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Article 12A Application number Y/I-DB/2
01/12/2021 10:21

Fie R AR Ty
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk ‘
FileRef:

To whom it may concern,

This is to acknowledge that I am against the deve}opment agd constructlgg2 .
of buildings in area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in p.D. Dlscover ?ayl .
This will cause irreparable disruption to the community. We particularly
chose this area to live as it was quite and surrounded by nature. It ?e;er
occurred to us that such a plan could be taken forward. If so, it wil e a
complete disaster.

Regards,

Flavia Markovits

‘Sent from my iPhone
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Article 12A Application number Y/I-DB/2. Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.

D. Discovery Bay 352
01/12/2021 10:40

From:
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

FileRef:

Re: Article 12A Application number Y/I-DB/2. Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D. D. Discovery Bay .
352 ‘

Dear Sir/ Madam,

| am writing about the application for the development of the captioned area in Discovery Bay. As a
long-time resident of Parkvale Village, Discovery Bay, | am opposed to this development. Discovery
Bay.is a low-density residential area. Over the years it has already become much more populated.
We do not need another development of high-rise buildings in the area. The captioned area is very
close to several existing buildings — Coral Court, Crystal Court, Woodland Court, Woodgreen Court,

- and Woodbury Court, as well as Midvale Village and the low-rise buildings nearby. A new
development would greatly disrupt the everyday lives of residents as there will be a lot of noise and
dust, causing potential health problems. There will also be heavier traffic and the existing road may
not be able to handle the stress of large construction vehicles. In addition, the proposed
development is very close to the hiking trails and Discovery Bay Road leading up to the Golf Course.

If there is a new development, it will greatly affect the natural surroundings (including a natural
river) as well as the people who are hiking or who just want a breath of fresh air.

For the above reasons, please reject the appllcatzon of this proposed development. Thank you very
much for your attention. )

. Yours Sincerely,

. Serene Chan
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Article 12A Applicatlon number Y/I-DB/2
01/12/2021 11:20

T
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
FileRef: :

>
> To whom it may concern,

> : L)
> This is to acknowledge that I am against the development and construction

of buildings in area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext:(Part) in D.D. Discovery Bay1352.
This will cause irreparable disruption to the community. We particularly
chose this area to live as it was quite and surrounded by nature. Te ?e;er
occurred to us that such a plan could be taken forward. If so, it will be a
complete disaster.

> 2 “

> Regards,

>
> Alexandre de Magalh3es Markovits



6462

Greg Edwards

On Wed, 1 Dec 2021 at 12:06, Greg Edwards INGEGNGNG_— vrotc:

To the Urban Planning Department of HK Government,

We are owners of a flat in the Parkvalle area of Discovery Bay, just below the site under
consideration for rezoning.

We highly oppose this change in plans due to the fact that if the space under con81derat10n
becomes a housing block, there will be many drastic negative impacts on the commumty
surroundings and on Discovery Bay in General. -
To help you understand these impacts I will start with the negative implications on the
immediate local surroundings of Parkvalle Village. First of all, the process of constructing
such housing blocks will cause a number of years of noise and dust pollution which will be
_ unhealthy to live near. Secondly, during and after the construction, the natural space will be
unhabitable for the existing flora and fauna. This disruption of humans moving into a
natural environment will destroy the peace and serenity that exists presently. The third point
is that the valuation of the properties surrounding will be affected negatively as the .
mountain views will be lost, the busses will become more full (some times busses are at a
full capacity, standing in cramped areas thh others residence,) and the place will be
oversaturated by people.
Not only will these issues pose problems for the locals living in this v111age but also
negatively impact the greater Discovery Bay Area visitors or potential residents. To

illustrate this impact, I can give you a recount of what a typical weekend or public holiday,
would look like to those outside the Parkvalle Residents. Typically we would witness

hikers, which make up numbers in the hundreds, using the pathway through the zoned site
as an open space for hiking, dog walking, playing with families and friends. Closing off this
area will show that this will not be a desirable place to explore nature and push those
visitors to overcrowded courses along the roads and sidewalks that are not filled with as
many natural surroundings. The potential future residence will see this overcrowding and
less natural options to explore. This will prove that there is no reason to come visit the
Discovery Bay area and keep people closer to park areas by their own homes. Ultimately
making this a less desirable place to buy or rent a home, eat meals, or shop in our plaza. As
a result, people in Hong Kong will choose more remote locations around HX to visit rather
than the fresh open spaces we have had to enjoy over the past years.

I do hope that you will take these points into consideration and stop the rezoning of this
space into a residential area.

You may contact me by return email for further dialogue as needed.
Sincerely,
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Greg Edwards :

Gre Edwards’
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Re: Article 12A App Number YII-DBIZ Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) D.D.
Discovery Bay 352 - :
01/12/2021 12:09

From:
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Cc:

FileRef:

To the Urban Planning Department of HK Government,

We are owners of a flat in the Parkvalle area of Discovery Bay, just below the 31te under
consideration for rezoning,

We highly oppose this change in plans due to the fact that if the space under consideration
becomes a housing block, there will be many drastic negative impacts on the community
surroundings and on Discovery Bay in General.

To help you understand these impacts I will start with the negative implications on the
‘immediate local surroundings of Parkvalle Village. First of all, the process of constructing
such housing blocks will cause a number of years of noise and dust pollution which will be
unhealthy to live near. Secondly, during and after the construction, the natural space will be
unhabitable for the existing flora and fauna. This disruption of humans moving into a natural
environment will destroy the peace and serenity that exists presently. The third point is that
the valuation of the properties surrounding will be affected negatively as the mountain views
will be lost, the busses will become more full (some times busses are at a full capacity,
standing in cramped areas with others residence,) and the placc will be oversaturated by
people. \

Not only will these issues pose problems for the locals living in this village, but also
negatively impact the greater Discovery Bay Area visitors or potential residents. To illustrate
this impact, I can give you a recount of what a typical weekend or public holiday, would look
like to those outside the Parkvalle Residents. Typically we would witness hikers, which make
up numbers in the hundreds, using the pathway through the zoned site as an open space for
hiking, dog walking, playing with families and friends. Closing off this area will show that
this will not be a desirable place to explore nature and push those visitors to overcrowded .
courses along the roads and sidewalks that are not filled with as many natural surroundings.
The potential future residence will see this overcrowding and less natural options to explore.
This will prove that there is no reason to come visit the Discovery Bay area and keep people
closer to park areas by their own homes. Ultimately making this a less desirable place to buy
or rent a home, eat meals, or shop in our plaza. As a result, people in Hong Kong will choose
more remote locations around HK to visit rather than the fresh open spaces we have had to
enjoy over the past years.

I do hope that you will take these poxnts mto consnderatxon and stop the rezoning of this space
into a residential area.

You may contact me by return email for ﬁxrther dialogue as needed.

Sincerely,
Greg Edwards
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L A dan %L Making Comment on Planning*Application / Review
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Article 12A application number Y/I-DB/2. Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (part) in D.D.
Discovery Bay 352
01/12/2021 12:39

Fom:
To: - tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
_FileRef:

To whom it may concern,

I write in connection to the above development planning. I object strongly
-to the development of the above mentioned area for the following reasons:

- the buildings in Parkvale Village (Coral Court, Crystal Court, Woodbury
Court..) locates very close to the above mentioned area are all over 30
years. Can the original quality of construction of those old buildings
sustainable during the construction work taking. place?

- will the developer take the responsibilities for any interior and
exterior problems that arise during the construction work? ‘How to identify
those issues that are caused by the work? How developer compensate for our
lost? :

- we are very concerned about slope stabilization. There is a slope behind -
Coral .Court and Crystal Court. Construction work potentially impact the
safety of residents of these 2 buildings.

Kindly take this matter into serious consideration.

* Yours sincerely,
Edith Chan

Sent from my iPhone



6465

[ urgent [J Return receipt []Sign [J Encrypt [J Mark Subject Restricted [ Expand personal&public groups

Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D.
3 352, Discovery Bay '
b 01/12/2021 13:16

From: ]
To: “tpbpd@pland.gov.hk" <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
FileRef: _ :

Dear Sir,

Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay -

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant:

| refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort
(“HKR”), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned
application on 27.10.2016.

Kindly please note that | strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed
development of the Lot. My main reasons of objection on this particular submission are listed
as follows:- .
1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is now held
under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of
either the “City Common Areas” or the "City Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant
to Clause 7 under Section | of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right
and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 6f for all purposes connected -
with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the
PDMC). The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of the
Lot prior to.this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all
property owners of the Lot, should bp considered, secured and respected.
2. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate
residents and property owners nearby are substantial, and the submission has not been
_addressed. _
3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation to
the land use of the original approved Master Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the
application, i.e. from staff quarters into residential area, and approval of it would be an
undesirable precedent case from environmental perspective and against the intérest of all
property owners of the district.
4. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying
infrastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in population by the
submission, and all DB property owners would have to suffer and pay for the cost out of this
submission in upgrading the surrounding infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or
support to the proposed development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities
improvement works arised out of this submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise
with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all
infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during construction to other property
owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.
5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poses
a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is _
unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan or the tree compensatory proposal are
unsatisfactory. '
6. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is still
unsatisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision. The two
towers are still sitting too close to each other which may create a wall-effect to the existing
rural natural setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact to the immediate
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surrounding, especially to those existing towers in the vicinity.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for
further review and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.



O urgent O Return receipt [ Sign [J Encrypt [J Mark Subject Restricted [] Expand personal&public groups

Article 12A Application number Y/1-DB/2. Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) In
D.D. Discovery Bay 352
01/12/2021 13:25

From S |
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
FileRef:

To Whom it May Concern,
Regarding the Subject planning application.

I strongly object to this submission for proposed development in the area noted above. | object for
the following reasons:

t1h The construction of this development will cause pollution, noise and nuisance to the people living in
e area.

2. | understand that this area forms part of a common area through which there is a right of way. Any
new construction may prohibit the use of this area by other owners.

3. Has there been an environmental assessment done for this proposal?

4. This would be a major change of land use, and precedent should not be set by approving this.

5. This would increase the number of residents living in DB beyond the original plans which will impact
on the owners in Discovery Bay.

6. | understand that 118 mature trees will be cut down for this proposal The environment should not
be impacted in the pursuit of growth, particularly as this growth is beyond original plans.

7. The size and the proximity of the buildings to each other is questionable.
Thank you for your time.

Best regards,
Dana

Dana Winograd
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Re: Application no. Y/I-DB/2
01/12/2021 13:29

To: "tpbpd@pland.gov.hk" <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
FileRef:
Dear Sir/Madam,

| am writing today to show my concern on the above application as below:

1. It proposes to rezone from “Staff Quarters” into “Residential” use. According to my

personal visit, the said lot is quite small, is it necessary to “chop” portion of hillside in order
to cater two blocks of building of total 476 units? '

If yes, will it damage/affect the surrounding green area?

2.  The original use is staff quarters and | guess the population will not be as large as the
proposed residential use (estimated almost 1,000 people (476 units x 2 people per unit),
right?

How can it cater the existing bus transport/traffic/road safety/pollution of such an
immediate increase in population

3. How can the Public Hiking trial (Pblic Recreation facility) can be maintained?



Based on the above, | hope your department can reply to me on how to deal with these concerns or
otherwise; | strongly object the propos change of use.

Should you need more information, please feel free to contact me at ||
Thanks.

K. Chu
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Objection: Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part)
in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay
01/12/2021 14:25

Fom:
To: "tpbpd@pland.gov.hk™ <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
FileRef:

Dear Sir

As a home owner and resident in Discovery Bay affected by the above application, |
strongly object to the above application for the reasons outllned below and formally
request that the application is rejected.

1. Resident consultation - the applicant has a responsibility to the existing
residents and homeowners, whom have not been consulted in any way

on the development proposal, which is typical of HKRI and the manner in
which they operate.

2. Population limit - there was an understanding that no further residential
development would be agreed fer Discovery Bay and the population
would be limited to 25,000. However there is additional developments
completed and underway, including houses near the golf club, Il Picco
development on the golf club rozd, a new development above the tunnel
in North DB and now this latest proposal, which has already been rejected
once. We decided to purchase a home in Discovery Bay based on the
natural environment and the agreed limit on further development. We are

very unhappy that these developments continue to be approved with little
regard to the impact on existing residents.

