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4.2 
ERF 3266, 21 MAIN ROAD, ONRUSTRIVIER, OVERSTRAND MUNICIPAL AREA: 
PROPOSED CONSENT USE AND DEPARTURE: MESSRS WARREN PETTERSON 
PLANNING CONSULTANTS ON BEHALF OF TELKOM SA (LTD) 
 
3266 HON (3755/2021) 
H Olivier (028) 313 8900 Hermanus Administration 
29 June 2022 
 

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

An application was received on 3 September 2021 from Messrs Warren Petterson 
Planning on behalf of Telkom SA (Ltd), applicable to Erf 3266, Onrustrivier for the 
following: 

 
❖ application in terms of Section 16(2)(o) for a consent use to erect a transmission 

tower on the above property. 
 

❖ application in terms of Section 16(2)(b) for a departure to exceed the applicable 
8,5m height restriction to accommodate the proposed 25m high transmission 
tower, and 

 
❖ application in terms of Section 16(2)(b) for a departure to encroach the 3m rear 

building line up to 0m to accommodate the transmission apparatus. 
 

A Locality Plan of the property concerned is attached as Annexure A.  Motivation 
Report from the applicant in support of the proposal is attached as Annexure B and 
the Site Development Plan is attached as Annexure C. 

 
2. DECISION AUTHORITY 

 
Municipal Planning Tribunal 

 
3. BACKGROUND / SITE HISTORY 

 
Erf 3266 is zoned Business Zone 3: Local Business.  The property measures 
approximately 1026m2 in extend. 

 
The property is developed with a Telkom exchange (small building).  The proposal is 
to place a transmission tower and apparatus south of the existing Telkom exchange. 

 
4. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S MOTIVATION 

 
Only the key points of the Motivation Report are summarised as follows (the detailed 
report is attached as Annexure B): 

 
❖ Application is made for consent use in terms of the Zoning Scheme in terms of 

Section 16(2)(o) for the purpose of erecting a transmission tower on the above 
property. 

❖ Application is also made for a departure in terms of Section 16(2)(b) for the 
purpose of the relaxation of the height restriction from 8,5m to 25m as well as the 
3m rear building line to 0m to accommodate transmission apparatus. 

❖ The application comprises of the following parameters: 
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• a 25m tree mast; 
• 3 x 4 sector antennas attached to the mast; 
• microwave dishes attached to the mast;  
• 4 x equipment containers; and 
• the total area of the transmission tower will be 64m². 

 
❖ There are no existing sites in Onrustrivier within 500m radius. 
❖ There is already electricity on site. 
❖ Access to the site will be via the existing entrance off main Road. 
❖ No impact on external infrastructure, transport or traffic, or biophysical 

environment. 
❖ The proposed application does not trigger any listed activities in terms of the 

National Environmental Management Act. 
❖ The proposed application is motivated in terms of the planning principles of 

SPLUMA and LUPA. 
❖ Spatial Justice: – Will enhance accessibility to services (communication services) 

to all. 
❖ Spatial Sustainability: – Enhanced signal will improve businesses and the 

economy, will provide a social benefit providing better connectivity with 
healthcare, police etc., and will have less of an environmental impact due to a 
sharing of a site, 

❖ Spatial Efficiency: – The placement of the tower in this area is precisely to cater 
for many users and be more efficient. 

❖ Spatial Resilience: – Communication plays an integral role in times of crises. 
❖ Good administration: – A fair public participation process is followed. 
❖ In line with the 5 year aims of the Overstrand’s IDP. 
❖ The Overstrand SDF, 2020 indicate that infrastructure must grow to 

accommodate population growth, considering that Onrustrivier had a 50% growth 
in population in the last ten (10) years and people using more devices, there is a 
need for increased coverage. 

❖ Cellular infrastructure contributes to economic growth. 
❖ There is a need and desirability due to improved technology, increased 

densification, and large influx of people to Hermanus over holiday periods.  
Onrustrivier has a very low LTE coverage, and the tower will increase the 
strength of the network with a positive impact on the economy, residents, 
businesses, and commuters.  The application will also have no negative affect on 
the surrounding land uses and environment. 

❖ The position of the tower was decided on by gaps in the network, altitude, zoning 
and the visual impact it may have. 

