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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Archaeology Contracts Office was asked by Dekker Bester Architects to conduct a 
Phase 1 Archaeological Impact Assessment on the farm Klein Gustrouw in the Jonkershoek 
Valley (Fig. 1). It is intended that new buildings be added to the north and northwest of the 
homestead and that minor internal modifications also be made within the house itself. Some 
modern additions and outbuildings will also be removed to make way for new structures 
including a wine cellar. Klein Gustrouw is a declared Provincial Heritage Site. 

The archaeological survey, conducted on 20 March 2008, focussed on the development 
footprint, i.e. the area around the house, and on the house itself. 

Although very little archaeological material was noted on the site, the possibility of uncovering 
material of significance during construction work was clear. Historical information shows the 
presence of a large wine cellar (gable dated 1838) to the northwest of the house. This cellar 
burnt down in 1971 and was demolished in its entirety. However, subsurface fabric may still 
remain. Other areas are less sensitive, although it is possible that an earlier stoep or veranda 
may be enclosed within the current cement-topped one. It was also suggested that 
modifications to the house may be concealed by plaster and that archaeological testing may 
reveal important information on the architectural history of the structure. 

It is suggested that shovel testing be conducted in certain localities with some areas 
receiving far greater attention. This would act as a guide as to whether subsurface 
archaeological material is likely to be impacted during development. It is also suggested that 
some plaster sampling be conducted in the house so as to determine whether any earlier 
(and unrecognised) building fabric might be impacted by the proposed modifications. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The Archaeology Contracts Office was asked by Dekker Bester Architects to conduct a 
Phase 1 Archaeological Impact Assessment on the farm Klein Gustrouw in the Jonkershoek 
Valley (Fig . 1). It is intended that new buildings be added to the north and northwest of the 
homestead and that minor internal modifications also be made within the house itself. The 
aim is to create guest accommodation within the house and add the necessary facilities to 
make the farm functional as a wine estate (it currently possesses only a very small wine 
cellar and inadequate accompanying facilities; see Appendix 1 for new plans). The modern 
bathroom will be removed from the back of the house and minor internal changes will need to 
take place to accommodate the planned rooms. Some of the other outbuildings will be 
removed and replaced by the new ones where necessary. The house is unique in that a 
cadastral boundary runs through the middle of the house and the part that we are concerned 
with here is that which lies on the remainder of Portion 20 (a portion of portion 1) of the farm 
Klein Gustrouw 334. The property is 23.3652 ha in extent. 
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Figure 1: Map of the Jonkershoek Valley showing the location of Portion 20 of Klein Gustrouw (red polygon). 
The area enclosed by the rectangle is enlarged in Figure 2. 

4 



Figure 2: Aerial photograph showing the general context of the site and boundaries of the property. The 
Jonkershoek Road enters the photograph from the NW and exits the centre of the picture in the south . Figure 3 
provides further detail of the werf area under study here. 

2. HERITAGE LEGISLATION 

The National Heritage Resources Act (NHR-A) No. 25 of 1999 protects a variety of heritage 
resources including palaeontological. prehistoric and historical material (including ruins) more 
than 100 years old (Section 35). human remains (Section 36) and non-ruined structures older 
than 60 years (Section 34). Landscapes with cultural significance are also protected. Under 
Section 38 (1) of the act the affected property requires heritage assessment based on it size 
of more than 5000 m2

. 

In addition. since the homestead is a declared Provincial heritage Site (Government Gazette 
No. 332 of 22 February 1991). it is also subject to the provisions of Section 27 of the NHRA. 
The gazette notice is shown in Appendix 2. 
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3. DESCRIPTION OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Klein Gustrouw is a wine farm located at the north-western end of the Jonkershoek Valley. It 
lies on a steep slope which is mostly planted with vines. A farm dam lies on the lower slopes 
just above the Jonkershoek Road which cuts through the western part of the property (Figure 
2). The historic homestead is immediately behind the dam and is accompanied by several 
modern outbuildings. The homestead is a declared Provincial Heritage Site . 

The house is surrounded by large trees, many of them oaks (Figure 3), and a driveway 
follows the contours of the hill, passing in front of the house (Figures 4). Behind the house, 
vineyards stretch up the hill (Figure 5). When the property was subdivided , Klein Gustrouw 
retained the central front door and passageway. Leef-op-Hoop now has a door in its south
eastern side. 

Figure 3: View towards the front steps of the homestead. The door on the left belongs to Klein Gustrouw while 
on the other side of the wall is a front window of Leef-op-Hoop (the other half of the house). 

Figure 4: View towards the southeast with the 
homestead among the trees on the left and the 
farm dam out of picture to the right. This view 
looks directly down the driveway that passes the 
front of the house. 