3. Ongoing Development — HKRI continue to be allowed to build and
operate with no regard for the local community, the construction of an
ice-skating rink is an example, there was again no. consultation or input
from the community. There is no transparency as to the costs of this and

what is being passed on the DB residents through charges residents are
required to pay.

4. Environmental impact - the proposal includes chopping down 118 mature

trees which is harmful to and will certainly affect the natural habitat and
wildlife of the area.

5. Noise & po||ution - there will be considerable noise, pollution, dust and

inconvenience to nearby residents, from the building works, which will
have detrimental effects on our livelihoods.

6. Infrastructure - infrastructure changes will be required to accommodate
additional residents including transport, utility improvement, waste
management etc. There is no transparency as to who will fund this. All
costs should be borne by the developers and the new properties, however
there is no transparency provided by HKRI and they can pass these costs
on to existing residents. Any requirement for costs to be met by existing

residents must be totally transparent with the right to say no and veto the
proposals
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| request that you listen to the community of Discovery Bay who own the property
and not to that of developer with no transparency and no regard for the community
and environment that they supposedly support. Please reject this application until it
has been properly consulted with the residents.

Kind regards,

John Kenyon
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Article 12A Application number Y/1-DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D.

Discovery Bay 352
01/12/2021 14:49

e T S Y3

To: " tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
ce: T T S o B
-FileRef: : '

Dear Sir/Madame,

Greetings! I live in [N Discovery Bay for 27 years. During
which time I have witnesséd numerous developments and changes in the said .

community.

Developer will not continue to be chipped away by over development, I write
to oppose the above application.

You may wish to look into a recent injurious vehicular accident along the
only access road to the Woodbury, Woodgreen and Woodland Courts. If traffic
is going to be doubled while ploughing right in front of our buildings,
it’11 be detrimental to thé well being of the residents who have ‘settled in
these premises, primarily for their relative tranquility.

Our village committee have already prov:Lded a more comprehens:.ve objection
to the captioned which I am in accord with.

As much as domestic accommodation is in dire need in Hong Kong, approving
application for development that do not enhance but destroy the emn.ronment
should under no circumstance be approved

Thank you for your kind attention.

Yours sincerely,
Margaret Chow

owner. of |G

‘Sent from my iPhone

r
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Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D.

352, Discovery Bay
01/12/2021 14:44

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
FileRef: )

Dear Sir/Madam

Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2

Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant:

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort
(“HKR"), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding the captloned
application on 27.10.2016.

Kindly please note that | strongly object to the submission regarding the proposad
development of the Lot. My main reasons of objection on this particular subm:ssron are listed
as follows:-

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is now held
under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of
either the “City Common Areas” or the "City Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant
to Clause 7 under Section | of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right
and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 6f for all purposes connected
with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the
PDMC). The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of the
Lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. aII
property owners of the Lot, should be considered, secured and respected.

2. The dlsruptron, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate
residents and property owners nearby are substantial, and the submission has not been
addressed.

3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation to
the land use of the original approved Master Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the
application, i.e. from staff quarters into residential area, and approval of it would be an
undesirable precedent case from environmental perspective and against the interest of all
property owners of the district. I

4. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying
infrastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in population by the
submission, and all DB property owners would have to suffer and pay for the cost out of this
submission in upgrading the surrounding infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or
support to the proposed development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities
improvement works arised out of this submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise
with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all
infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during construction to other property
owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poses
a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is
unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan or the tree compensatory proposal are
unsatisfactory. _

6. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is still
unsatisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision. The two
towers are still sitting too close to each other which may create a wall-effect to the existing
rural natural setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact to the immediate



surrounding, especially to those existing towers in the vicinity.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses fo thg comments for
further review and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.

Regards

Phillip Barnes
" Owner Parkvale Village
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Article12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352,
Discovery Bay - Objection
01/12/2021 14:47

To: <tpbpd@pland. 0.hk>
FileRef: s |

Dear Sir,

Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay
Objection to the Submission by the Applicant:

| refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort..

(“HKR"), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding the captloned
-application on 27.10.2016.

Kindly please note that | strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed

development of the Lot. My main reasons of objectlon on this particular submission are listed
as follows:-

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is now held
under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC’) dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of
either the “City Common Areas” or the "City Retained Areas” as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant
to Clause 7 under Section | of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right
and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 6f for all purposes connected
with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the
PDMC). The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of the
Lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. aII
property owners of the Lot, should be considered, secured and respected.

2. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate ’

residents and property owners nearby are substantial, and the submission has not been
addressed.

3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation to
the land use of the original approved Master Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the
application, i.e. from staff quarters into residential area, and approval of it would be an
undesirable precedent case from environmental perspect:ve and against the interest of aII
property owners of the district.

4. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying
infrastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in population by the
submission, and all DB property owners would have to suffer and pay for the cost out of this
submission in upgrading the surrounding infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or
support to the proposed development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities
improvement works arised out of this submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise
with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all
infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during construction to other property
owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poses
a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is

unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan or the tree compensatory proposal are
unsatisfactory.

6. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A'is still
unsatisfactory in termof its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision, The two
towers are still sitting too close to each other which may create a wall-effect to the existing
rural natural setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact to the immediate



surrounding, especially to those existing towers in the vicinity.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses t.o the comments for
further review and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.

Milan Vignjevic

Discovery Bay
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Article12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352,

e Discovery Bay ;
- 01/12/2021 14:50
T .
To: <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
FileRef: SR
" Dear Sir,

Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant:

I:efer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort
(“HKR"), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned
application on 27.10.2016.

Kindly please note that I strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed

development of the Lot. My main reasons of objection on this particular submission are listed
as follows:-

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is now held
under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of
either the “City Common Areas” or the "City Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant
to Clause 7 under Section | of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right
and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 6f for all purposes connected
with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as.defined in the
PDMC). The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of the
Lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all

- property owners of the Lot, should be considered, secured and respected.

2. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the inmediate
residents and property owners nearby are substantial, and the submission has not been
addressed.

3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation to
the land use of the original approved Master Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the
application, i.e. from staff quarters into residential area, and approval of it would bean
undesirable precedent case from environmental perspective and against the interest of all
property owners of the district. _ _

4. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying
infrastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in population by the
submission, and all DB property owners would have to suffer and pay for the cost out of this
submission in upgrading the surrounding infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or
support to the proposed ‘development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities
improvement works arised out of this submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise
with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all.
infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during construction to other property
owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in:the submission. .

5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poses
a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is
unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan or the tree compensatory proposal are
unsatisfactory. ' .

6. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is still
unsatisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision. The two
towers are still sitting too close to each other which may create a wall-effect to the existing
rural natural setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact to'the immediate
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surrounding, especially to those existing towers in the vicinity.
Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for
further review and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.

Gordana Vignje\)ic
Discovery Bay
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O urgent [J Retum receipt [ Sign- [ Encrypt [ Mark Subject Restricted [] Expand personal&public groups
ﬁ Objection to the Submission by the Applicant: Section 12A Application No.
By Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay
e 01/12/2021 15:18 :

o

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
FileRef: ‘

Dear Urban Planning Department,
| refer to the above captioned application and the Response to Comments submitted by the
consultant of Hong Kong Resort (“HKR”), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental
comments regarding the above captioned application on 27.10.2016. '

Kindly please note that | strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed
development of the Lot. My main reasons of objection on this particular submission are listed

as follows:- ,

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is now held
under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of
either the “City Common Areas” or the "City Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant
to Clause 7 under Section | of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right
and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 6f for all purposes connected
with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the
PDMC). The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of the
Lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all
property owners of the Lot, should be considered, secured and respected.

2. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate
residents and property owners nearby are substantial, and the submission has not been
addressed. ' _ . ' . :

3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation to
the land use of the original approved Master Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the
application, i.e. from staff quarters into residential area, and approval of it would be an
undesirable precedent case from environmental perspective and against the interest of all
property owners of the district. '

4. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying
infrastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in population by the
submission, and all DB property owners would have to suffer and pay for the cost out of this
submission in upgrading the surrounding infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or
support to the proposed development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities
improvement works arised out of this submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise
with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all
infrastructure out of this development. its disruption during construction to other property

"~ owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poses
a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is :
unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan-or the tree compensatory proposal are
unsatisfactory. .

6. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is still
unsatisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision. The two
towers are still sitting too close to each other which may create a wall-effect to the existing
rural natural setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact to the immediate
surrounding, especially to those existing towers in the vicinity.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for
further review and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.




Kind regards,
Allan Bell
Discovery Bay

Sent from my iPhone
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[ Urgent [ Return receipt [ Sign [ Encrypt [ Mark Subject Restricted [] Expand personal&public groups

Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D.

352, Discovery Bay :
01/12/2021 15:38

From:

To: . "tpbpd@pland.gov.hk" <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
FileRef:

Dear Sir,

Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2

Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant:

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort
(“HKR™), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned
application on 27.10.2016. :

Please kindly note that I, one of the Discovery Bay flat owner, strongly object to the

- submission regarding the proposed development of the Lot. My main reasons of objection are
listed as follows:-

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is now held
under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC’) dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of
either the “City Common Areas” or the "City Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant
to Clause 7 under Section | of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right
and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 6f for all purposes connected
with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the
PDMC). The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of the
Lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all
‘property owners of the Lot, should be considered, secured and respected.

2. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate
residents and property owners nearby are substantial, and the submission has not been
addressed these issues and proposed any satisfactory remedies . '

3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation to
the land use of the original approved Master Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the
application, i.e. from staff quarters into residential area, and approval of it would be an
undesirable precedent case from environmental perspective and against the interest of all

. property owners of the district. ' '

4. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying
infrastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in population by the
submission. All DB property owners would have to suffer and pay for the cost out of this
submission in upgrading the surrounding infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or
support to the proposed development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities
improvement works arise out of this submission etc. The proponent should undertake the cost
and expense of all infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during construction to
other property owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the

- submission. :

In fact, the current infrastructure is already overloaded with the existing population level
and ever increasing visitors to Discovery Bay. HKR does not have the ability nor interest to
improve the infrastructure, with this hard fact, | have doubt that they can improve it to cope
with the proposed development and the to be increased population. ’

5. The progosed c_:utting' of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poses
a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is

unacceptable to the owners and the proposed tree preservation plan or the tree compensatory
proposal are unsatisfactory.
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6. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised C-oncep.;t.Pla‘n of _Annen.( A is still
unsatisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision. The two
towers are still sitting too close to each other which may create a wall-effec! to thg existing
rural natural setting, and would pose an undesirable visual [mpact a.m-d ».alr circulation to the
immediate surrounding, especially to those existing towers in the vicinity.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comme_r‘ﬂs for
further review and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn or rejected.

I sincerely hope that you can consider my objection to the Submission by the Applicant and
reject it. ) - i

Li Ho Ching Carmen

Owner of
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O urgent [ Retum receipt (] Sign [] Encrypt [J Mark Subject Restricted .[] Expand personal&public groups

- Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D.
352, Discovery Bay '
01/12/2021 16:45

Fom
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
FileRef: |

Dear Sir,

Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay
Objection to the Submission by the Applicant:

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort ("HKR"),

gﬂ_,'c'ijtoerzplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned application on
. 27.10.2016. :

Kindly please note that | strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed development of the
Lot. My main reasons of objection on this particular submission are listed as follows:-

1. HKR's claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is now held under
the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of either the
“City Common Areas” or the "City Retained Areas” as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant-to Clause 7
under Section | of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go
pass and repass over and along and use Area 6f for all purposes connected with the proper use and
enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). The applicant has failed to
consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of the Lot prior to this unilateral application. The
property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners of the Lot, should be considered,
secured and respected. ’ .

2. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the-construction to the immediate residents and
property owners nearby are substantial, and the submission has not been addressed.

3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation to the
land use of the original approved Master Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application,
i.e. from staff quarters into residential area, and approval of it would bé an undesirable precedent case
from environmental perspective and against the interest of all property owners of the district.

4. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying
infrastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in population by the submission, and
all DB property owners would have to suffer and pay for the cost out of this submission in upgrading
the surrounding infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed
development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities improvement works arised out of this
submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise with all property owners being-affected and
undertake the cost and expense of all infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during
construction to other property owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the
submission. _

5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poses a
substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is.unacceptable and
the proposed tree preservation plan or the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is still .
unsatisfactory in terms of its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision. The two towers
are still sitting too close to each other which may create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural
setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact to the immediate surrounding, especially to
those existing towers in the vicinity.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for further review
and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.