❖ Three (3) alternative sites were considered as follows: 
❖ Option 1:  Erf 3266 is the optimal solution. It is close to Telkom’s underground 

infrastructure and is zoned to be used for such purpose. 
❖ Option 2:  Erf 5421 as it is correctly zoned and is also owned by Telkom. 
❖ Option 3:  Erf 3480 is zoned Public Open Space.  The visual impact on this site 

would have been more severe and therefore considered not feasible. 
❖ The Visual impact Assessment recommended that a tree mast design be 

considered.  A lattice mast will not be visually suitable, but a monopole mast can 
be an alternative.  The opinion is a monopole mast design will be the best as it is 
less visual and uses a small footprint. 

❖ The radio waves from antennae do not pose a health risk, and there is no 
scientific evidence of health risks.  Regular test regarding compliance will also be 
done to reduce health risk. 
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❖ There are guidelines from the South African Department of Health that must be 
complied with. 

Note that a Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) were also prepared by Enviro Works.  
Also attached as Annexure I.  The VIA found that the tower will be highly visible in 
the first approximate 150m from the tower, and thereafter up to approximately 400m 
the impact will be moderate.  It is found that both the monopole and tree mast will 
blend in with the surrounding area over the short distance, but a tree mast will have a 
higher landscape compatibility beyond the short distance and a lower visual impact.  
A tree mast is therefore recommended in terms of the VIA. 

 
5. ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLIANCE 

 

Methods of advertising Date published Closing date for 
comments 

Local newspaper Yes 4 March 2022 8 April 2022 

Notices Yes 4 March 2022 8 April 2022 

Ward councillor Yes 4 March 2022 8 April 2022 

Total objections Six (6) 

Was public participation undertaken in accordance with Section 46 - 50 of 
the By-Law on Municipal Land Use Planning? Yes 

Was the application processed correctly? Yes 

Is the proposal consistent with the principles referred to in Chapter 2 of 
SPLUMA and Chapter VI of LUPA? (can be elaborated further below) Yes 

 
6. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS FROM ORGANS OF STATE AND/OR MUNICIPAL 

DEPARTMENTS 
 

Name  Date received Summary of comments 

Fire Department 08/03/2022 No objection. 

Building Control 7/03/2022 No objection. 

Environmental 
Management Services 6/04/2022 Supports monopole mast, to 

mitigate visual impact. 

Engineering Services 07/03/2022 See Annexure F. 

Telkom 15/03/2022 See Annexure G. 

Waste manager 9/03/2022 No objection 

 
7. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

 
Five (5) letters of objection were received within the allocated time and one (1) 
objection was received after the closing date for objections. 
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The late objector indicated that he only received his notification after the closing date 
for objections.  The tracking records of the post office were requested, and it was 
established that due to a delay by the post office, the person was only informed of 
the registered mail after the closing date for objections. 

 
To mitigate the matter, there were consultation with the applicant and objector, and 
the applicant indicated that they would consider the late objection to be a valid 
objection.  (See correspondence attached as Annexure J). 

 
The objections, applicants’ response to all 6 (six) objections and Municipal Town 
Planner’s response thereon can be summarized as follows: 

 
Objection 1 

 
Impact on property value. 

 
Applicant’s response 

 
There is no evidence that base stations reduce the property values in any given area.  
Value will be added by improved communication and subsequent virtual accessibility 
and safety in the area.  It is predicted the property prizes will still increase, as 
experienced throughout the Western Cape.  Cellular coverage is important in this 
area, which attracts large numbers of tourists. 

 
Municipal Town Planner’s comments 

 
The impact on property value is always debatable and based on speculation.  The 
fact that must be considered is will potential buyers of properties in the vicinity have 
negative connotations to the existence of a Transmission Tower close to a property.  
Some people will possibly consider it as a possible health risk, and others could 
consider the visual impact of a 25m high tower as imposing. 

 
The opinion is that a transmission tower in proximity could possibly affect a portion of 
potential buyers, but to assume it would negatively impact property values is still 
considered speculation. 

 
SPLUMA also stipulate that an application cannot only be evaluated on its possible 
impact on property values, all other criteria must be considered. 

 
Objection 2 

 
Visual Impact and Impact on Views.  The negative aesthetic value will 
permanently degrade the area.  A tree mast does not come close of resembling 
a tree. 

