mt. Aragats in 2012 (the data is not fully published yet). 

 

Cultural Heritage in regions around the Project Site 

 
Even though no records were found in the desk study regarding the Project Site area, the 

known features elsewhere show the Historical-Cultural Landscape of the surroundings. It 

is not a surprise, because the southern fringes of Mt. Aragats (especially the Talin- 

Karmrashen Plateau), as it was stressed above, played a leading role in shaping the 

historical- cultural landscapes of the past for the whole of Armenian and also from the 

regional perspective. That is home to the famous Mt. Arteni obsidian source, one of the 

biggest in the region and intensively utilized from the Lower Paleolithic to nowadays. 

This mountain lies around 10 km northeast of the Project Site and the high- quality 

obsidian outcrops attracted humans from the dawn of history. World famous Satani-Dar 

Paleolithic site, which yielded the earliest known man-made artefacts in the area of the 

former Soviet Union is located on the southern slopes of Mt. Arteni. The recently 

discovered and excavated Middle Paleolithic site of Barozh-12 is also located in the 

vicinity of Mt. Arteni, showing activities of Neanderthals in this area for a very long time 

period (60-30 thousand years BP5). 

The cultural development of this area continues at the final stages of the Stone Age6 and 

the Bronze Iron Ages7. It is proven by the existence of Neolithic-Chalcolithic8 workshops 

                                                      
5 Before Present 
6 Historic period between c. 2.6 million years ago and c. 3300 BC   
7 Bronze Age (c. 3400-1200 BC); Iron Age (c. 1200-500 BC).   
8 Neolithic Period (c. 10000-5300 BC); Chalcolithic Period (period between the Neolithic and the Bronze 
Age, c. 5300-3400 BC).   
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near the obsidian outcrops, Chalcolithic settlements, and numerous Bronze through the 

Iron Age settlements and necropolis recorded and excavated. Among them are the 

Areguni Blur and Yerkaruk Blur workshops on the slopes of Mt. Arteni. The seasonal 

Neolithic-Chalcolithic site of Ashnak, seasonal dwellings, cultic structures and burials of 

Bronze to Iron Ages in Talin can be listed as the most important ones among many others. 

The area is also home to the economic and cultic landscapes for the timing of the Van or 

the Urartian kingdom (IX–VI centuries BC) as one of the important agricultural, 

horticultural, and farming centers of historical Armenia, rich with fertile soils, freshwater 

sources, and springs, vineyards, alpine meadows. Numerous Urartian rock-cut chambers 

are known in the region, and one of the most significant is located near the Dashtadem 

fortress. Classical period archaeological records are also well-known in the area. The first 

golden implements excavated in Armenia are known from the Hellenistic period burials 

in Ashnak. 

The region kept playing a very important role as a political, economic, and cultural center 

also during the entire Medieval Period. Among the high number of architectural 

monuments and religious centers well known, the Talin Cathedral/Basilica (VI century 

AD) can be mentioned, as a jewel of Armenian early medieval architecture. Also famous 

is Khristaphor Monastery, numerous village remains, cemeteries, and khachkars are 

known in close proximity to the Project Site. 

Altogether, the most important archaeological and historical-cultural feature in the region 

is the so-called Dashtadem fortress of the VII–XIX centuries AD, together with traces of 

a large settlement or series of settlements and historically shaped economic landscapes in 

the surrounding, which affected the formation of the ancient economy and political life. 

Most of the outer circuit wall dates to the last Qajar khans of Yerevan, at the beginning 

of the XIX century. However, the fortress is considerably earlier. The keep within is a 

bizarre structure, with half-round towers glued onto an earlier Armenian fortress probably 

of the VII–X centuries. Beneath the citadel, there are substantial cisterns. There is also a 

chapel of St. Sargis beside it, dated to the X century. An elegant Arabic inscription in 

Kufic letters on the E wall of the citadel keep reads: “May Allah exalt him. In the blessed 

month of Safar in the year 570 (September 1174) the lord of this strong fortress, the 
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Prince, the great Spasalar, the Pillar of the Faith, the Glorifier of Islam, Sultan son of 

Mahmud son of Shavur.” Sultan ibn Mahmud, known to Arab historians under the Persian 

name Shahanshah, was the last of a fascinating clan of Kurdish adventurers, the 

Shaddadids, who entered Armenian history in 951 at the city of Dvin. The fortress passed 

under the rule of the Zakarian brothers Ivane and Zakare, who re-established Armenian 

power in Aragatsotn in 1198. The fortress was functioning until 1828, when Eastern 

Armenia was conquered by the Russian troupes. Russian military authorities decided that 

it was not corresponding to the military concepts of the time and the fortress lost its 

significance as a military point. 