Yours faithfully,

Peter N Newall
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[J urgent [J Return receipt [ sign [ Encrypt OJ Mark Subject Restricted o Expand personal&public groups

Objection: Section 12A Application No. Yil- DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part)
in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay
01/12/2021 16:50

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
FileRef:

To Whom It May Concern,

As a resident in Discovery Bay affected by the above application, | strongly object to
the above application for the reasons outlined below and formally request that the
application is rejected.

" Resident consultation - the applicant has a responsibility to the
existing residents and homeowners, whom have not been consulted in
any way on the development proposal, which is typical of HKRI and the
manner in which they operate.

2. Population limit - there was an understanding that no further .
residential development would be agreed for Discovery Bay and the
population would be limited to 25,000. However there is additional
developments completed and underway, including houses near the golf

. club, Il Picco development on the golf club road, a-new development
above the tunnel in North DB and now this latest proposal, which has
already been rejected once. We decided to purchase a home in
Discovery Bay based on the natural environment and the agreed limit on
further development. We are very unhappy that these developments’
continue to be approved with little regard to the impact on existing
residents. _

3. Ongoing Development — HKRI continue to be allowed to build and
operate with no regard for the local community, the construction of an
ice-skating rink is an example, there was again no. consultation or input
from the community. There is no transparency as to the costs of this and
what is being passed on the DB residents through charges residents are
required to pay. '

4. Environmental impact - the proposal includes chopping down 118
mature trees which is harmful to and will certainly affect the natural
habitat and wildlife of the area.

5. Noise & pollution - there will be considerable noise, pollution, dust
and inconvenience to nearby residents, from the building works, which will
have detrimental effects on our livelihoods.

6. Infrastructure - infrastructure changes will be required to
accommodate additional residents including transport, utility
improvement, waste management etc. There is no transparency as to
who will fund this. All costs should be borne by the developers and the
new properties, however there is no transparency provided by HKRI and
they can pass these costs on to existing residents. Any requirement for
costs to be met by existing residents must be totally transparent with the
right to say no and veto the proposals
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I request that you listen to the community of Discovery Bay who own the property
and not to that of developer with no transparency and no regard for the community
and environment that they supposedly support. Please reject this appllcatlon until it
has been properly consulted with the residents.

Kind regards,

Allen Mortensen
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U Urgent [J Retum receipt . [J Sign [J Encrypt [] Mark Subject Restricted El Expand.personal&public groups

Objection: Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part)
e in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay -
——— 01/12/2021 16:51

o T SRR

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
FileRef: o .

To whom it may concern

As a long time resident of Discovery Bay, I will be materially effected by the above
application, I strongly object to the above application for the reasons outlined below and .
formally request that the application'is rejected.

Resident consultation - the applicant has a responsibility to the existing res:dents and
homeowners, whom have not been consulted in any way on the development proposal, which
is typical of HKRI and the manner in which they operate.
Population limit - there was an understanding that no further residential development would
be agreed for Discovery Bay and the population would be limited to 25,000. However there
is additional developments completed and underway, including houses near the golf club, 1l
Picco development on the Golf Club Road, a new development above the tunnel in North DB
and now this latest proposal, which has already been rejected oncé. We decided to purchase a
home in Discovery Bay based on the natural environment and the agreed limit on further
development. We are very unhappy that these developments continue to be approved with
little regard to the meact on existing residents.
Ongoing Development — HKRI continue to be allowed to build and operate with no regard for
the local community, the construction of an ice-skating rink is an example, there was again
no. consultation or input from the community. There is no transparency as to the costs of this
and what is being passed on the DB residents through charges residents are required to pay.
Environmental impact - the proposal includes chopping down 118 mature trees which is
harmful to and will certainly affect the natural habitat and wildlife of the area.
Noise & pollution - there will be considerable noise, pollution, dust and inconvenience to
" nearby residents, from the building works, which will have detrimental effects on our
livelihoods.
- Infrastructure - infrastructure changes will be required to accommodate additional residents
including transport, utility improvement, waste management etc. There is no transparency as
to who will fund this. All costs should be borne by the developers and the new properties;
however there is no transparency provided by HKRI and they can pass these costs on to
existing residents. Any requirement for costs to be met by existing residents must be totally
transparent with the right to say no and veto the proposals.
I request that you listen to the community of Discovery Bay who live and work here and not
to that of developer with no transparency and no regard for the community and environment
that they supposedly support. Please reject this application until it has been properly consulted
with the residents.

Kind regards,
Richard Grant
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tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
FirE: T 7.
- SFRE: 20214E12801 A 2= 18:08
WetkE: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
x5: " Objection to the submission by the applicant Re: Article. 12A Application number Y/I-DB/2. Area

6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. Discovery Bay 352

Dear Sir,

Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant:

| refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort (“HKR”), Masterplan
Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

Kindly please note that | strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed development of the Lot.
My main reasons of objection on this particular submission are listed as follows:-

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is now held under the
Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of either the “City Common
Areas” or the "City Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section | of the
PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go pass and repass over and along
and use Area 6f for all purposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City
Rules (as defined in the PDMC). The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-
owners of the Lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e.all
property owners of the Lot, should be considered, secured and respected.

2. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents and
property owners nearby are substantial, and the submission has not been addressed. ;

3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation to the land
use of the original approved Master Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from
staff quarters into residential area, and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from
environmental perspective and against the interest of all property owners of the district.

4. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying
infrastructure capacity could.not afford such substantial increase in population by the submission, and all
DB property owners would have to suffer and pay for the cost out of this submission in upgrading the
surrounding infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed development, e.g. all
required road network and related utilities improvement works arised out of this submission etc. The
proponent should consult and liaise with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and
expense of all infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during construction to other property
owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the submission

5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poses a
substantial environmental impact to the inmediate natural setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the
proposed tree preservation plan or the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is still unsatisfactory
in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision. The two towers are still sitting too
close to each other-which may create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an
undesirable visual impact to the immediate surrounding, especially to those existing towers in the vicinity.

Unless.and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for further review and
comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.

Thanks for your attention.
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Best regards,

Mr & Mrs Beulque
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tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

HEE: P S I

FHEMS: . 2021%12B01REMW=1919 :

WA tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

E3=H Article 12A Appllcatlon number Y/I- DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D Discovery Bay
352 ;

Dear Sir/Madam

I am writing to express my concern regarding the planned developnient behind Parkvale Village.
This development has already been rejected in the past and it is disappointing to see it is being put forward
again for planmng

The area is already developed and this new complex will degrade the area and nature.
We respectfully appeal to the government to protect the residents and not allow this development to take

place.
Many thanks for reading this message. N B w b e & s e i o

Warm Regards.
-Sam Collins
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SBde@phnd.Jgov.hk . -

BHE: ‘ T .
FFAME: 2021412801 A2H= 21:37

iy tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
E3=R Parkvale Tenants & Landlords Re: Objection to proposed development

Dear Sir or madam

Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

Objéction to the Submission by the Applicant:

| refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort

(“HKR”), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned
application on 27.10.2016.

Kindly please note that | strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed

development of the Lot. My main reasons of objection on this particular submission are listed
as follows:-

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is now held
under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC’) dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of
either the “City Common Areas” or the "City Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC.
Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section | of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has
the right and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 6f for all purposes
connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as
defined in the PDMC). The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-
owners of the Lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-
owners, i.e. all property owners of the Lot, should be considered, secured and respected.

2. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate

residents and property owners nearby are substantial, and the submission has not been
addressed.

3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation
to the land use of the original approved Master Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in
the application, i.e. from staff quarters into residential area, and approval of it would be an
undesirable precedent case from enwronmental perspective and against the interest of all
property owners of the district.

4. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying
infrastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in population by the
submission, and all DB property owners would have to suffer and pay for the cost out of this
submission in upgrading the surrounding infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or
support to the proposed development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities
improvement works arised out of this submission etc. The proponent should consult and
liaise with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all
infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during construction to other property
owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and
poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is

unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan or the tree compensatory proposal are
unsatisfactory.
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6. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Conce;?t. Pla.n of‘Anne_x A is still
unsatisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision. The
two towers are still sitting too close to each other which may create a wall-effect to the
existing rural natural setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact to the immediate

surrounding, especially to those existing towers in the,vicinity.

. Thave moved from near a construction site recently and purchased this flat and do not want my lifestyle and
livelihood ruined by this unnecessary and unsustainable development

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for
further review and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.

If you require any further information or wish to discuss further please feelv free to reach out to me

Owner of apartment in crystal court

Kind regards



- tpbpd@pland.gov.hk o 6481

Firx: — —
FHES: 2021412801 BEM= 21:46
gﬁ% tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

=.

Fwd: S+ A8 :E5RY/1DB2.6f lot385 Dlscovery Bay 352

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From:

‘Date: 1 December 2021 at 9:38:06 PM HKT

To: tpbpd@pland
Siubject: B AMREIEESRY/1DB2.6f 1ot385 Discovery Bay 352

Send to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Dear Sir,

Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay -

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant:

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort
(“HKR?”), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding the

captioned application on 27.10.2016.

K_indly please note that I strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed
development of the Lot. My main reasons of objection on this particular submission are listed

. as follows:-

1. .HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is now
held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC") dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f
forms part of either the “City Common Areas” or the "City Retained Areas" as defined in the
PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the
PDMC) has the right and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 6f for all
purposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules
(as defined in the PDMC). The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from
the co-owners of the Lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the
existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners of the Lot, should be considered, secured and

respected.

2. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate

. residents and property owners nearby are substantial, and the submlssmn has not been

addressed.

3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental
deviation to the land use of the original approved Master Plans or the approved Outline
Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from staff quarters into residential area, and approval of it

1
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would be an undesirable precedent case from environmental perspective and against the
interest of all property owners of the district.

4. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the
underlying infrastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in population by
the submission, and all DB property owners would have to suffer and pay for the cost out of
this submission in upgrading the surrounding infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply
-or support to the proposed development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities

. nnprovement works arised out of this submission etc. The proponent should consult and
liaise with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all
infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during construction to other property
owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addresscd in the submission.

5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecologlcal disaster, and
poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is
“unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan or the tree coimpensatory proposal are

unsatisfactory.

6. Therevision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is
~- -still-unsatisfactory in term-of its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision. .
The two towers are still sitting too close to each other which may create a wall-effect to the
existing rural natural setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact to the immediate
surrounding, especially to those existing towers in the vicinity. - oy ,

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for
further review and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.

Best regards
Tong kwok Leung/ Eramela Mary/J ulian Eramela/Fong Yuet Yuen

~

Sent from my iPhone



IEde@pland.gov.hk ‘ | 6482
Fira: L RS '

SR 2021412801 B 8= 21:55
I&E%: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
xE: _ Objection to the application of Y/I-DB/2

To Whom it may concern

Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

Obijection to the Submission by the Applicant:

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort (“HKR"), Masterplan Limited,
to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

Kindly please .note that | strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed development of the Lot. My main
reasons of objection on this.particular submission are listed as follows:-

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is now held under the Principal Deed
of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of either the “City Common Areas” or the "City
Retained Areas” as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section | of the PDMC, every Owner (as
defined in the‘ PDMC) has the right and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 6f for all purposes
connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). The
applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of the Lot prior to this unilateral application.
The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners of the Lot, should be considered, secured and
respected. '

2. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents and property owners
nearby are substantial, and the submission has not been addressed.

3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation to the land use of the
original approved Master Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from staff quarters into
residential area, and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from environmental perspective and
against the interest of all property owners of the district.

4. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying infrastructure capacity
could not afford such substantial increase in population by the submission, and all DB property owners would have to
suffer and pay for the cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding infrastructure so as to provide
adequate supply or support to the proposed development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities
improvement works arised out of this submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise with all property
owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption
during construction to other property owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the

submission. :

5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poses a substantial
environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree
preservation plan or the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. The revision of development as indicated in'the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is still unsatisfactory in term of
its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision. The two towers are still sitting too close to each other
which may create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact to the
immediate surrounding, especially to those existing towers in the vicinity.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for further review and comment,
the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.



