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From: 

To:. 
FileRef: 

Article 12A Application number Y/I-DB/2 
Q1/12/2021 10:21 

tpbpd@pland.gov .hk 

To whom it may concern, 

This is to acknowledge that I am against the development and construction 
of buildings i'n area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. Discovery Bay 352. 
This will cause irreparable disruption to the community. We particularly 
chose this area to live as it was quite and surrounded by nature. It never 
occurred to us that such a- plan could be taken· forward. If so, it will be a 
complete disaste_r. 

Regards, 

Flavia Markovits 

Sent from my iPhone 



6460 

D Urgent D Return receipt D Sign D Encrypt D Mark Subject Restricted D Expand personal&public groups 

From: 

Article 12A Application number Y/I-DB/2. Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext ,(Part) in D. 
D. Discovery Bay 352 
01/12/202110:40 

To: tpbpcl@pland.gov.hk 
FileRef: 

Re: Article 12A Application number Y/1-DB/2. Area 6f, Lot 385 RP&. Ext (Part) in D. D. Discovery Bay 
352 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
I am writin·g about ttle application for the development of the captioned area in Discovery Bay. As a 
long-time resident of Parkvale Village, Discovery Bay, I am opposed to this development. Discovery 
Bay.is a low-de~sity residential area. Overthe 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, Wpodgreen Court, 

• and Woodbury Court, as well as Midvale Village and the low-rise buildings nearby. A new 
qevelopment 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 D.iscovery 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 application of this proposed development. Thank you very 
much for your attention . 

. Yours Sincerely, 

. Serene Chan 

,I 

__J 
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~ --~, Article 12A Application number Y/1-DB/2 
01/12/202111:20 • 

From: 

To: 
FileRef: 

tpbpd@pland.gov.hk 

> 
> To whom it may concern, 
> 
> This is to acknowledge that I am against the development and construction 
of bui_ldings in area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext. (Part) in D.D. Discovery Bay 352. 
This will.cause irreparable disruption to the community. We particularly 
chose this area to live as it wcJ.s ·quite and surrounded by nature. It never 
occurred to us that such a plan could be taken forward. If so, it will be a 
complete disaster. • 
> 
> Regards, 
> 
> Alexandre de Magaihaes Markovits 
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Greg Edwards 

On Wed, 1 Dec 2021 at 12:06, Greg Edwards - - wrote: 
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 ~der 
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 ·1 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 place 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 points into consideration and stop ·the rezoning of this 
space into a residential area. 
you may contact me by return email for further dialogu_~ as needed. 

Sincerely, 



-Greg Edwards 
6462 
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From: 

Re: Article 12A App Number Y/1-08/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) D.D. 
Discovery Bay 352 • 
01/12/2021 12:09 

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, j~st below the site 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, tlie 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 place will be oversaturated by 
people. .l • 