The most valuable feature of the archaeological means is the above-mentioned economic 

space surrounding the fortress. Traces of vineyards, orchards, and gardens are visible 

nowadays, which are mostly coming from the XII-XIV centuries AD and surviving until 

the Soviet era. The above-mentioned Zakarian brothers revived the economic life of the 

Aragatsotn province where a large amount of grape production and winemaking was 

established. Remnants of hundreds of High and Late Medieval period wine-producing 

facilities and complexes are still visible in the region, pair of which were excavated near 

the village of Ashnak by the Archaeologist Yesai Asatryan. 

And finally, among the recently evaluated and discovered features of this cultural 

landscape are so-called “desert kites”. Their study and record started in 2010 by the 

Armenian-French and Armenian-Israeli teams in the frame of Mt. Aragats kite study 

projects. Preliminary surveys recorded more than 72 kites on the southern fringes of Mt. 

Aragats, which is a very large amount for this specific area. Also, the preliminary 

excavations showed the time frame of their functioning – from the Neolithic period (VII 

Millennium BC) to the Middle Ages onwards. Also some short-term and test excavations 

allowed to stress preliminary conclusions regarding their function, which was previously 

thought to be hunting traps. It is clear now that kites vary by their shape and concept of 

construction and in addition to the hunting function, they also played a significant role in 

animal husbandry and domestication, breeding and training of military horses, ritual 

games, cultic performances, and others. In the Study Area, kite structures and related 

enclosures were not recorded in detail, but one or two were marked for future studies, 
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especially the one in Dashtadem, spread in close proximity to the project implementation 

area and some in neighboring Ashank and Katnaghbyur community areas. 

Overall, more than 73 desert kites, or simply kites, and more than 30 agglomerative 

settlements have been evaluated and recorded in the country since 2010 and many more 

are present in the region. The structures of these kites and settlements and the 

accompanying enclosures have been found to be quite similar to each other and it could 

be argued that while kites in general hold archaeological / historical-cultural value, the 

lack of uniqueness or originality makes these structures rather common in the region. 

Additionally, it must be highlighted that over the years, several kites around the Project 

Site have been partially / fully destroyed, while more than 20 kites and all 30 settlements 

in other parts of the region have been well preserved and now conserved, thereby 

protecting the archaeological and historic-cultural value. 

Additionally, as a reference, archaeological studies for the national highway in the region, 

near the Project Site, identified over 100 features were directly affected in a 5 km stretch.  
 
 

2. Main results of the preliminary survey of the Project Site 

 
The short preliminary survey was undertaken by a small group of archaeologists (3 by 

number) and one GIS specialist. Fieldwork activities took place in month of October 

2021, taking 4 days. The boundary of the Project Site, which was provided by the client, 

was plotted on the 1:10.000 resolution maps and entered into ArcGIS-10.4 system. All 

the measured points in the field were then specified and allocated by using the ArcMap 

module. As a result the recorded points were reproduced on the map by their position in 

the space, specific landscape morphology (hilltop, slope, gorge, flat area, etc.). For each 

measured point also a specific archaeological data was recorded, including the finds or 

surface collections if such exist. The collected archaeological data reflects the type of the 

feature (i.e. open-air Archaeological Site, Historic Structures such as burials or tombs, 

dwellings, enclosures, towers, wall, fences, etc.) as well as the estimated preliminary 

dating (Paleolithic, Neolithic-Chalcolithic, Bronze-Iron Ages, Medieval). Additional 

information was collected regarding the state of preservation of the recorded feature and 

the surroundings (fully preserved, well preserved, badly preserved, hardly visible, 
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damaged, destroyed etc.). In addition, the aerial images provided by the client were used 

to target the spread limits and boundaries of large features and for obtaining the analyses 

of their state of preservation. 

 
As a whole 34 survey points were selected during the fieldwork activities. The selection 

was done based on the location of the point by its position in the Project Site with an 

attempt to cover the entire area. Also, the point was selected based on a specific type of 

the feature for having the full picture of the variability in this place, as the state of 

preservation before the estimation of its cultural value as a source. In addition, the 

preservation of the surrounding landscape was taken into the consideration, especially 

important in the case of kite structures and enclosures. In general, all this information was 

collected to do future suggestions and solutions to save their historical- cultural value, if 

applicable. 