Thanks,
Kenneth
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*E: Objection to proposed development - Settion 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP

& Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

Dear Sir or Madam

 Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant:

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort (“HKR™),
lz\fl7asz)er%lan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned application on
.10.2016.

: Kindl)’_please note that I strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed development of the Lot.
My main reasons of objection on this particular submission are listed as follows:-

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is now held under the
Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of either the “City
Common Areas” or the "City Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section
I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go pass and repass over
and along and use Area 6f for all purposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject
to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from
the co-owners of the Lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners,
i.e. all property owners of the Lot, should be considered, secured and respected. T

2. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents and property
owners nearby are substantial, and the submission has not been addressed. _

3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation to the land use
of the original approved Master Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from staff
quarters into residential area, and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from environmental
perspective and against the interest of all property owners of the district.

4. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying infrastructure
capacity could not afford such substantial increase in population by the submission, and all DB property
owners would have to suffer and pay for the cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding
infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed development, e.g. all required
road network and related utilities improvement works arised out of this submission etc. The proponent
should consult and liaise with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all -
infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during construction to other property owners in the
vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poses a substantial
" environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree "
preservation plan or the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is still unsatisfactory

1
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in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision. The two towers are still sitting too
close to each other which may create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an
undesirable visual impact to the immediate surrounding, especially to those existing towers in the vicinity.
With all the above, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.

If you require any further information or wish to discuss further please feel free to reach out to me. .

Owner of apartment in Crystal Court, Discovery Bay

Kind regards
Kelli
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E3=H Re: Opposing the development and construction of two buidlings
Dear Ms. Sit,

My mistake. I réfer to the case of Article 12A Application number : Y/I-DB/2. Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext
(Part) in D.D. Discovery Bay 352 .

‘Many thanks!
Best regards,

Leo Wong

On 2 Dec 2021, at 12:12 PM, tpbpd@pland.gov.hk wrote:

Dear Sir/Madam,

I refer to your following e-mail dated 2.12.2021. As you have not mentioned any
Application Number in your e-mail, I write to seek your clarification on which application
case you would like to make representation/comment on.

(Mandolin SIT)
Town Planning Board Secretariat

From: Leo € ¢ Wong IR

Sent: Thursday, December 2, 2021.11:48 AM
To: tpbpd @pland.gov.hk
Subject: Opposing the development and construction of two buidlings

Dear Sir/Madam,

I am a resident of Crystal Court and I am hereby writing to oppose the development and
construction of two high-rise residential buildings behind the Woods. If these two buildings
are permitted to build, I believed the mountain view will be badly damaged. More worrying,
it will entirely damaged the hiking path beloved by numerous hikers. Very thankful for your
consideration.

Best regards,

Leo Wong
A1 A S
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Objection to Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2

Dear Town Planning Board
Re: Section 12A Application No.: Y/I-DB/2
(Location Address: Area 6f, Lot '385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay)

I’m writing to strongly object to the Submission by the Apbhcant with regards to further information

received on 27/10/2016 responding to departmental and public comments submitted by the consultant of
Hong Kong Resort (HKR), Masterplan Limited.

My maip rt}asons for obj ecting'this Submission are:

A] As a neighbouring owner, the size of the development proposed at Area 6f would severely impact my
rights to sunlight, it would have catastrophic consequences on the current residents of Crystal Court on 4
Parkvale Drive, Discovery Bay. Furthermore the disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the
construction to the residents and property owners nearby have not been addressed by the Applicant.

B] HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is now held under the
Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated 20/9/1982. Area 6f forms part of either the “City
Common Areas” or the "City Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section
I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go pass and repass over
and-along and use Area 6f for all purposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject
to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). The Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from

the co-owners of the Lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners,
ie., all property owners of the Lot, should be considered, secured and respected.

C] Discovery Bay’s population of 20,000+ has reached its designed and intended capacity. With the
proposed development, the pressure placed on Discovery Bay’s infrastructure and facilities will become

unsustainable without upgrading the surroundings. This will come at a 31gmﬁcant cost for the current
residerit.

In conclusion, I believe all applications to develop the location Area 6f should be rejected. In particglar this
Application No.: Y/I-DB/2 should be withdrawn as responses submitted are inadequate and insufficient. ,

Kind regards
Eric Kol
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E3=F - Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay -
Dear Sir,

Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

As an owner of property in Woodland Court close to the proposed site | have the following objections to the
Submission by the Applicant:

| !'ef_er to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort (“HKR”), Masterplan
Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

Kindly_please note that | strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed development of the Lot.
My main reasons of objection on this particular submission are listed as follows:-

1. . HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is now held under the
Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of either the “City Common
Areas” or the "City Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section | of the
PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go pass and repass over and along
and use Area 6f for all purposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City

- Rules (as defined in the PDMC). The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-
owners of the Lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all
property owners of the Lot, should be considered, secured and respected.

2. Thedisruption, pollufion and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents and
property owners nearby are substantial, and the submission has not been addressed.

3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation to the land
use of the original approved Master Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from
staff quarters into residential area, and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from
environmental perspective and against the interest of all property-owners of the district.

4. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying ;
infrastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in population by the submission, and all
DB property owners would have to suffer and pay for the cost out of this submission in upgrading the
surrounding infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed development, e.g. all
required road network and related utilities improvement works arised out of this submission etc. The
proponent should consult and liaise with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and
expense of all infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during construction to other property
owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the submission. .

5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poses a
substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the
proposed tree preservation plan or the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is still unsatisfactory
in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision. The two towers are still sitting too
close to.each other which may create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an
undesirable visual impact to the immediate surrounding, especially to those existing towers in the vicinity.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for further review and
comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.

Regards,
Denny Honess
Sent from my iPhone
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S =R A ' [gOSSIb|e SPAM] Fwd: Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Pan) in

D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

Dear Sir,

Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant:'

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort
(“HKR”), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding the
captioned application on 27.10.2016.

: Kindly please note that | strongly object to the submission regerding the proposed
development of the Lot. My main reasons of objection on this particular submission are _
listed as follows:-

1. Given Chief Executive Carrie Lam Cheng Yuet-ngor's plan for a massive development
-project around Lantau Island (Lantau Tomorrow Vision), the significant building work
proposed for the Siu Ho Wan MTR depot, the construction already taking place in the
northern area of Discovery Bay, and the numerous empty units available to rent or buy in

recently constructed phases of DB, | do not believe there is a need for further building at
this time.

2. Any development will have a significant impact on the environment (both flora and
fauna) in the area, and remove another trail from the many already lost to hikers on Lantau
Island.

3. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is now held
under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC’) dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part
of either the “City Common Areas” or the "City Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC.
Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section | of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC)
has the right and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 6f for all
purposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City
Rules (as defined in the PDMC). The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent
from the co-owners of the Lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the

existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners of the Lot, should be considered, secured and
respected.

4. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate

residents and property owners nearby are substantial, and the submission has not
addressed these issues.

3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental
deviation to the land use of the original approved Master Plans or the approved Outline
Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from staff quarters into residential area, and approval of
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it would be an undesirable precedent case from environmental perspectnve and agamst the
interest of all property owners of the district.

6. The original stipulated DB population-of 25,000 should be fully respected as the
underlying infrastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in population
by the submission, and all DB property owners would have to suffer and pay for the cost
out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding infrastructure so as to provide
adequate supply or support to the proposed development, e.g. all required road network
and related utilities improvement works arised out of this submission etc. The proponent
should consult and liaise with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost
and expense of all infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during
construction to other property owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and
addressed in the submission.

7. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is still
unsatisfactory in terms of its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision.
The two towers are still sitting too close to each other which may create a wall-effect to the
existing rural natural setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact to the
immediate surrounding, especially to those existing towers in the vicinity.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for
further review and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.

 Kind regards,
Rachel Ball
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E3- Submission in respect of Application Y/I-DB/2

P Comment on Area 6f Y-I-DB-2 02Dec21 A Burns.pdf

Please find attached a submission in respect of Application Y/I-DB/2 in PDF format.



2 December 2021

The Secretary

Town Planning Board

15th Floor, North Point Government Offices
333 Java Road, North Point

Hong Kong :

By Hand and by Email

Re: Application Y/I-DB/2
Location: Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext. (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

Dear Sirs,

1.

I write to urge the Town Planning Board (the “Board”) to ensure that the property
rights of all owners of “the remaining portion of Lot No.385 in D.D.352 and the

extensions thereto” (the “Land”), of which Area 6f forms a part, are respected and -
upheld when members consider Application Y/I-DB/2 (the “Application”).

New information concerning ownership of the Land has been submitted to the
Land Registry since the Application was last considered by the Board in 2017. It
is vital that the full implication of this new information is considered and fully
addressed by the Board before any decision is made on the merits of the

Application.

~ The Land under the current apblication is held under a Principal Deed of Mutual

Covenant (“PDMC") dated 30 September 1982 and filed in the Land Registry as
Memorial No. 1S6122. At present, there are more than 8,500 assigns of the
developer under the PDMC.

| state for the record that | am an owner of the Land, holding 19 of 56,500
Residential Development Undivided Shares.

Failure to Disclose Critical Information on Ownership in Past Consultation Rounds

5. | draw your attention to the submissions made by Masterplan Limited in earlier

rounds of consultation on this application. Firstly, | refer to the Response to
Comments included with the supplementary information for Application Y/I-DB/2,
submitted to the Board by Masterplan Limited on 26 October 2016 on behalf of
the Applicant, Hong Kong Resort Company Limited (“HKR").

According to the Masterplan submission, the District Lands Offi ce/lslands
(“DLO/Is") stated:
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“6. The Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (‘PDMC”) dated 30.9.1982 has
notionally divided the Lot into 250,000 undivided shares. The Applicant :
shall prove that there are sufficient undivided shares retained by them for
allocation to the proposed development.”

4 And Masterplan replled

“This is commercrally sensitive information. The apphcant has responded .
fo District Lands Office directly via HKR's letter to DLO dated 3 Aug 2016.”

8. The allocation of undivided shares under a deed of mutual covenant is required
to be open and transparent. The Applicant's failure to state for the record that it
holds sufficient undivided shares for allocation to the proposed development
should have raised alarm bells with the Board.

- 9. Masterplan followed up with additional comments on this issue on 7. April 2017
Accordmg to this Masterplan submission to the Board, the DLO/Is stated:

“The applicant is required to substantiate its nght and capacity under the
Town Planning Ordinance to develop the site.”

10.And the Applicant replied:

“The applicant has had correspondences with Town Planning Board

establishing the ownership of the site.” .

11.1 submit that the replies on behalf of the Applicant in the two examples cited
above were evasive, and that the Board erred in engaging in correspondence on
the Applicant's right and capacity to develop the site without making this
correspondence public.

12. As such, not only the general public but also the co-owners of the Land have not
had the opportunity to review the grounds for the Applicant to claim the “right and
capacity” to develop the site. In particular, there can be no justification for the
Board to withhold the correspondence with the Applicant on this issue from the

- co-owners of the Land. The purpose of the public consultation exercise is to bring
to light facts that may not otherwise be known to the Board. It is entirely wrong
for the Board to deal with such a crucial issue in secret, '

Important New Information on Undivided Shares Filed with the Land Redistry

13.The letter dated 28 October 2021 submitted by Masterplan Limited (the “Letter”),
asking the Board to rehear the application as soon as possible, stated that the
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only new information that is relevant to the application concerns the approval of
Master Plan 7.0E by the Director of Lands.

14.This is incorrect. The Letter omitted the critical information that, as a condition
leading to the approval of Master Plan 7.0E, the Applicant submitted the.
document “HKR Certificate on Undivided Shares of Discovery Bay City” (the
“Certificate”) to the Land Registry (Memorial No. 20072000640058). The
Certificate is dated 23 April 2019 (ie, after the Application was last heard by the
Board). A copy of the Certificate is attached to this submission.

15.The Certificate provides the first certified record of the allocation of undivided
shares to the remaining portion-of Lot No.385 in D.D.352 and the extensions
thereto according to the share regime defined at page 7 of the PDMC. Crucially,
the Certificate recognises that the undivided shares listed at page 7 of the PDMC
have been divided into distinct categories that correspond to the different types of

development permitted on the Land.

16.These categories include Residential Development, Commercial Development,
Clubs and Public Recreation, Schools, Common Area and Facilities, etc. When

. . allocating undivided shares to the development, the Applicant must draw from

the related category of undivided share and not from any other.