 
Applicant’s response 

 
Visual impact was considered and following a Visual Impact Assessment the 
monopole design will not be proposed, but a tree design will eliminate any negative 
impact as a result of the structure. 
A 25m high mast is required to provide sufficient coverage.  However, it could be 
lowered to 20m, should the local authority deem that it will be better suitable to blend 
in with the area. 
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Municipal Town Planner’s comments 
 

In the Visual Impact Assessment, it is indicated that the visual impact in the first 
150m from the site in certain directions will be high, with moderate impact further 
away to approximately 400m.  Most of the objectors live in close proximity to the 
property, and their concerns regarding visual impact is therefore not unwarranted. 

 
Impact on views is difficult to measure as mountain and sea views must be 
considered, but then also the fact that a building of 8,5m in height can be erected on 
the property as a primary right, which could impact views. 

 
The objectors are of the opinion that a tree type mast would not blend in with the 
aesthetics of the surrounding environment, whilst the Visual Impact Assessment 
proposes a tree mast to lessen visual impact.  The applicant then also indicated that 
should the lowering of the Transmission Tower to 20m in height be considered more 
appropriate, the transmission tower will still be functional. 

 
If the above is considered it cannot be debated that a 25m transmission tower will 
have a high visual impact on the area.  A tree mast will improve the structure visually, 
but if the immediate surrounding area is constructed with buildings up to a height of 
approximately 8m to 8,5m and some eucalyptus trees of approximately 15m in 
height, a 25m tree mast would still be a very high visual structure in this area.  

 
A tree mast type tower of 15m in height would blend in more with the surrounding 
area and would have a much lower visual impact.  

 
Objection 3 

 
Site choice and location. A site further away from this and closer to the R43 
would have been a better option.  A better location was not proposed, as all 
three is 50m from the Main Road. 
Do not experience cell phone connection problems at this stage. 
The site at the Municipal Electrical Department can be considered, as it is 
already a bit of an eyesore. 

 
Applicant’s response 

 
Moving the mast to another location will lead to a loss of sufficiency and 
unsustainable development.  It is then in the residential areas where cellular and 
data coverage is required, especially with new technology such as 4G.  The 
introduction of smart phones, tablets and other internet enabled devices has 
increased significantly, and the more users, the smaller the coverage are per mast.  
The proposed mast will help fill in the gap. 

 
If there were tall buildings in the coverage area that could have supported 
infrastructure, such option would have been considered, but only low 
buildings/structures exist in this area.  A tower would be the only way to be high 
enough for antennae.  A tree type mast was chosen as it resembles trees found in 
the area. 

 
If the base station is located further than 500m away from this property, then the use 
of this infrastructure will not serve its planned purpose of solving network coverage 
issues within Onrustrivier. 
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Municipal Town Planners comments 
 

The comments of the objectors and applicant are noted. 
 

The alternative sites proposed by the applicant were all in very close proximity of Erf 
3266, however the applicant indicates that to provide sufficient coverage an 
alternative site should not be more than 500m from Erf 3266.  It does not appear as if 
the Municipal Open Spaces with high trees or the Municipal Electrical Department 
sites were ever considered by the applicant, which could have been more 
appropriate sites for a high transmission tower.  The objector’s opinion is supported 
that this could have been better alternative sites.  

 
The fact that must however be taken into consideration is that Erf 3266 is owned by 
Telkom and was always earmarked for telecommunication purposes.  There is also 
existing infrastructure on the site that can be used to provide services to the tower. 

 
Considering the above, although alternative sites could have been considered by the 
applicant, Erf 3266 have always been earmarked for telecommunication purposes 
and is serviced for such use.  The site can therefore be considered appropriate, 
subject thereto that it have a minimal impact on the surrounding properties. 

 
Objection 4 

 
Concerns regarding potential negative health and safety concerns.  Impact of 
the microwave radiation on birds.  Risk if parts of the tower fall, especially 
considering strong winds. 

 
Applicant’s response 

 
Health and safety factors were taken into consideration during the planning of the 
base station.  Transmission towers are built at a height of 25m to ensure that the 
antennae heights are well above any habitable space, therefore there should be no 
risks or negative impact. 

 
Research have shown that base stations do not pose a health threat.  In statements 
made by the World Health Organisation it is indicated that effects of base stations 
and wireless networks are so low that the temperature increases are insignificant and 
do not affect human or animal health. 