 

3. Main results of the detailed survey of the Project Site 

 

During the implementation of the detailed survey, the members of the team covered the 

entire Project Site by walking, and recording all the targeted features (Figures 15-20). The 

survey treks are shown in Map 3. For each feature identified, a special context sheet was 

used, in line with best international practices, recording the Number, Location, Date, Start 

time, Visibility, GPS coordinates as well as Graphic material (Photographic view from 

four sides), General Description, if applicable, and the numbers of the photographic 

images (Sheet 1). These sheets were subsequently used to assist in compiling this report. 

It is worth highlighting some methodological approaches and observations from 

comparison of the recorded units and the drone imagery. The differences between altered 

and untouched portions of the land strongly differ from each other in the Project Site 

(Figure 21). There are two ways of alteration activities: by heavy machinery and by hand. 

The heavy machinery disturbance erased all the cultural features of the landscape, leaving 

flattened landmarks and collections of rocks and blocks, as some untouched portions of 

the land appearing as islands (Figure 21). 

At the same time, modification by hand was implemented through rock collection by hand 
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Conclusions and future steps 

 
Based on the archaeological analyses done in this survey, we conclude that despite 

findings of several potential archaeological features around the Project Site area, the 

Project can be safely implemented with appropriate mitigation measures in place. In our 

view, the Project, is not only of national importance, but also provides a benefit for 

Cultural Heritage, because no investment or archaeological intervention would have been 

carried out in the area otherwise.  

Armenia, being a landlocked country and small in size, has very limited sites suitable for 

utility scale renewable energy projects. Several efforts in the past by private developers 

and development financing institutions to identify suitable sites have resulted in unfruitful 

exercise. As such, the Project Site cannot be modified. Furthermore, it is understood that 

the Government of Armenia assigned the site to this Project through a presidential decree, 

after consultation and approval of the affected communities and relevant ministries.  

 

Further consultations with the affected communities has suggested that none of these 

communities, near the Project Site, currently utilize the area for cultural / historic 

purposes. Majority of the archaeological features are expected to lie outside the boundary 

of the Project Site / plant layout. The Client has already taken measures to mitigate the 

impact on Cultural Heritage by adapting the plant design. Mitigation measures for all the 

features that may get affected are summarized in the table at the end of this section of the 

report.  

 

Further actions shall include submission of this report and findings (in addition to the 

EIA), to the Ministry of Education, Science, Culture, and Sports of the Republic of 

Armenia for approval. After the approval, a reliable Archaeological Works Plan (or 

Cultural Heritage Management Plan) should be prepared, which would include detailed 

procedures to be followed by the Client (or its contractors), including management of 

chance finds. Finally, the Client (or its contractors) would be expected to appoint 

appropriate specialists to ensure supervision of construction works and compliance with 

the Cultural Heritage Management Plan / System.   
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Table 1 – Summary of Mitigation Measures 
 
 

S. 
No 

 
Type 

 
Interpretation / 
Reference 

Regional 
Abundance 

Classification Mitigation Measure 

1.  Various 82 Features outside the 
Project Site. 
Inventory #1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 
7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 
15, 18, 19, 20, 28, 29, 30, 
40, 41, 44, 45, 46, 55, 56, 
57, 59, 62, 63, 92, 93, 94, 
95, 96, 97, 98, 99, 100, 101, 
102, 103, 104, 105, 106, 
107, 120, 121, 135, 136, 
137, 138, 139, 155, 156, 
157, 158, 159, 162, 169, 
170, 171, 172, 173, 174, 
187, 207, 208, 209, 210, 
212, 232, 233, 234, 240, 
249, 250, 251, 252, 253  

N.A. Not Affected N.A. 
Recommended to place Safety 
Beacon if feature lies within 
5m of the access road. 

2.  Wall 
Fragments 

61 fragments of walls 
inside the Project Site 
Inventory # 21, 33, 36, 38, 
47, 48, 49, 50, 54, 61, 64 
,65 ,67 ,68 ,72, 73, 74, 76, 
81, 82, 83, 85, 86, 90, 108, 
109, 110, 111, 112, 114, 
115, 124, 128, 132, 133, 
134, 140, 141, 144, 145, 
146, 148, 149, 152, 153, 
161, 164, 165, 168, 180, 
182, 190, 197, 200, 203, 
216, 223, 230, 242, 246, 
247 

Abundant 
across the 
region  

Poor 
conservation 
status; Not 
Critical; 
Tangible 
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage;  

To apply the following 
hierarchy: 
• Avoidance (not impacting 

the wall fragment) if 
possible; 