17.The Certificate shows that the Applicaht.exhausted its holding of Residential

Development Undivided Shares with the development of Neo Horizon Village in
2000. To support current residential development, it is drawing from the
Reserved Undivided Shares. According to Section Ill of the PDMC, Reserved

" Undivided Shares are a special category of undivided share that may be
allocated to any type of development, once the undivided shares of a given
category are exhausted. Under the terms of the. PDMC, once all Reserved
Undivided Shares have been allocated, no further residential development may

be carried out on the Land.

18.As Reserved Undivided Shares may be allocated to any category (and not only
to Residential Development), it is essential to maintain an accurate record of the
number of undivided shares remaining in all categories so that, in turn, an
accurate record of the number of remaining Reserved Undivided Shares is

maintained.

19. In this regard, it is important to. note that the Certificate only covers undivided
shares that were allocated in sub-deeds of mutual covenant (“sub-DMCs") as of
23 April 2019. The Certificate does not cover the allocation of undivided shares
for developments after this date (including the major development approved
under Master Plan 7.0E). Nor does it include the allocation of undivided shares to

developments not covered by any sub-DMC. For example:

Page 3 of 5.



20. Section llI, Clause 6 of the PDMC requires that Reserved Undivided Shares shall
be allocated to the Service Area (Area 10b on the Master Plan). According to
approved Master Plan 7.0E, the Service Area is 50,950 sq.m. Accordingly, 5,095
Reserved Undivided Shares should be allocated to the Service Area. The
Certificate fails to record these Reserved Undivided Shares.

21.Section 111, Clause 6 of the PDMC requires that Reserved Undivided Shares shall
be allocated to the Other Units. The Hotel and all Major Roads and Passageways
" on the Land are Other Units. | estimate that at least 15,000 Reserved Undivided
Shares should be allocated to these Other Units. The Certificate fails to record
these Reserved Undivided Shares. '

22.Section lll, Clause 2 of the PDMC requires that the “Undivided Shares allocated
to the Commercial Development shall be sub-allocated to the Commercial Units
(as they are completed in conformity with the Master Plans)”. The Certificate fails
to record these undivided shares. i ‘

23.Section Ill, Clause 3 of the PDMC requires that the “Undivided Shares allocated
to the Clubs and Recreation shall be sub-allocated.to the Clubs and other
Recreation Facilities by the Registered Owner in accordance with the Master
Plans”. (“Registered Owner” is defined in the PDMC to mean HKR. The term
carries no other meaning.) It shall be noted that Section 34G of the Building
Management Ordinance (Cap. 344) (“BMQ") also applies, and that Section 34G
covers unsold building areas and unsold open land. Extensive open land is

" dedicated to Clubs and Recreation use, all held by the Applicant. The Certificate

fails to record the undivided shares allocated to these areas.

24.In short, there is at present no accurate record of the number of undivided shares
allocated to the Land under each of the various undivided share categories (other
than the Residential Development category, which is now zero). Consequently,
there is no accurate record of the number of Reserved Undivided Shares
remaining for allocation to the proposed development at Area 6f.

Conclusion

25.In a further comment that it submitted to the Board on 26 October 2016,

responding to a query raised by DLO/Is, Masterplan stated at Page 4, Paragraph
7 that “the applicant is the sole land owner of Area 6f and has absolute right to
develop the application site.” This statement is wrong in fact. The Applicant
cannot be the sole land owner as the Land is under a deed of mutual covenant.
Further, as shown in the foregoing paragraphs, the right to develop the ‘

~ application site rests on whether or not the Applicant has sufficient Reserved
Undivided Shares remaining to allocate to the said site. The Applicant has failed
to provide a comprehensive view of the allocation of undivided shares to the
Land and hence has not provided proof that it does indeed have sufficient
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Reserved Undivided Shares in hand to support the proposed development at
Area 6f.

26. Prior to deciding whether or not to approve the current Application, it is essential
that the Board requests that the Applicant provides and makes public a
comprehensive, certified record of the existing allocation of undivided shares
incorporating not only those undivided shares allocated in sub-DMCs but also
those undivided shares required to be allocated under the terms of the PDMC
and the BMO.

27.For the Board's information, | made a presentation to the Owners’ Committee of
Discovery Bay City on the above issue on 15 September 2021 at the invitation of
the Committee. In this presentation, | showed that it is highly unlikely that HKR -
has sufficient Reserved Undivided Shares remaining to support further
“development of any kind on the Land.

28.For the Board's further information, | have commenced legal proceedings against
Discovery Bay Services Management Limited, the Manager for Discovery Bay
City under the PDMC, on a related matter (LDBM 43/2020).

29.1tis evident from the foregoing that the Applicant and its representative,
Masterplan Limited, have caused false information on the ownership status of
Area 6f and the right and capacity of the Applicant to develop the site to circulate
and corrupt the town planning consultation process.

30. The Board has a duty to ensure that the Applicant provides information that is
accurate. The Board's Guidance Notes state that The Secretariat of the Board
will check the submission and the Board may require the Applicant to verify any
matters or particulars set out or included in-the application by statutory
declaration or otherwise. Further, any person who knowingly or wilfully makes a
false declaration or statement would be liable to prosecution under the Crimes
Ordinance (Cap. 200), the Oaths and Declarations Ordlnance (Cap. 11) and/or

other relevant Ordinances.

Regards,
Andrew Burns

Email: IS

Encl. HKR Certificate on Undivided Shares of Discovery Bay City

c.c. District Lands Office / Islands
Legal Advisory and Conveyancing Office / Islands
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Hong Kong Resort Company Limited ("HKR")

HKR Cettificate on Undivided Shares of Discovery Bay City
Date of Certificate: 23 Apr 2019

COPY
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Hong Kong Resort Company Limited ("HKR")

HKR Certificate on Undivided Shares 6f Discovery Bay City
Date of Certificate: 23 Apr 2019

REMARKS

Nole (1)

Nole )

Note, (3)
Note (4)

Nete (5)

Nole (6)

Note (1)

Nota (8)

Nole (3)

* Nole (10)

The *1.000" share Is related tothe “space lorming parl of No.T Parkland Drive® {which is cutsids tha boundary of *Nos. § and 11 Pakland Drive’) as shown
colowed Brown halched Red on the Sile Plan annexed lo the Assignmenl MN 1S136800, m-mo'-nmw-mmmmmmmdu
Pmlc‘laleourynﬂh‘ﬂNVIm Rthhdm

The *808.C00" shares were hose muhmgbdlrndmod '4.|oowd‘lhuus\h-l’|oﬂndh al Units (under

Sub-DMC for “Headiand Vilage® (M/N IS112091). This *332.000" shares (ihe remalning shares undor "RwdmnlUrh (under wnltrucllnn)' of the 1982
Sub-DMC or Headiand Viiage LN 15112091) together with 4 B33.000° shares (under "Vilage Retalned Ateas” of (he 1932 Sub-DMC for Headland Vilage
wmsnmnmsmm shares were sub-sub-ollocaled as tha 5,776,000° shares under * The remaining par of Lhe Valage Retalned Arsas and
Eu;md Units ta be erected within the Vitage® of the 1989 Sub-Sub-DMC of Sub-Phase N1l of Phase I of Area § Ouler Ring of Headland Villsge MN

The "492.000* sharas were drawn from (hose *2.964.000° shares under the 1982 Sub-DMC lor Parkridge Vilage (MIN IS112092) orginally sub-afocated Lo
WR;’I:'& MMLNPMOWM\MM'MWMMWIGhllmm&mulzr:?ﬂ'gm 1.3,58nd7

The “1.000" share Is related ta he “space forming pad of No. 9 Parkiand Orive” (which Is oulskde the boundary ¢f "Nes. 1, 3, 5, and 7 Parkland Diive’)
shown coloured Yelow halched Red on Lha Sife Plan annexed lo the Assignment N IS136798. This *1.000° shmwssd!awn drectly (rom Ihe shares of
the PDMC‘:ulagcry of the *Cly & Village Retained Areas®,

The “5413.535" shares were the resull of successive Mxﬁm from (e figure *12,920.000" shares (sub-allocated to (he “Commerchal Units (I ary), Car
Parking Spacas and Vilage Retahned Areas™ of the "Parinsua Vilage® tmder the 1590 Sub-DMC for Areas 4E & 4AV/ (WN 15162615)) of the respective
figures *1,344.000", *1,568.000", “2.374.000° & °86.455", *794.000" and *720.000" (sub-sub-afocated under it 1395 Sub-Sub'DIC for Area 4AE (N

15220710), 1852 Sub-Sub-OMC lor Ares 4B (W [5191878), 1988 Sub-Sub-OMC for Area 4C (WN 1S231338), 1392 Sub-Sub-DMG for Area 4D[HR) (MN '

1S181873) and 1891 Sub-Sub-DMC for Area 4D{UR) (W 15173268)). Such *5,413.535" shares are not related 1o "Area 4E” only.

The *1066.465° shares wers [he resull of successive deductions from the Bguie "2,880.000° shares (sub-allocated to the "Vilage and Buillding Common
Areas and Faciiles* under tha sald 1990 Sub-OMC for Areas 4E and 4AW (MIN IS182615)) of the respeciive figures *490.000°, *380.000%, "593.535",
*190.000" and *150.000" (sub-sub-aiocaled under the 1935 Sub-Sub-OMC for Area 4AE (W 152207 10), 1992 Sub-Sub-DMC for AreadB (M 15191876),

1996 Sub~-Sub-OMC for Area 4C (M/N 15231138), 1992 Sub-Sub-DNC for Arsa 4D{HIR) (MN 1S181873) and 1891 SubSub-DMC for Area 4DQUR) (MN i

1S173358)). Such *1065.455" shares ar not related lo “Area 4E* only.

The “2,157.000" shares were Ihe resull of successive daducions from the figure °9,000.000° shares (:m-nuuod lo the "Vilage Retained Areas” of
‘Geeenvale Vilage® under the 1930 Sub-DMC for Blocks 1 1o 3 (M/N 1S164134)) of the respective figures “2,124,000", *3,780.000", *34.000° & *905.000*
(sub-sub-allocated under the 1932 Sub-Sub-DMC for Blocks & to 6 (WN IS185073), the 1994 Sub-Sub-0MC for Blocks 7 109 (MN 152113001 and the 2003
Sub-Sub-DMC for Siena Two A (M 1S314645))

Tha "905.000" shares wers uitized and applied to the residerital units In *Siena Two A", This *905.000° shares together with tha remaining *262.000" shares
(under the *Resids Unlls dn1mmwm:msmmvm M/N IS164184) were subsub-allocaled a8 *1,187.000° shares
to all the residential urits of Siena Two A

The "535.000" shares were the result of successive deductions from the fqnﬂM:MWhhMlm

and FécTtles™ of "Greenvala Vilage™ under the 1990'Sub-DMC for Blocks 1 o3 (WN 5184184)) of the respective fgures *510.000°, "90¢.000" & *205.000°
(subsub-allocalad under the 1332 Sub-Sub-DMC for Blocks 4 lo § (WN [S185073), the 1934 Svb-Sub-DMC for Blocks 7 lo 9 (M 15213300) and the 2003
Sub-Sub-OMC for Sleaa Twa A (MN 15314645))

Regarding Poslano, ({) *1,738.000" shares sub-dlocaled lo al the Residential Unils in Pastang, (¥) *88.000" shares sub-aliocated to the *addiional Villzge
Relained Areas® fo *Postanc”, and () *1.000° share sub-afiocated fo Ihe “Positano Residential Common Areas, Pasilana Residential Common Factides,
Umﬂow(:meUmHoerc«-mnhmwll\eoddﬂlmﬂvmgombnm"ludvmgncumfuﬂm (undar the 2014 Sub-
Sub-DMC hPalw(Wﬂﬂmm))mmmm'lmm praviously sub-aliocated lo the Reserved Oevelopmant Areas®

underthe 1902

Common Area

Nate (11)
Nola (12)

Nolo (13)

Nots (14)

Nole (15)
Note (16)
Nota (17)
Nole (18)

Nota (13)
Nole (20)

Nota (21}
Nole (22)

Nole {23)

COPY
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(Under the Sub-OMC dalod 31,5.2013 for Amall (WN 13081700630026])- Muﬂ'lmwfdwumumly from tha PDI eqaries
of "Reserve Undivided Shares*, *Clly & Vilago Retaned Areas® and “CRy & Vllage Common Areas and Faciities”. e e

Theus undivided shares were assigned lo the Manager

Ths "2,472.000° shares wera the resuk of deducion from (he figurs *2,964.000° shares (sub-aflacatad o Ihe "Vitage Relained Armas® under the 1982 Sub-
DMC for Parkrdge Village MWN 15112092) of te figure 492.0@' (sub-sub-alocaied undar the 1987 Sub-Sub-OMC for Nos. 1, 3, 5 and 7 Parkland Drive
MM 1$136799).