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 
biking, 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 sUIToundings. 
The potential future residence will see this overcrowding and less natural options t9 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. IDtimately 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 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, 
Greg Edwards 
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J¥,;U~l!;U1J~)1/fftt.~tf:t§':5i!. Making Comment on Planning7Application / Review 

~~~5/Jt 
Reference Number: 

211203-125805-29981 

m~~~M 
Deadline for submission: 

03/12/2021 

m~ B Wl&~rai 
Date and time ofsubmission: 03/12/2021 12:58:05 

=fiflDh't~mllJEf:r~li~ . Y/I-DB/2 
The application •no. to which the comment relates: 

rm~Je.AJ ~~1;glM 
Name of person making this comment: 

.gJe.wm. 
Details of the Comment : 
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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 

From: 

To: •. tpbpd@pland.gov.hk 
_ FileRef: 

To whom it may concern, 

I write in connection to the above development planning. I o~ject strongly 
·to the development of the above mentioned area for the following reasons: 

- the buildi°ngs in Parkvale viilage (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 responsibi~ities 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 

D Urgent O Return receipt O Sign D Encrypt D Mark Subject Restricted D Expand personal&public groups 

• Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & .Ext (Part) In D.D. 
352, Discovery Bay . • 
01/12/202113:16 

From: 

To: 
FileRef: 

"tpbpd@pland.gov.hk" <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk> 

Dear Sir, 

_Section 12A Application No. Y/1-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"), Ma_sterplan 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 Sf is in doubt, as the lot is now held 
under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated 20.9.1982. Area Sf forms part of 
either the "City Common Are·as" 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- b~ 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 
addr~ed. 
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 deveiopment, e.g. all required road network and related utilities 
improvement work~ 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 de~elopment. 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 Sf is an ecological disasler, 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. 
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Ii 
From: 

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

To: 
FileRef: 

tpbpd@pland.gov .hk 

To Whom it May Concern, 
Regarding the Subject planning application. 
I strongly object to this submission for proposed development in the area noted above. I object for 
the following reasons: . • 

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

2. I 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 w:ould increase the number of-residents living in DB beyond the original plans which.will impact 
on the owners in Discovery Bay. . . 
6. I 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 pl~ns. • 
7. The size and the proximity of the buildings to each other is questiona~le. 
Thank you for your time. 
Best regards, 
Dana 

liiiiiiiil 
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From: 

To: 
FileRef: 

Re: Application no. Y/1-DB/2 
01/12/2021 13:29 

"tpbpd@pland.gov.hk" <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk> 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I 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? 

3. How can the Public Hiking trial (Public Recreation facility) can be maintaine.d? 
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4. How can all green planting can be maintained or preserved? 

Based on the above, I hope your department can reply to me on how to deal with these concerns or 
otherwise; I 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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Ii Objection: Section 12A Application No. Y/1-DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) 
in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay 
01/12/202114:25 

From: 

To: 
FileRef: 

"tpbpd@pland.gov .hk" <tpbpd@pland.gov .hk> 

Dear Sir 

As a home owner and resident in Discovery Bay affected by the above application, I 
strongly object to the above application for the reasons outlined 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. Hovvever there is additional developments 
completed and underway, including houses near the golf club, II Picco 
development on the golf club rosd, 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 ttie bu\lding 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 co·mmunity 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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From: 

To: 
Cc: 

·FileRef: 

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 

tpbpd@pland.gov.hk 

Dear'Sir/Madame, 

Greetings! I live in ■■■■-■■■ Discovery Bay for 27 years. During 
which time I.have wit~essed numerous developments and changes in the said. 
community. 

To ensure that the alternate, green way of living as touted by the 
Developer will.not continue to be chipped away-by overdevelopment, I write 
to op~ose the above application. 

You may wish to look into a recent inJurious vehicular accident al·ong the 
only access road to the Woodbury, Woodgreen and Woodland Courts. If traffic 
is going tq be .doubled while ploughing right in front of our buildings, 
it'll be detrimental to_the well being o~ the residents who have ·settled in 
these premises, primarily for their relative tranquility .. 

Our village committee have already provided a more comprehensive 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 eqvironrnent 
should under no circumstance be approved. 

Thank you for your kind attention. 

·Yours sincerely, 
Margaret Chow 
OWner-of 

Sent from my i~hone 
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Section 12A Application No. Y/1-08/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 
352, Discovery Bay • 
01/12/2021 14:44 

From: 

To: 
FileRef: 

!pbpd@pland.gov.hk 

Dear Sir/Madam 

Section 12A Application No. Y/1-DB/2 
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay 
Objection to the Submission by-the Appilcant: 
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 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 Mutuai'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 POMC. Pursuant 
to Clause 7 under Section I of the POMC, every Owner (as defined in the POMC) has the right 
and liberty to go pass and re pass 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 t_he 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, secu.red 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 
addr~sed. 
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 c;,1se 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 ~fford 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 m'itigated 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· impac~ to the immediate natural setting. The proposal Is 
unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan or the tree compensatory proposal are 
unsatisf~ctory. 
6. The revision of development as indicated ln•the Revised Concept P_lan 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 detalled responses to the comments for 
further review and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn. 

Regards 

Phillip Barnes 
OWner Parkvale Village 
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Dear Sir, 
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Article12A Application No. Y/1-DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, 
Discovery Bay - Objection • 
01/12/2021 14:47 

<tpbpd@pland.gov_.hk> 

Section 12AApplication No. Y/1-DB/2 
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in 0.0. 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 departmerytal commen~ 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 dou_bt, 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, sh9uld be consid~red, 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 arlsed out of this submission etc'. The proponent should consult and liaise 