 
Cellular companies monitor the health impact of their base stations carefully and 
spend large sums of money researching this topic annually.  South Africa’s 
Department of Health has published EMF exposure limit guidelines which must be 
complied with.  The base station will also comply with the governing local authorities’ 
Telecommunications Policies. 

 
A condition could even be inserted in the approval that should it be proven there are 
negative health effects, the base station should be decommissioned. 

 
Municipal Town Planners comments 

 
Transmission Towers are not considered a health risk by the Department of Health.  
Any operator must also comply with strict guidelines to ensure good health and 
safety. 
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The comments regarding safety concerns of pieces of the tower falling on 
surrounding properties, is a speculative statement.  Surrounding residential 
properties will still be approximately 13m from the tree mast, and it is highly unlikely 
that any parts of the tower will ever fall onto the residential properties. 

 
Objection 5 

 
Objection relating to whether an EIA was conducted.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
The comments of Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning 
was obtained, and the application does not trigger a listed activity and a full basic 
assessment report is therefore not required. 

 
Municipal Town Planner’s comments 

 
The applicant did provide the comments from DEADP with the submission of the 
application, who indicated that no EIA was triggered. 

 
Objection 6 

 
Possible increase in crime due to valuable parts on mast. 

 
Applicant’s response 

 
No comment provided. 

 
Municipal Town Planner’s comments 

 
The comment is considered as speculation. 

 
Objection 7 

 
Loss of light as the tower will cast a shadow over surrounding houses for 
several hours per day. 

 
Applicant’s response 

 
No response provided. 

 
Municipal Town Planner’s comments 

 
The concern is noted.  A tree mast would block some sun but considering that 
surrounding dwellings are more than 13m from the tree mast, impact will be minimal. 

 
Should a lower mast be approved, the impact will even be less. 

 
Objection 8 

 
Telkom’s profits will increase but it will not pass on to the community (no 
mention of monetary compensation for surrounding residents). 
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Applicant’s response 
 

No response provided. 
 

Municipal Town Planner’s comments 
 

The objectors’ statement has no relevance to the desirability of the application. 
 

8. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S REPLY TO COMMENTS 
 

See Point 7 above. 
 

9. MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT OF COMMENTS 
 

It is noted that all relevant Municipal and Government Departments were positive 
regarding the proposed application. 

 
10. MUNICIPAL PLANNING EVALUATION (REFER TO RELEVANT 

CONSIDERATIONS GUIDELINE) 
 

10.1 Background 
 

N/A 
 

10.2 (In)consistency with the Spatial Planning and Land Use Management Act, 
2013 (Act 16 of 2013) 

 
The application is in line with the planning objectives applicable to this 
application. 

 
The objectives relating to: 

 
Spatial Justice 
The application will not further perpetuate spatial injustices.  It will be aimed to 
provide an equal opportunity to communication services for tourists visiting the 
area and the village’s inhabitants. 

 
Spatial sustainability 
The subject property is located within the urban edge thus no urban sprawl will 
occur.  No natural habitat will be impacted upon, and it will thus have no 
negative impact on the environment. 

 
Efficiency 
The telecommunication infrastructure will be situated optimally in the area in 
terms of the existing town and its planned expansion. 

 
Spatial resilience 
The application will ensure that the existing resource (land) is used to its 
maximum in an affordable manner, and it is in line with the Overstrand 
Municipality’s forward planning documents. 

 
Good administration 
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The application followed the required planning procedures, and a good public 
participation process has been followed. 

 
10.3 (In)consistency with the principles referred to in Chapter Vl of the Land 

Use Planning Act, 2014 (Act 3 of 2014) 
 

Same as Point 10.2 above. 
 

10.4 (In)consistency with the IDP/Various levels of SDF’s/Applicable Policies 
 

The applicant motivated that the proposal aligns itself with the IDP due to 
Telecommunication Infrastructure being a benefit to tourism in the area and in 
turn also to the poor people in the area.  Further a network of 
Telecommunication Infrastructure can aid disaster management co-ordination. 

 
Although a VIA was submitted, the mitigation measures described, does not 
adequately address the impact of the proposed mast on the scenic links as 
contained in the SDF and Growth Management Strategy.  