This *86.465" shares fsub-sub-ailocated to the *Commercial Ares at No. 216 Discavery Bay Road® under the 1936 Sub-Sub-DMC olNu 21048 (even
nas.) Discovery Bay Road, Coastline Vil of Peninsula Vilage MIN 15231334) were drawn rom *12,920,000” shares (sub-aflocated la e "Comnercial Units
(¥ any). Car Parking Spaces and Village Reldined Areas” under The 1990 SubDMC for Peninsida Village MMN 1S162615). 12833535 and 88.485 shares
::'n% peciively lrom the PDMC's calcgordes of (1) m-muwmmmmomlm-d' to make up (he sald Mgurs
The 1994 Sub-DMC forLa Vista, Phase VI M 15217 149 crasled under & an addlional calegory of * Rﬁmld Develspment Areas® -ilh 'zmw;m.
allocated, 1,685.000, 50.000, 163.000 and 701.000 shares wers drawn respectivaly from ha POMC's of [} () Car
Pm’.mthlVanCaumNcle-:lia'm Mmam%mmwum»:mummamqw

This *1064.000° shares together with the final remalning *505.000° shares under the PDIAC's category of "Residential Oevolopmapl’ were allccated as
*1.569.000" shares lo A the residentlal unils of Neo Horizon (PH10).

This "3,084.000" sharcs were afocatid lo all e residential unils of Siena One (PH11),
This *4,749.000° shares were aliocated o 2H the residential unlts of Siena Two B (PH12).

This *4,909,000* shares were allocated lo 2k the residential units of Chianti (PH13).

This *1,585.000" shaces wera allocaled 10 all he residental units of Amatfi (PH14).

The 2013 Sub-DMC for Amalfl (PH14) MIN ummmza created under K an addilonal category of “Reserved Development Areas® with *3,883,000"
shares alocated. 3,559.000, 3.000 and 121.000 Yy from (he POMC's of (1) Reasarve Undivided Shares’, m‘cny&\mm
cmnmnmnammdrum'mnvna;emuheamummwmenu figure 0I"3,623.000°,

This *1,738.000" shares were aliocated to all s residentisl units of Posilana (PH1S).

This *88,000° shares under the “additonal Vilage Rlained Areas” of the mtmwucrwmnm(ms;m 14091500580228 were drawn from
Lhe shares under the "Reserved Development Areas* of 2013 smuctauuﬁmumm 13061700830025.

This *12,881.000" sharas were al sub-aflocaled under tha relevant Sub-DBCs or Sub-Sub-OMCs a3 (he relovani vilages' comman areas and facdlies. The
fights of HKR over these shares are pursuant and subject 1o (he provisions of the POMC and all sub-OMCs/ sub-subOMCs.

This certificate Is prepared by HKR to Its best knowledge, Information and belief with refarence to the PDMC and all the executed Sub-DMCs and Sub-Sub-DMCs of
relevant villages and developments in Discovery Bay Clty. The contents and calculations of this certificate have been checked and hereby certifled by an Authorized

Person,

Authorized Person's Certification:

|, belng a surveyor listed in the authorized persons’ register kept by the
Bullding Authority under Sectlon 3(1) of the Bulldings OrdInance (Cap.
123), hereby certify that the contents and calculations in this Certificate
are true and accurate.

\Q—/’

WATWangTat (7
Authorized Person
Reglstration Number: AP(S) 07113

Date: 23 Apr 2018

For and on behalf of
Hong Kong Resort Company Ltd.

TANG Moon Wah
Director

88¥3
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WA tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

EE: Comment on Application Y/I-DB/2 .

P £ Application Y-I-DB-2 Area 6f Public Works 03DEC21 A Burns.pdf

Please find attached a further submission in respect of Application Y/I-DB/2 in PDF format.



3 December 2021

~ The Secretary
Town Planning Board
15th Floor, North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point
Hong Kong

By Hand and by Email
Re: Application Y/I-DB/2
Location: Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext. (Part) in D.D. 352 Discovery Bay

Dear Sirs,

Re: Deletion of Public Works Provision under the Master Plan

1. Application Y/I-DB/2 proposes to change the use of the land at Area 6f from
“Other Specified Uses (Staff Quarters)(5)” to “Residential (Group C)12”.

2. The Town Planning Board may be misled to believe that the Application
merely proposes to upgrade an existing residential provision. In fact, the
Applicant has assisted this incorrect view by stating that “Area 6f is intended
for residential accommodation” in the original Applrcation document submitted
by Masterplan Limited in January 2016 (paragraph 4.4.i on page 7). It would
be a mistake to take this view.

3. According to the current Outline Zoning PIan' the Staff Quarters zoning is
intended to designate land for the provision of staff quarters lo serve the

Discovery Bay develogment

_ 4. This zoning adopts the original provision set out in the Master Plan for
Discovery Bay, which is now at version 7.0E. On the Master Plan, Area 6f falls
under the Public Works designation. The Application has failed to note that
the request to change the zoning would also require that the designated use
of the site under the Master Plan be changed from Public Works to

Residential Development.

5. The Board shall note that the Public Works nature of the site is recognised by
the fact that staff quarters built in other areas do not contribute to

management fees.

6. The Application has provided almost no justification for reducing the Public
Works provision under the Master Plan. In effect, the Application would
reduce the land available for support infrastructure at Discovery Bay while
increasing the demand on the available infrastructure. It would be doing so at

. a time when the Applicant has just received approval from the Director of
Lands to increase the number of residential units permitted to be built at

Page 1 of 3



Discovery Bay by some 20% (under Master Plan 7.0E). Construction of these
flats has not yet begun.

7. There is only one paragraph in the original Application submitted by
Masterplan Limited to support the elimination.of the Public Works provision at
Area 6f (paragraph 4.4.ii on page 7):

“The permissible staff quarters use has not been lmplemented
Meanwhile, staff quarters are no longer in need in Discovery Bay, as a
result of the completion of Dtscovery Bay Tunnel facilitating connection
with the other districts at all times.”

8. No data is provided to support the assertion that staff quarters are no longer
needed. Meanwhile, since the Application was last before the Board in 2017,
the Applicant has raised prices for both the ferry service and the internal and
external bus services citing the difficulty in attracting and retaining staff due to
the remote location of Discovery Bay.

9. The Applicant cannot argue on the one hand that staff quarters are no longer
needed, and argue on the other that it must raise prices for basic transport
services due to the difficulty in attracting staff to a remote area. The Board
shall note that the Applicant has a monopoly on the provision of all ferry, bus
and local hire car services.

10.Existing staff quarters at Discovery Bay are now over 30 years old and not
built to modem standards. New staff quarters could be very attractive to
prospective employees of the Applicant’'s monopoly companies that serve the
Discovery Bay development o s

11.Prior to consndenng the Application anew, the Board should request that the
Applicant provides and makes public a full and complete review of the staffing
of the transport, management and works services that it provides under
monopoly to Discovery Bay to demonstrate beyond doubt that removal of the
‘staff quarters provision is sustainable and would not result in higher costs for
the residents of Discovery Bay over the long term

Column 2 Uses under the "Other Specified Uses (Staff Quarters)(5)" Zoning

12:.The Board shall note that, while Staff Quarters is a Column 1 use, there are
also several Column 2 uses under the Outline Zoning Plan. The Column 2
uses are Government Use; Public Utility Installation; and Utility Installation for
Private Project. The Application has provided no information to show that
these uses are no longer needed, and has not indicated that it has consulted
Government departments and private utility operators to ascertain whether or
not these uses will be required at some date in the future.

13.The Board should require that the Applicant obtaln the view of all relevant
parties.

Page 2 of 3
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Sustainability and Net Zero

14.The original development concept for Discovery Bay was for a self-contained -
development, and the Public Works provision on the Master Plan catered to
this concept. This was ahead of its time, as it was compatible with “net zero”
objectives. Reducing the land available for Public Works without 4
demonstrating that such action is sustainable would be a S|gn|f cant town
planning mistake.

15.The Applicant has argued that the current provision for staff quarters use
under the Outline Zoning Plan is “insignificant and poor utilisation of the site”.
There is nothing whatsoever to prevent the Applicant from applying to the
Board to increase the staff quarters provision under the existing zoning. The
Applicant should demonstrate why it has not considered this option, if the aim’
is indeed to make better use of the site fo serve the Discovery Bay
development.

Regards,
Andrew Burns

Page 3 of 3
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xE: ' Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Par‘t) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay
Dear Sirs,

Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery _Bay

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant:

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort (*HKR”), Masterplan Limited,
to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

Kindly please note that |strongly object to the submission regerding the proposed development of the Lot. My main
reasons of objection on this particular submission are listed as follows:--

r

> W S e

HKR claims that they are the so!e land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is now held under the Principal Deed of
Mutual Covenant ("PDMC") dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of either the “City Common Areas” or the "City
Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section | of the. PDMC, every Owner (as
defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 6f for all purposes
connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). The
applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of the Lot prior to this unilateral application.

The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners of the Lot, should be consrdered secured and
respected

2.

The disruption, poliution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate reS|dents and property owners
nearby are substantral and the submlssmn has not been addressed.-

3. . ‘ : r
There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation to the land use of the
original approved Master Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from staff quarters into

residential area, and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from envrronmental perspectlve and
against the interest of all property owners of the district.

4. - : . .

The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying infrastructure capacity
could not afford such substantial increase in population by the submission, and all DB property owners would have to
suffer and pay for the cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding infrastructure so as to provide
adequate supply or support to the proposed development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities
improvement works arised out of this submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise with all property
owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption
during construction to other property owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the

.submission.

5 ) :
The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, arid poses a substantial

environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree
preservation plan or the tree.compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6.

The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is still unsatisfactory in term of its
proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision. The two towers are still sitting too close:to each other which

-
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May create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact to the
immediate surrounding, especially to those existing towers in the vicinity.

’

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for further review and comment,
the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.

_ Yours faithfully,

Winnie Lai
Owner o
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WitkE: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

x5: Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2
Dear Sir,

Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant:

| refer to the Response to.Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort ("HKR"), Masterplan Limited,
to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016. . :

Kindly please note that | strongly object to the submission regardlng the proposed development of the.Lot. My maln
reasons of objection on thls particular submission are listed as follows:-

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is now held under the Principal Deed
of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of either the “City Common Areas” or the "City
Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section'l of the PDMC, every Owner (as
defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 6f for all purposes
connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). The
applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of the Lot prior to this unilateral application.
The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners of the Lot, should be considered, secured and

respected.

2. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents and property owners
nearby are substantial, and the submission has not been addressed.

3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation to the land use of the
original approved Master Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from staff quarters into-
residential area, and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from environmental perspective and

against the interest of all property owners of the district.

4. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying infrastructure capacity
could not afford such substantial increase in population by the submission, and all DB property owners would have to
suffer and pay for the cost out of this submission in"upgrading the surroUnding_infrastructure so as to provide
adequate supply or support to the proposed development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities
improvement works arised out of this submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise with all property
owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption
_during construction to other property owners in the vicinity should be properly mitlgated and addressed in the

submission.

5.The ptoposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poses a substantial
environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree
preservation plan or the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is still unsatisfactory in term of
its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision. The two towers are still sitting too close to each other
-which may create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an undesirable visual lmpact to the
immediate surrounding, espemally to those existing towers in the vicinity.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for further review and comment
the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.
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Thank you for your consideration
Sreedevi V
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xEE: Objection to HKR Submission
Dear Sir,

Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant:

| refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort (“HKR”), Masterplan
Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

Kindly please note that | strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed development of the Lot.
My main reasons of objection on this particular submission are listed as follows:-

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is now held under the ;
Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of either the “City Common
Areas” or the "City Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section | of the
PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go pass and repass over and along
and use Area 6f for all purposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City
Rules (as defined in the PDMC). The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-

owners of the Lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co—owners, i.e.all
property owners of the Lot, should be considered, secured and respected.