• Removal (without any 
additional action) 

 

3.  Enclosures 22 such features inside the 
Project Site 
Inventory #31, 32, 43, 58, 
66, 80, 88, 117, 126, 129, 
147, 160, 166, 175, 179, 
181, 183, 201, 211, 231, 
236, 239 

Abundant 
across the 
region  

Not Critical; 
Tangible 
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage;  

To apply the following 
hierarchy: 
• Avoidance (not impacting 

the wall fragment) if 
possible; 

• Removal (without any 
additional action) 

 
4.  Cross 

Stone, or 
“Khachkar” 

Inventory #184 N.A. Not Critical;  Preservation or conservation 
(either on site by way of 
Safety Beacon or by 
relocation to outside Project 
Site) after consultation with 
communities 

5.  Obsidian 
Tools / 
Implements 

Inventory #130, 154, 163, 
204, 217, 229 

Abundant 
across the 
region 

Not Critical; 
Tangible 
Replicable 
Cultural 

Prior to removal, samples of 
such stones shall be collected 
for further study at the 
national archaeological 
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Heritage; institute. If excavation is done 
in the area, an archaeologist 
would directly supervise it.  

6.  Tombs / 
Burial 
Mounds 

Inventory #23, 24, 25, 26, 
27, 42, 89, 125, 127, 142, 
167, 176, 206, 218, 228, 
235, 241, 243, 244, 245 

Abundant 
across the 
region 

Not Critical; 
Tangible 
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage; 

If affected, full excavation is 
recommended prior to 
removal. 

7.  Potential 
Tombs 

Inventory #16, 34, 35, 37, 
39, 53, 60, 71, 79, 84, 87, 
189, 238 

Abundant 
across the 
region 

Not Critical; 
Tangible 
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage; 

Test Excavation on  
#34 and 39 (to determine 
classification and measures 
for #16, 34, 35, 37, 39, 53, 
60),  
#71 (to determine 
classification and measures 
for #71, 79,), 
and #84 (to determine 
classification and measures 
for #84, #87, #189 and #238).  

8.  Kite Kite Structure  
Inventory #77, 177, 202 

Abundant 
across the 
region 

Poor 
conservation 
status; Not 
Critical; 
Tangible 
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage; 

To apply the following 
hierarchy for walls (if 
affected) associated with kite: 
• Avoidance (not removing 

the walls) if possible; 
• Removal after partial 

excavation of affected 
area (location of posts for 
trackers) and 
documentation  

To apply the following 
hierarchy for the towers (if 
affected) associated with kite : 
•  Avoidance (not 

removing the walls) if 
possible; 

• Removal after full 
excavation and 
documentation 

9.  Petroglyph Inventory #143 None Not Critical;  Preservation or conservation 
(either on site by way of 
Safety Beacon or by 
relocation to outside Project 
Site) 

10.  Settlement Traces of agglomerative 
settlement.  
Inventory #22, 78, 118, 
221, 222, 237, 248 

Abundant 
across the 
region 

Poor 
conservation 
status; Not 
Critical; 
Tangible 
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage; 

To apply the following 
hierarchy: 
• Avoidance (not removing 

the walls / enclosures) if 
possible; 

• Removal after partial 
excavation of affected 
area (such as location of 
the posts for trackers) and 
documentation  

11.  Settlement Archaeological Complex. 
While the main features are 

None Poor 
conservation 

In relation to the complex – 
preservation or conservation. 
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outside the Project Site 
boundary, wall fragments 
connected to the complex 
lie inside the Project Site. 
Inventory #219 

status; Not 
Critical; 
Tangible 
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage; 

In relation to the walls that lie 
within the Project Site, to 
apply the following hierarchy: 
• Avoidance (not impacting 

the walls or enclosure) if 
possible; 

• Removal after partial 
excavation and 
documentation 

12.  Structure Medieval rectangular 
structures. 
Inventory #191, 192, 193, 
194, 195, 196, 198, 199, 
205, 213, 224, 225, 226, 
227 

Abundant 
across the 
region 

Poor 
conservation 
status; Not 
Critical; 
Tangible 
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage; 

To apply the following 
hierarchy: 
• Avoidance (not impacting 

the structure) if possible; 
• If affected, removal after 

cleaning and 
documentation  

13.  Structure Cultic structures. 
Inventory #17, 69, 70, 75, 
91, 150, 151 

Abundant 
across the 
region 

Poor 
conservation 
status; Not 
Critical; 
Tangible 
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage; 