Figure 5: View towards the west from behind the 
homestead and associated outbuildings. 
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The area in which the proposed development will be sited is currently occupied by several 
modern outbuildings and intervening open spaces (Figures 6 to 9). Some of these buildings 
are cut into the slope. One is a very small wine cellar, another is a store and some appear to 
serve as accommodation. 

Figure 6: View towards the main house showing 
modern werf walls and open spaces. 

Figure 8: View towards the southeast showing 
modern outbuildings cut into the slope. 

4. METHODS 

Figure 7: View of the rear of the homestead with a 
small outbuilding and lawn. The half-hipped gable 
is the Leef-op-Hoop part while the nearer gable is 
Klein Gustrouw. 

Figure 9: Another modern outbuilding upslope from 
the homestead. 

A site meeting was held with the architect, Piet Dekker, on 20 March 2008. The full 
development proposal was explained and the site was inspected by two archaeologists. The 
property and its features were recorded photographically, but with the emphasis being placed 
on the development footprint and immediate surrounds. The house was also examined 
closely so as to be able to determine what archaeological potential it might hold. There was 
no point in searching the entire farm and this was not done. 
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4.1. Limitations 

No major limitations to the inspection were encountered . Some areas were grassed and were 
less easy to search for archaeological remains but it is not felt that this has limited the 
conclusions of the report in any way. 

5. FINDINGS 

5.1. Prehistoric archaeology 

No prehistoric material was located, although one possible Early Stone Age (ESA) flake was 
noted in the driveway gravel. Sporadic ESA artefacts may be present on the site, but these 
would be in secondary context and would not be of any archaeological value. 

5.2. Historical archaeology 

Our inspection of the area around the homestead yielded no significant finds. Much of the 
area has been modified quite heavily in recent years. We did note two ceramic fragments and 
a small piece of bone to the northwest of the existing small wine cellar (F igures 10 and 11). 
The ceramics date to the late 19th 

/ early 20th century. 

Figure 10: The two ceramic fragments and piece of bone noted to the west of the wine cellar. 

The historical research conducted by Pistorius and Harris (2005) has shown that a very large 
wine cellar used to be present to the west of the homestead. This structure apparently burnt 
down in 1971 and was replaced by far smaller structures in recent years. 

Specific areas of archaeological sensitivity and potential are discussed here. These are 
keyed to Figure 11 . 
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Figure 11: Aerial view of the werf area showing the five identified areas of potential archaeological sensitivity. 

5.2.1 . Veranda 

The veranda or stoep is currently surfaced with modem cement which is shrinking back from 
the walls of the house and causing damp problems (Figure 12). This will need to be 
addressed. Although the early 20th century Arthur Elliot photograph shown in Pistorius and 
Harris (2005) seems to show the same curved appearance of the veranda, it is possible that 
older fabric may be preserved beneath the surface. This could relate either to an earlier 
surface finish or possibly to a different form altogether, perhaps relating to the original house 
of the early 19th century. The steps leading up to the front door appear to be relatively recent 
(Figure 13) and older steps may also be preserved below. 

5.2.2. Courtyard and rear of house 

The chance exists that some archaeological material pertaining to a kitchen dump might be 
present in close proximity to the house. This could be an issue when the bathrooms are 
removed from the courtyard and during excavations for the new structures. However, the 
area just behind the house was modified in 1985 with the low retaining wall having been 
added then. This reduces the chances of archaeological material being present. 

5.2.3. Swimming pool area 

It seems unlikely that much would be preserved in this area and the planned modifications 
here are very minor. Unfortunately it is not clear from the 1938 aerial photograph whether any 
other walls may have been present in this area or not, but there is always the chance that an 
earlier werf wall may have existed between the house and the wine cellar. The current wall 
was built in 1985. 
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Figure 12: The veranda on the side of the house. 

5.2.4. Wine cellar area 

Figure 13: The veranda and steps leading to the front 
door of the house. 

It was in this area that we located the only archaeological finds. They were very minimal 
though. A small pile of rubble and an old brick (Figures 14 and 15) indicate the remains of 
older structures with the cement probably being younger than the brick. Pistorius and Harris 
(2005) record the old wine cellar, illustrating it through photographs taken by Arthur Elliot in 
the early 20th century. It was dated 1838 and was a large U-shaped structure, even larger 
than the homestead (Figure 16). It burnt down in 1971 with the replacement cellar built in 
1976. Some of the area that was covered by this building has not been redeveloped and it is 
thus quite likely that material remains of the old wine cellar will be uncovered by excavations. 
The most important area in this regard is likely to be the strip of land immediately down slope 
of the existing wine cellar and small car park. 