2 The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate resndents and property
owners nearby are substantial, and the submission has not been addressed.

3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation to the Iaﬁd use
of the original approved Master Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from staff

quarters into residential area, and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from envnronmental
perspective and against the interest of all property owners of the district.

4. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying infrastructure
capacity could not afford such substantial increase in population by the submission, and all DB property
owners would have to suffer and pay for the cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding
infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed development, e.g. all required
road network and related utilities improvement works arised out of this submission etc. The proponent
should consult and liaise with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all
infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during construction to other property owners in the
vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poses a substantial

environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree
preservation plan or the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is still unsatisfactory in
term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision. The two towers are still sitting too close
to each other which -may create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an
undesirable visual impact to the immediate surroundmg, especially to those existing towers in the vicinity.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for further review and
comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.



Sincerely, | |
| 6491

Deep B
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W tpbpd@pland.gov.hk :

EX=H ' Objection to the Submission by the Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385RP &

Ext (Part)-in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

. Dear Sir,

Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant:

I refer to the Response to Comments submittéd by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort (“HKR”™),

Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regardmg the captioned appllcatlon on
27.10. 2016 '

Kindly please note that I strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed development of the Lot.
My main reasons of objection on this particular submission are listed as follows:-

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is now held under the
Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC") dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of either the “City
Common Areas” or the "City Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section
I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go pass and repass over
and along and use Area 6f for all purposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject
to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from
the co-owners of the Lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners,
i.e. all property owners of the Lot, should be considered, secured and respected.

2. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents and
property owners nearby are substantial, and the submission has not been addressed.

3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation to the land
use of the original approved Master Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from
staff quarters into residential area, and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from
environmental perspective and against the interest of all property owners of the district.

4. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying
infrastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in population by the submission, and all
DB property owners would have to suffer and pay for the cost out of this submission in upgrading the
surrounding infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed development, e.g. all
required road network and related utilities improvement works arised out of this submission etc. The '
proponent should consult and liaise with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and
expense of all infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during construction to other property
owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poses a
substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the
proposed tree preservation plan or the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.



b4y<c

6.  The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is still -
unsatisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision. The two towers are
still sitting too close to each other which may create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and
Wwould pose an undesirable visual impact to the immediate surrounding, especially to those existing towers

in the vicinity.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for further review and
comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.

Best regards,
Kenas Cheung
Woodbury Court

Android J Yahoo Mail
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*E: Section 12A Application No. Y/I- DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Dlscovery Bay
Dear Sir,

Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant:

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort
("HKR™), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding the captloned
application on 27.10.2016.

Kindly-please-note-that I strongly object to the submission regarding. the_propos'edg e e
development of the Lot. My main reasons of objection on this particular submlssmn are listed
as follows -

1. ’ g ® - :

- HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is now held

. under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part
of either the “City Common Areas” or the "City Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC.
Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has’
the right and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 6f for all purposes
connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as
defined in the PDMC). The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-

- owners of the Lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-
owners, i.e. all property owners of the Lot, should be consideréd, secured and respected.

2 . :
The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents
and property owners nearby are substantial, and the submission has not been addressed.

3. . :

There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation to
the land use of the original approved Master Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the

. application, i.e. from staff quarters into residential area, and approval of it would be an
undesirable precedent case from environmental perspective and agalnst the interest of all
property owners of the district.

4, A -

The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should-be fully respected as the underlying
‘infrastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in population by the
submission, and all DB property owners would have to suffer and pay for the cost out of this
submission in upgrading the surrounding infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or
support to the proposed development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities
improvement works arised out of this submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise
with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all

1
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infrastructure out i m - ' i
of this development. Its disruption durin i
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wners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the 'subont::sl:ic?r:operty

5.
The proposed fellj i
ing of 118-nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecologi i
i . . . cal d
zllizitant:all);enwronmental impact to the immediate natural setting gjrhe prf:zg'isand Poses @
ceptable and the proposed ‘ )
unsatisfactory. e prop tree preservation plan or the tree compensatory proposal are

6.
I::a:iesvflsgg of.developmfent as indicated' in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is still
; el el ar:'elntFﬁrrp_c_)f its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision. The
i sti snttlnq too close to each other which may create a wall-effect to the

ing r_ural natural setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact to the immediate
surrounding, especially to those existing towers in the vicinity.

;Jr:!ciss and_ until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for
urther review and. comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn. ’

Kind Regards,

Bruce

iy
73/

Bruce Forbes

Head of Global Investigations
Risk, Compliance & Security
Prudential plc,

M:
Group Risk; Compliance & Security - Investigations
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W tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

x&: Application No Y/1-DB2 for Amendment of Plan Under Section 12A of the Town Planning
Ordinance.

Dear Sirs

I have the following comments in respect of the above Application as attached at pages 1-8 hereto.
Yours faithfully

Robert Smith

Lantau
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K - tpbpd@pland.gov.hk; angela_sze2002@yahoo com. hk

+5: ‘Article 12A Application number Y/I-DB/2. Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. Discovery Bay
352

Dear Planned Development section

In refer to the email subject, I am the one of the landlords from coral court,
Discovery Bay.

I am writing here to OPPOSE the development and construction of two high-rise

residential buildings on the flat hillside behind the woods, Crystal and Coral Court
which would cause over-development, traffic, noise and disruption to the community.

Please sincerely take our public views and not being dictatorship to make the decision
on our behalf. Thank you for your kind understanding.

regards

Angela Sze



6437

tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

atrE: R e e
AR ' 202112 503R 24 F 14.02

Wt tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

xE: Comments on Application Number YI-DB2

i 22 Comments on Application Number YI-DB2.pdf
3 December 2021

Secretary, Town Planning Board
Application Number Y/I-DB/2

Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext. (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay - To rezone the appllcatlon site from "Other Specified
Uses" annotated "Staff Quarters (5)" to "Residential (Group C) 12"

I am an owner of a résidential flat in Parkvale Village, Discovery Bay (DB), the village adjacent to Area 6f, through
which HKR proposes to access Area 6f. | have lived in Discovery Bay for more than 36 years and seen its considerable
growth and the benefits which have arisen from this growth. Although I think it is appropriate to further develop
Discovery Bay, | believe that HKR's plans to build two 18 storey buildings, including 476 flats, of 21,600 m2 GFA on a
platform created to, accommodate a 170m? GFA three storey building are very ill judged and that the Town Planning
Board (TPB) should reject HKR’s application to rezone Area 6f for the reasons | set out below, being: the totally
inadequate access to the site through Parkvale Village; the lack of an acceptable Geotechnical Planning Review Report
on the safety of and the impact of the development on the slopes in Area 6F and Parkvale Village; the unacceptable
proposal to build an on-site standalone sewage treatment plant and dispose of the treated effluent down an open
nullah and into the sea in front of residential buildings and shopping centre and to remove the resulting sludge through
Parkvale Village; to supply water to the proposed development in Area 6f from the Discovery Bay reservoir into which
pesticides leach from the nearby golf course, which has not provided fresh water for drinking for more than 20 years
and does not appear to be economically viable for only 476 flats.

-~

In the judicial review judgement, the judge stated that the PlanD has indicated that there is adequate infrastructure
provision to cater for the development proposed by the Applicant, HKR. The judge also noted the TPB, in fulfilling its
“Tameside duty”, “should have asked these right questions namely, whether the rezoning was consistent with the
planning intention, and whether it met the feasibility study of infrastructure and environmental capacities”. As |
explain below, | disagree with the conclusion of the PlanD that the infrastructure is adequate, especially with regard
to the infrastructure of Parkvale Village which will need to be utilised to access Area 6f, and ask the PlanD to reconsider
its conclusion and the TPB to ask the questions necessary to meet “the feasibility study of infrastructure and
environmental capacities”. “

1. Proposed Access to Area 6f

| and others have commented previously on the totally inadequate access to Area 6f proposed by HKR. The application
should be rejected due to the unsuitable access to Area 6f.

The proposed sole access to Area 6f is along Parkvale Drive, through Parkvale Village and past three residential high
rise buildings. This access is inadequate because: the part of Parkvale Drive in front of the three “Woods” residential
buildings is designed as a pedestrian pavement under BD regulations and is incapable of sustaining additional
construction and operational traffic; the width of Parkvale Drive limits the ability of larger vehicles, including buses
and construction vehicles, to pass one another; the potential lack of emergency access to Parkvale Drive in the event
of an accident; lack of safety, as the proposed access to the site is a pedestrian area used by residents and the
public. The construction of the proposed two residential buildings in Area 6f will make the three “Woods” residential
buildings in Parkvale Village uninhabitable during the construction period.

The following photographs, and others included in the submission made by the Parkvale Village Owners’ Committee,
clearly illustrate these problems.



——

Section 3 of Parkvale Drive — “The Section 3 of Parkvale Drive — “The
Passageway”, Passageway”.

The far end of the pedestrian pavement is | View of the rear of Woodbury Court,
from where the proposed access road to Area | illustrating the ‘narrowness of the pedestrian
6f will start. pavement, its lack of a carriageway to |
separate vehicles from pedestrians and the
inability of vehicles to pass one another.

The FSD has recognized that an adequate emergency vehicular access (EVA) within Area 6f will be USELESS unless it
connects to an adequate EVA through the adjacent Parkvale Village and Parkvale Drive. As a 5m gap between
buildings and the road is required for the EVA to meet the regulations and as there is no gap at all between Woodbury
Court and Parkvale Drive, the proposed sole access does not meet EVA requirements.

Even HKR recognises the limitations of Parkvale Drive as access to Area 6f. Despite it noting in its Application that the
development of Area 6f would have no adverse impact on surrounding areas, it has stated "We (the Applicant) are
aware of the potential traffic impact on the neighborhood. As such, HKR is favorably considering to build either a
temporary or permanent haul road from Discovery Valley Road.” Despite its comment, HKR has not mentioned
either the potential traffic impact or the possibility of an alternative access from Discovery Valley Road in either its
Application or its Further Information. HKR should be required to explain why it has not proposed this alternative
access in its Application, instead of using the access through Parkvale Village, as doing so would remove the problems
of access through Parkvale Village.

Furthermore, the ownership of, and the right of HKR to use as access to Area 6f, the part of Parkvale Drive from its
junction with Middle Lane and the entrance to Area 6f, referred to as a “Passageway” in the deed of mutual covenant,
is disputed. The application should not be approved until independent legal counsel has advised on the ownership

and right to use this ”Passagew_ay”.

2. Slope Safety

Despite the importance of the safety of the slopes of both Area 6f and its immediate vicinity, including the slopes
_ above the Passageway on Parkvale Village, HKR ignored CEDD’s request for a Geotechnical Planning Review Report
(GPRR) until including a GPRR, which is only a desk top and paper exercise using outdated information, in its
submission just before the Application was considered by the TPB in 2017.

It appears from this limited GPRR that the CTL Category 1 (highest consequences—to-life) slope directly opposite the
three “Woods" residential buildings in Parkvale Village, the only proposed access to Area 6f, would have to be
destroyed and rebuilt and that two more CTL Category 1 slopes above and adjacent to Coral and Crystal Courts, two
other high rise buildings in Parkvale Village located immediately below Area 6f, will be subject to significant
changes. These would be significant consequences of approving the Application which would have a significant impact
on the residents of Parkvale Village, which have not been fully evaluated and which should have been made known
to all by HKR in a valid “public consultation” exercise.

The CEDD should reject the GPRR which HKR has submitted and reqdire HKR to complete an acceptable GPRR which
fully explains the consequences of the proposed development on the slopes in Area 6f and in Parkvale Village.



3. Sewage Treatment

HKR proposes to provide an on-site sewage treatment plant (STP), in the basement and ground floor of the proposed
buildings, to serve the proposed development as the Director of Environmental Protection (DEP) has stated that the
Siu Ho Wan Sewage Treatment Works' (SHWSTW), which currently treats all sewage from Discovery Bay, has no spare
capacity to cater for sewage arising from the proposed development. Furthermore, the applicant proposes to-
discharge the treated sewage directly into the sea next to the ferry pier using either a gravity pipe or the open nullah,
which is adjacent to Hillgrove Village, although it is clear from HKR’s comments that the latter is the intended
approach; and, in the event of the STP breaking down, divert the treated sewage to the SHWSTW, despite the DEP
stating that the SHWSTW does not have the capacity to receive the sewage from the proposed development.