To apply the following 
hierarchy: 
• Avoidance (not impacting 

the structure) if possible; 
• Removal after partial 

excavation of affected 
area (location of posts for 
trackers) and 
documentation 

14.  Structure Towers. 
Inventory #51, 52, 113, 
116, 119, 122, 123, 131, 
178, 214 

Abundant 
across the 
region 

Poor 
conservation 
status; Not 
Critical; 
Tangible 
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage; 

To apply the following 
hierarchy: 
• Avoidance (not impacting 

the structure) if possible; 
• Removal after partial 

excavation of affected 
area (location of posts for 
trackers) and 
documentation 

15.  Structure Other Structures 
Inventory #, 185, 186, 188, 
215 

Abundant 
across the 
region 

Poor 
conservation 
status; Not 
Critical; 
Replicable 
Cultural 
Heritage 

To apply the following 
hierarchy: 
• Avoidance (not impacting 

the structure) if possible; 
• Removal after partial 

excavation of affected 
area (location of posts for 
trackers) and 
documentation 
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Appendix 
 
Glossary of Archaeological Terms: 
 
Archaeological Sites: Concentrated and patterned physical remains of past human activity, 

especially human settlement. A site may include artifacts, plant and animal remains, 

structural remains, and soil features. It may be a large ancient city completely or partially 

buried by surface soils or other sediment or the ephemeral and superficial remains of a 

temporary nomad camp or other short-term activity. Sites may be underwater, including 

shipwrecks and flooded habitation sites. Although all sites, as well as isolated (off site) 

finds, are a record of human activity, the importance of an archaeological site may vary 

widely according to site type and condition. In general, while sites may be identified by 

surface remains or suggestive topography, the characteristics of a site and its cultural or 

scientific importance cannot be identified based on surface examination alone. 

 

Artifact (artefact): A portable object that is created by past human activity and becomes part 

of an archaeological site or isolated archaeological find. Most archaeological artifacts lose 

substantial cultural and scientific value when removed from their “context” in the ground. 

Archaeological artifacts, in context or not, are most often the property of the national 

government. Their scientific collection and use is controlled through a permitting process 

administered by national heritage authorities. National law and international treaty forbid 

the sale and export of archaeological artifacts. An object removed from a historic structure 

will have the same legal status as an archeological artifact. 

BP: Abbreviation for “Before Present.” 
 
Conservation: A branch of archaeology that deals with the stabilization, preservation, 

repair, reconstruction, and general management of material culture and natural resources. 

Context: The immediate environment of an archaeological object including its association 

with other objects and features and its position within the stratigraphy of the site. 

Ethnography: The detailed descriptive study of a particular contemporary culture, based 

mainly on observation and research conducted on location. 
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Feature: Any physical structure or element, such as a wall, post hole, pit, or floor, that is 

made or altered by humans but (unlike an artifact) is not portable and cannot be removed 

from a site. The significance of the object or group of objects may not lie in the objects 

themselves but rather in the relationship of the objects to each other. 

Excavation: The digging up and recording of archaeological sites, including uncovering 

and recording the provenience, context, and three-dimensional location of archaeological 

finds. 

Formation processes: Human-caused or natural processes by which an archaeological site 

is modified during or after occupation and abandonment. 

GIS: Geographic information systems are software programs that allow archaeologists to 

organize, summarize, and visually display geographic and locational information. 
 

Hunter-gatherers: A community or group that subsists primarily by hunting wild game 

and gathering wild plant resources. 

Lithic: Of or pertaining to stone. 
 
Obsidian: A glassy, volcanic rock, often black in color, was used in ancient times to 

produce extremely sharp blades. 

Petroglyph: A figure inscribed onto a rock surface by grinding, chiping or incising. 
 
Preservation: Actions or processes aimed at protecting a resource from change, 

deterioration or destruction in order to maintain the object in an intact state or to prevent 

its decay or decomposition. 

Rescue Archaeology: The swift excavation and collection of artifacts at sites in immediate 

danger of destruction, usually by major land modification or construction projects (as in 

construction of a road or dam). 

Site: Any place where human material remains are found; an area of human activity 

represented by material culture. 

Test pit (also called test excavation in this report): An excavation unit used in the initial 
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typically refers to a non-urban area with heritage value. This resource type may also 

include culturally important natural features such as sacred lakes, forests and 

waterfalls. 
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Example Sheet 
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Maps 
 

Map 1: The area, separated for the Project Implementation. 
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Map 2: The area, separated for the Project Implementation. 
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Map 3:  reflecting the detailed survey treks implemented in the study area. 
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