 
10.5 (In)consistency with guidelines prepared by the Provincial Minister 

 
N/A 

 
10.6 Impact on Municipal engineering services 

 
The existing services are available and have been viewed positively by the 
Engineering Department. 

 
10.7 Outcomes of investigations/applications i.t.o other legislation 

 
N/A 

 
10.8 Existing and proposed zoning comparisons and considerations 

 
The Overstrand Land Scheme Regulations provide for telecommunication 
installations as a consent use on the subject property, subject to compliance 
with the applicable development parameters.  The proposed transmission tower 
will exceed the prescribed 8,5m height restriction with 16,5m which is regarded 
as a considerable encroachment of the height restriction. 

 
10.9 Additional Planning Motivation for Removal of Restrictive Condition 

 
N/A 

 
11. THE DESIRABILITY OF THE PROPOSAL 

 
Erf 3266, Onrustrivier is situated in Main Road, Onrustrivier.  It is zoned Local 
Business Zone 3 and being utilized for existing telecommunication infrastructure. 

 
There is an existing building on the western side of the site.  The proposal is to place 
a 25m high tree mast and supporting infrastructure in the rear south- eastern corner 
of the erf, with a fenced yard area of 8m by 8m, or 64m² in extent. 
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Application is also made to relax the 3m rear building line with vacant Erf 5421, to 
accommodate the supporting infrastructure.  It is to be noted that Erf 5421 is also a 
Business Zone 3 erf in the ownership of Telkom.  It must also be noted that the 
proposed base station yard will still be approximately 13m from surrounding 
residential erven.  The relaxation of such building line would therefore have no 
impact on the surrounding area. 

 
The objections relate to Health and Safety concerns, Environmental concerns, Visual 
impact, property values and why alternative sites was not considered.  These 
concerns were discussed in detail under point 7 above.  However, to consider the 
desirability of the application, the location of the site and visual impact will again be 
addressed. 

 
The objectors are correct that there are possibly alternative sites that could have 
been considered that are better located to construct a tree mast of 25m on.  It must 
however be realized that Erf 3266 is zoned for Business Zone 3 purposes, and can 
therefore also be developed with shops, offices, or restaurants, which could have a 
much greater impact on surrounding properties.  The erf is also already utilized for 
telecommunication infrastructure, and a telecommunication base station would not 
be out of line with the existing use, and the site is sufficiently serviced for such use.  
Ultimately the location concerns relate back to the visual impact.  If the visual impact 
is high the concerns are not unfounded, of the visual impact is moderate, the 
application can be considered as acceptable. 

 
The visual impact:  

 
The Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) indicates the visual impact of a 25m mast will 
be high closer than 150m from the site, and moderate up to 400m from the site.  The 
fact is, a 25m tower will be visually intrusive.  In the VIA it is recommended that a 
tree mast tower be constructed, as it would blend in with surrounding vegetation 
(trees) and have less of an impact visually. 

 
The above-mentioned recommendation is noted, but it will mean that the tree mast 
will still be 10m higher than the existing eucalyptus trees in this area.  It is also 
considered a very high structure considering most buildings in this area are between 
5m to 8m in height.  The fact is a 25m high tree mast will still be an imposing 
structure and have a visual impact on surrounding properties. 

 
It is noted that the applicant indicated a 20m mast would still be sufficient to provide 
coverage.  Such a mast will also still protrude at least 5m above the existing trees in 
the area and would still visually stand out in this area.  It is understood that 
infrastructure will in some cases have to be placed closer to residential areas to 
provide sufficient service, but then such infrastructure should blend in with such area, 
not change the character. 

 
It is the opinion that a 15m tree mast will be more appropriate in this area.  It is still 
much higher than existing buildings in the area but will blend in with surrounding 
trees of more or less the same height. 

 
The application for a Departure to relax the 3m rear building line and Consent Use to 
establish a transmission tower on the property, is supported.  However, the 
Departure to relax the 8,5m height restriction is only partially supported, as a 
relaxation to 25m is not supported, but a transmission tower of 15m is supported. 
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12. RECOMMENDATION 
 

1. that the objections be noted; 
  
2. that the application in terms of Section 16(2)(o) of the Overstrand Municipality 

Amendment By-Law on Land Use Planning, 2020 (By-Law), for a consent use to 
erect a transmission tower on Erf 3266, Onrustrivier, be approved in terms of 
the provisions of Section 61 of the By-Law,  

  
3. that the application in terms of Section 16(2)(b) of the By-Law for a departure to 

exceed the applicable 8,5m height restriction on Erf 3266, Onrustrivier, be 
partially approved, in terms of the provisions of Section 61 of the By-Law, 
subject to the following condition: 

  
 (a) that the relaxation is to only construct a transmission tower of maximum 

15m in height. 
   