Figure14: Piled up building rubble with cement and rocks. Figure 15: An old, weathered 
brick. 
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Figure 16: Extract from the 1938 aerial photograph showing the main house in the very centre of the picture, 
the Leef-op-Hoop wine cellar at the far right and the large Klein Gustrouw cellar on the left. Note the 
approximately linear arrangement of the southern aspects of all three structures. 

5.2.5. Homestead 

It is intended that some minor internal modifications be made to the homestead. Such work 
might impact on older features of the house. It may be possible to recognise such features 
and incorporate them into the project as appropriate. 

6. DISCUSSION 

6.1. Archaeological work 

From our inspection of the property and the age of the house, it is unlikely that archaeological 
material in the form of artefacts and a kitchen dump will be present on the site. Of more 
significance though is the potential to uncover older building fabric. In this section we discuss 
the possibilities, highlighting where archaeological work might be carried out. Table 1 
summarises the work that could be carried out, what material might be located and how high 
or low the potential is for finding such material. 

6.1 .1. Veranda 

Prior to modification of the veranda and front steps, archaeological test excavations through 
the cement would be able to explore whether any older fabric pertaining to an earlier veranda 
and steps might still be present. There is a good chance that such fabric would still exist and 
the opportunity obviously exists to restore the front of the house to more of an original look by 
re-exposing such fabric and restoring it. Excavations could be sited on both the side and front 
of the house, as well as around the area of the steps. 
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6.1.2. Courtyard and rear of house 

We do not consider it very likely that archaeological material will be found here. The area is 
well modified and transformed and the relatively recent age of the house probably precludes 
the existence of a dump. In the early 1800s, after the onset of British rule, kitchen dumps 
stopped being deposited outside houses and, with the original U-shaped house possibly 
dating to around 1817 (Fransen 2004), it is likely that no dump formed at Klein Gustrouw. 
This could be very quickly verified prior to development by limited shovel testing. 

6.1.3. Swimming pool area 

The possibility of older walling exists with something structural appearing in the 1938 aerial 
photograph. We cannot tell what this is and given the recent modification to this area it is 
considered unlikely that much will remain. Minor landscaping may take place in this area and 
we feel that an inspection during any work in the area would suffice. 

6.1.4. Wine cellar area 

This is the only area where some archaeological material was noted. The 1938 aerial 
photograph indicates the position of the 1838 wine cellar as being to the west of the 
homestead. Shovel testing in this area will be critical to establish whether any further 
subsurface fabric relating to this building still remains, since the proposed development of a 
new wine cellar will be situated in the same area. 

6.1.5. Homestead 

The house may originally date to around 1817 but in later years it was both enlarged and 
refashioned in the Georgian style. The front falfade, however, is known to post-date 1836 
(Fransen 2004). Plaster sampling in the house may be able to reveal some of these changes 
and serve to bolster the historical record of the site. 

Table 1: Summary table showing recommended archaeological work and what might be found. 

Area 
Recommended Possible findings (significance if Archaeological 

work found) potential/likelihood 

Veranda Shovel testing 
Older building fabric pertaining to 

Medium 
veranda and steps (high) 

Courtyard and rear Shovel testing Artefacts pertaining to kitchen (low) Low 

Swimming pool Shovel testing Older building fabric (low) Low 

Wine cellar Shovel testing 
Older foundations, building rubble, 

High 
artefacts (medium) 

Homestead Plaster sampling 
Old modifications to house (variable 

High 
significance) 
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7. RECOMMENDATIONS 

From a purely archaeological perspective there seems little reason for the proposed 
development not to take place. However, some work will be required before hand in order to 
more accurately assess the impacts of the project on archaeological resources. 

• Archaeological test excavations are recommended to verify the limited surface 
observations and also to check for the presence of subsurface building fabric or 
archaeological material that may still be preserved and therefore impacted by the 
proposed developments. 

• Plaster sampling within the homestead is also recommended . This will inform the 
decision-making process with regards to the proposed internal modifications to the 
building. 

• All workers on site during the project should be informed as to what a historical 
foundation/wall may look like beneath the current ground surface. Should any such 
finds be made at any time they must be reported to someone in authority who can 
contact an archaeologist so as to establish the significance of the find . 

8. REFERENCES 
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10. APPENDIX 2 

16. THE KLEIN GUSTROUW HOMESTEAD, ON 
THE FARM KLEIN GUSTROUW 334, AT 
JONKERSHOEK, IN THE DISTRICT OF STEL
LENBOSCH 
Description: 

The portion of the house known as the Klein 
Gustrouw Homestead, situated on the Remain
der of Portion 20 (a portion of Portion 1) of the 
farm Klein Gustrouw 334, in the Administrative 
District of Stellenbosch. 

Deed of Transfer T3390/1989, dated 20 
January 1989. 

Extract from Government Gazette 332 of 22 February 1991 showing the declaration of the 
Klein Gustrouw Homestead as a Provincial Heritage Site. 
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