HKR minimises the pollution impact of discharging sewage into the sea, even though it will increase the TIN and TPs
which are already above acceptable levels, thereby increasing the probability of red tides in DB waters. The EPD has
stated that “Not until the applicant has demonstrated that all practicable mitigation measures are exhausted, we have
reservation on the acceptability of the proposed development from water quality assessment point of view”.

| am also concerned about the potential smells arising from removing the sewage sludge from the standalone STW
through Parkvale Village and from discharging the treated sewage into the open nullah. Even HKR’s own consultants
note that a local STW may cause “an offensive smell and is health hazard” (HKR’s application, Appendix;A, paragraph
5.6.4.1) and that the sewage proposal “is considered not an efficient sewage planning strategy” (October Further
Information, Annex G “Revised Study on Drainage, Sewage and Water Supply”, paragraph 5.6.1.4).

How does building such a STP which will, probably, discharge its effluent into an open nullah and thence into the sea,
adjacent to a pedestrian walkway, residential buildings and a shopping centre help in the DSD in fulfilling its Vision
statement, being “To provide world-class wastewater and stormwater drainage services enabling the sustainable
development of Hong Kong”?

Furthermore; I fail to understand how using the SWHSTW in the event of an emergency can be feasible when the DEP
has stated that the SWHSTW has no spare capacity to accept sewage from the proposed development.

Given that the approximately 19,000 current residents of Discovery Bay enjoy sewage disposal facilities provided by
the government and the government’s considerable efforts to improve sewage disposal in Hong Kong over recent
years, building a standalone STP to serve the 1,190 potential residents of the proposed development seems a
retrograde step and | am very concerned and surprised that neither the DEP nor the DSD have rejected the proposal

to build one.

4. Water Supply

As it has been informed it cannot provide potable water to Area 6f from Sui Wan Ho, which provides potable water to
all other residents in Discovery Bay, HKR intends to re-open, after more than 20 years, the DB reservoir, build a new
private water treatment works, a new pumping station, a new service reservoir and new water main down Discovery
Valley Road, and back up Parkvale Drive to Crystal Court and Coral Court, then up the slope to Area 6f.

However, one of the primary reasons for connecting to the government water supply was the low standard of drinking
water that residents experienced from the reservoir. There is no detail over how the water quality for the Area 6f
development will be so significantly improved above past failures.

In addition, there appears to be no backup plan for the provision of fresh water to the Area 6f residents if and when
the water quality does not comply with Guidelines for Drinking-water Quality recommended by the World Health
Organization, which is the water quality standard currently adopted by the WSD fresh water supply system.

Furthermore, it does not appear economic to build the proposed infrastructure to supply the potential 1,190 residents
of the proposed development, who, alone, will need to bear the costs of operating the new standalone system, as the
other residents of DB will not benefit from it.

Simon Minshall



3 December 2021
Secretary, Town Planning Board
Application Number Y/I-DB/2

Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext. (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay - To rezone the application site from
"Other Specified Uses" annotated "Staff Quarters (5)" to "Residential (Group C) 12"

I am an owner of a residential flat in Parkvale Village, Discovery Bay (DB), the village adjacent to Area
6f, through which HKR proposes to access Area 6f. | have lived in Discovery Bay for more than 36
years and seen its considerable growth and the benefits which have arisen from this growth.
Although | think it is appropriate to further develop Discovery Bay, | believe that HKR’s plans to build
" two 18 storey buildings, including 476 flats, of 21,600 m2 GFA on a platform created to
accommodate a 170m? GFA three storey building are very ill judged and that the Town Planning
Board (TPB) should reject HKR's application to rezone Area 6f for the reasons | set out below, being:
the totally inadequate access to the site through Parkvale Village; the lack of an acceptable
Geotechnical Planning Review Report on the safety of and the impact of the development on the
slopes in Area 6F and Parkvale Village; the unacceptable proposal to build an on-site standalone
sewage treatment plant and dispose of the treated effluent down an open nullah and into the sea in
front of residential buildings and shopping centre and to remove the resulting sludge through
Parkvale Village; to supply water to the proposed development in Area 6f from the Discovery Bay
reservoir into which pesticides leach from the nearby golf course, which has not provided fresh
water for drinking for more than 20 years and does not appear to be economically viable for only
476 flats.

In the judicial review judgement, the judge stated that:the PlanD has indicated that there is
adequate infrastructure provision to cater for the development proposed by the Applicant, HKR.
The judge also noted the TPB, in fulfilling its “Tameside duty”, “should have asked these right
questions namely, whether the rezoning was consistent with the planning intention, and whether it
met the feasibility study of infrastructure and environmental capacities”. As | explain below, |
disagree with the conclusion of the PlanD that the infrastructure is adequate, especially with regard
to the infrastructure of Parkvale Village which will need to be utilised to access Area 6f, and ask the
PlanD to reconsider its conclusion and the TPB to ask the questions necessary to meet “the
feasibility study of infrastructure and environmental capacities”.

1. Proposed Access to Area 6f

| and others have commented previously on the totally inadequate access to Area 6f proposed by
HKR. The application should be rejected due to the unsuitable access to Area 6f.

The proposed sole access to Area 6f is along Parkvale Drive, through Parkvale Village and past three
residential high rise buildings. This access is inadequate because: the part of Parkvale Drive in front
of the three “Woods” residential buildings is designed as a pedestrian pavement under BD
regulations and is incapable of sustaining additional construction and operational traffic; the width
of Parkvale Drive limits the ability of larger vehicles, including buses and construction vehicles, to
pass one another; the potential lack of emergency access to Parkvale Drive in the event of an
accident; lack of safety, as the proposed access to the site is a pedestrian area used by residents and
the public. The construction of the proposed two residential buildings in Area 6f will make the three
“Woods” residential buildings in Parkvale Village uninhabitable during the construction period.

The following photographs, and others included in the submission made by the Parkvale Village
Owners’ Committee, clearly illustrate these problems.



Section 3 of Parkvale Drive — “The Passageway”. section 3 of Parkvale Drive — “The Passageway”.

The far end of the pedestrian pavement is from | View of the rear of Woodbury FOU’ t, illustrating
where the proposed access road to Area 6f will | the narrowness of the pedestrian pavement, its
start. lack of a carriageway to separate vehicles from
pedestrians and the inability of vehicles to pass

one another.

The FSD has recognized that an adequate emergency vehicular access (EVA) within Area 6f will be
USELESS unless it connects to an adequate EVA through the adjacent Parkvale Village and Parkvale
Drive. As a 5m gap between buildings and the road is required for the EVA to meet the regulations
and as there is no gap at all between Woodbury Court and Parkvale Drive, the proposed sole access
does not meet EVA requirements.

Even HKR recognises the limitations of Parkvale Drive as access to Area 6f. Despite it noting in its
Application that the development of Area 6f would have no adverse impact on surrounding areas, it
has stated "We (the Applicant) are aware of the potential traffic impact on the neighborhood. As
such, HKR is favorably considering to build either a temporary or permanent haul road from
Discovery Valley Road.” Despite its comment, HKR has not mentioned either the potential traffic
impact or the possibility of an alternative access from Discovery Valley Road in either its Application
or its Further Information. HKR should be required to explain why it has not proposed this
alternative access in its Application, instead of using the access through Parkvale Village, as doing so
would remove the problems of access through Parkvale Village.

Furthermore, the ownership of, and the right of HKR to use as access to Area 6f, the part of Parkvale
Drive from its junction with Middle Lane and the entrance to Area 6f, referred to as a “Passageway”
in the deed of mutual covenant, is disputed. The application should not be approved until
independent legal counsel has advised on the ownership and right to use this “Passageway”.

2. Slope Safety

Despite the importance of the safety of the slopes of both Area 6f and its immediate vicinity,
including the slopes above the Passageway on Parkvale Village, HKR ignored CEDD’s request for a
Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR) until including a GPRR, which is only a desk top and
paper exercise using outdated information, in its submission just before the Application was
considered by the TPB in 2017.

It appears from this limited GPRR that the CTL Category 1 (highest consequences—to-life) slope
directly opposite the three “Woods” residential buildings in Parkvale Village, the only proposed
access to Area 6f, would have to be destroyed and rebuilt and that two more CTL Category 1 slopes
above and adjacent to Coral and Crystal Courts, two other high rise buildings in Parkvale Village




located immediately below Area 6f, will be subject to significant changes. These would be significant
consequences of approving the Application which would have a significant impact on the residents
of Parkvale Village, which have not been fully evaluated and which should have been made known to
all by HKR in a valid “public consultation” exercise. .

The CEDD should reject the GPRR which HKR has submitted and require HKR to complete an
acceptable GPRR which fully explains the consequences of the proposed development on the slopes
in Area 6f and in Parkvale Village.

3. Sewage Treatment

HKR proposes to provide an on-site sewage treatment plant (STP), in the basement and ground floor
of the proposed buildings, to serve the proposed development as the Director of Environmental
Protection (DEP) has stated that the Siu Ho Wan Sewage Treatment Works' (SHWSTW), which
currently treats all sewage from Discovery Bay, has no spare capacity to cater for sewage arising
from the proposed development. Furthermore, the applicant proposes to: discharge the treated
sewage directly into the sea next to the ferry pier using either a gravity pipe or the open nullah,
which is adjacent to Hillgrove Village, although it is clear from HKR’s comments that the latter is the
intended approach; and, in the event of the STP breaking down, divert the treated sewage to the
SHWSTW, despite the DEP stating that the SHWSTW does not have the capacity to receive the
sewage from the proposed development.

HKR minimises the pollution impact of discharging sewage into the sea, even though it will increase
the TIN and TPs which are already above acceptable levels, thereby increasing the probability of red
tides in DB waters. The EPD has stated that “Not until the applicant has demonstrated that all
practicable mitigation measures are exhausted, we have reservation on the acceptability of the
proposed development from water quality assessment point of view".

I am also concerned about the potential smells arising from removing the sewage sludge from the
standalone STW through Parkvale Village and from discharging the treated sewage into the open
nullah. Even HKR’s own consultants note that a local STW may_cause “an offensive smell and is
health hazard” (HKR’s application, Appendix A, paragraph 5.6.4.1) and that the sewage proposal “is
considered not an efficient sewage planning strategy” (October Further Information, Annex G
“Revised Study on Drainage, Sewage and Water Supply”, paragraph 5.6.1.4).

How does building such a STP which will, probably, discharge its effluent into an open nullah and
thence into the sea, adjacent to a pedestrian walkway, residential buildings and a shopping centre
help in the DSD in fulfilling its Vision statement, being “To provide world-class wastewater and
stormwater drainage services enabling the sustainable development of Hong Kong”?

. Furthermore, | fail to understand how using the SWHSTW in the event of an emergency can be
feasible when the DEP has stated that the SWHSTW has no spare capacity to accept sewage from the
proposed development.

Given that the approximately 19,000 current residents of Discovery Bay enjoy sewage disposal
facilities provided by the government and the government’s considerable efforts to improve sewage
disposal in Hong Kong over recent years, building a standalone STP to serve the 1,190 potential
residents of the proposed development seems a retrograde step and | am very concerned and
surprised that neither the DEP nor the DSD have rejected the proposal to build one.

4. Woater Supply

As it has been informed it cannot provide potable water to Area 6f from Sui Wan Ho, which provides
potable water to all other residents in Discovery Bay, HKR intends to re-open, after more than 20
years, the DB reservoir, build a new private water treatment works, a new pumping station, a new
service reservoir and new water main down Discovery Valley Road, and back up Parkvale Drive to
Crystal Court and Coral Court, then up the slope to Area 6f.




6437

However, one of the primary reasons for connecting to the government water supply was the low
standard of drinking water that residents experienced from the reservoir. There is no detail over
how the water quality for the Area 6f development will be so significantly |mproved above past
failures.

In addition, there ‘appears to be no backup plan for the provision of fresh water to the Area 6f
residents if and when the water quality does not comply with Guidelines for Drinking-water Quality
recommended by the World Health Organization, which is the water quallty standard currently

adopted by the WSD fresh water supply system.

Furthermore, it does not appear economic to build the proposed infrastructure to supply the
potential 1,190 residents of the proposed development, who, alone, will need to bear the costs of
operating the new standalone system, as the other residents of DB will not benefit from it.

Simon Minshall
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