4. that application in terms of Section 16(2)(b) of the By-Law for a departure to 

encroach the 3m rear building line up to 0m on Erf 3266, to accommodate the 
transmission apparatus, be approved, in terms of the provisions of Section 61 
of the By-Law; 

  
5. that the approvals in 2 to 4 above be subject to the following conditions: 
  
 (a) that a tree mast be erected as recommended in the Visual Impact 

Assessment, and that the Municipal Environmental Branch will have to 
support the specific tree type for the tree mast; 

   
 (b) that the transmission apparatus be restricted to the development indicated 

on Plan 05185-P1 and that an amended elevation plan showing the 15m 
height tree mast be submitted; 

   
 

 
(c) that should the transmission tower becomes defunct, the structures be 

removed to an approved landfill site; 
   
 (d) that all the conditions in the Service Report (attached as Annexure F), be 

complied with; 
   
 (e) that the conditions in the letter from Telkom (attached as Annexure G), be 

complied with; 
   
 (f) that this approval does not absolve the applicant from compliance with any 

other relevant legislation, and 
   
 (g) that all other development parameters as prescribed in the relevant 

Zoning Scheme be complied with. 
   
6. that the applicant and objectors be notified of their right of appeal in terms of 

Section 78 of the Overstrand Municipality Amendment By-Law on Municipal 
Land Use Planning, 2020 with regard to the above decision. 
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13. REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION 
 

Points 2 and 4 
 

❖ The objections relating to health and safety concerns and environmental impact 
has duly been addressed and does not proof the application not to be desirable, 
whilst the concerns relating to impact on property value, visual impact and 
location of the site (alternative better sites) have been addressed by applying 
mitigation measures to only allow a 15m high tree mast on the property. 

❖ Erf 3266, Onrustrivier is zoned Business Zone 3 and utilized by Telkom for 
telecommunication infrastructure, and the utilization of this site for a 
transmission tower will be in line with existing uses and will utilize existing 
infrastructure. 

❖ With an increased demand for coverage more communication infrastructure will 
be placed closer to residential areas as their radius for coverage gets smaller.  
Erf 3266 is one of the few sites in Hermanus area which are zoned and can be 
utilized for such use, mitigating measures such as to construct a lower mast of 
15m in height in line with surrounding tree heights, and camouflaging the mast 
as a tree, the major concern of visual impact can sufficiently be mitigated. 

❖ The relaxation of the 3m rear building line to accommodate the transmission 
apparatus will have no impact on surrounding property owners, as there is still a 
vacant business site to the rear, and all residential sites will still be more than 
13m from the transmission tower service yard. 

 
Point 3  

 
❖ The concerns of the objectors are valid with regards to the visual impact of a 

25m transmission tower so close to residential units. 
❖ The Visual Impact Assessment indicated that a 25m transmission tower will 

have a high visual impact over a short distance from the site up to 150m, and 
moderate up to 400m. 

❖ The proposal to construct a tree mast, as recommended in the Visual Impact 
Assessment, would mitigate the visual impact to a certain extent, but 
considering that existing surrounding trees is only approximately 15m in height, 
a 25m high structure or even a 20m high structure will still be visually imposing 
in this area. 

❖ A tree mast of 15m in height will be in line with the height of adjacent trees in 
the area and will blend in more with the surrounding area. 

 
14. Annexures 

 
Annexure A: Locality Plan 
Annexure B: Motivation Report  
Annexure C: Site Development Plan 
Annexure D: Objections 
Annexure E: Applicants comment on objections 
Annexure F: Comment: Engineering Services 
Annexure G: Comment: Telkom 
Annexure H: Comment: Department of Environmental Affairs and Development 

Planning  
Annexure I: Visual Impact Assessment 
Annexure J: Post office tracking records and consultation documentation 

between applicant, late objector and municipality to consider 
objection as valid objection. 
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