• with all property owners being affected and underta.ke 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 an_d 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 Sf shou_ld be withdraw~. 

Milan Vignjevic 
Discovery Bay 
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Article12A Application No. Y/1-DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, 
Discovery Bay . • • 
01/12/202114:50 

From: 

To: 
FileRef: 

<tpbpd@pland.gov.hk> 

Dear Sir, 

Section 12A Application No. Y/1-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 t~ Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong R~sort • , 
("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 Sf is In doubt, as the lot is now held 
under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated 20.9.1982. Area Sf 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 Sf 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 ne~rby 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 arlsed out of this submission etc. The proponen~ 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 appli~ant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for 
further review arid COf!1ment, the appllcatlon for Area 6f should be withdrawn. 

Gordana Vignjevic 
Discovery Bay 
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From: 

To: 
FileRef: 

Objection to ·the Submission by the Applicant: Section 12A Application No. 
Y/1-DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) In D.D. 352, Discovery Bay • 
01/12/2021 15:18 

• tpbpd@pland.gov .hk. 

Dear Urban Planning Department, ' 
I 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 regar~ing the above captioned application on 27.10.2016. 
Kindly please note that I strongly object to the submlsslcm 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 i.s in doubt, as the lot is now held 
under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated.20.9.1982. Area 6fforms 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. ali 
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. T-he 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 ~urrounding 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 oth_e_r 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 sett!ng. The proposal is 
unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan-or the tree compensatory propos·aI 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 dlspositl_on 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 froni my iPhone 

647"3 

- ------· ------ ----- ·- ---·-·---- --~------~-------- -- -
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Section 12AApplication No. Y/1-DB/2 Area 6f, Lot_385·RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 
352, Discovery Bay 
01/12/202115:38 

From: 

To: 
FiieRef: 

"tpbpd@pland.gov .hk" <tpbpd@pland.gov .hk> 

Dear Sir, 

Section 12AAppllcatlon No. Y/1-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 27.10.201S. 
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 Sf 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 Sf 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 ablllty nor Interest to 
improve the infrastructure, with this hard fact, I have doubt that they can improve It to cope 
with the-proposed development and the to be increased population. • . 

5. The pro~osed ~utting of 118 nos. matu~e trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poses· 
a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is 
unaccep~ble-to the owners and the proposed tree preservati.on plan or the tree compensatory 
proposal are unsatisfactory. 
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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 d\sposition 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 and -air 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 comments 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·Appllcant and 
reject it. 

LI Ho Ching Carmen 
Ownero 

-- --- -- --· --·- ----·-·----··---- -·-·-. . 
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Section 12A Application No. Y/1-DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 
352, Discovery Bay • 
01/12/2021· 16:45 

From: 

To: 
FileRef: 

tpbpd@pland.gov.hk 

Dear Sir, 

Section 12A Application No. Y/1-0B/2 
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in 0.0. 352, Discovery Bay 
Objection to the Submission by the Applicant: 

I refer to the _Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resorf("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 supmission regarding the proposed development of the 
Lot My main reasons of objection on this pa~icular 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 I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go 
pass and repass over and along a·nd use Area 6f for all,purposes connected with the proper use and 
enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defiRed 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, a·nd 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 terms of its proposed height, massing and disposition In this revision. The two lowers 
are still sitting too close to each other which may create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural 
settirig, 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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Owner 
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Objection:· Section 12A Application No. Y/1-DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) 
in D.D. 352, Discovery ~ay • 
01/12/2021 16:50 

From: 

To: 
FileRef: 

tpbpd@pland.gov.hk 

To Whom It May Concern, 

As a resident in Discovery IBay affected by the above application, I strongly object to 
the above application for the reasons outllned below ~nd 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. Popuiation 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 c:ompleted and underway, including houses near the golf 

. club, II Picco" de:velopment on the golf club road, a new development 
above the tunne~I 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 vyith little regard to the impact on existing 
residents. 
3. Ongoing Development ..:.. HKRI continue to be al!owed 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. 
s. 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 thiis. All costs should be borne by the developers and the 
new properties, however there is no transparency provided by HKRI and 
they can pass tlhese 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. Pleas_e reject this application until it 
has been properly consulted with the residents. 

Kind regards, 

Allen Mortensen 
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Objection: Section 12A Application No. Y/1-08/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) 
in 0.0. 352, Discovery Bay • . . 
01/12/2021 16:51 • 

From: 

To: 
FileRef: 

tpbpd@pland.gov.hk 

To ':Vhom 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 bas a responsibility to the existing residents and 
homeowners, whom have not been consulted.in any way on the development proposal, which 
_is typical ofHKRI 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, II 
Picco development on_ the Golf Club Road, a new development above the tunnel in North DB 
and now this latest proposal, which has alrf:ady 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 .. • • 
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. 
Infrastrueture - 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 !lay 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 properl~ consulted 
with the residents. 

Kind regards, 
Richard Grant 
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l&ff~: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk • • 
Objection to the submission by the applicant Re: Article.12A Applicatio_n number Y/1-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: 

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort ("HKR"), Masterplan 
Limited,·to address the departmental co~ments 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 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 !-ot 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 ma)or 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, ai:id 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 a; Indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is still unsatisfactory 
in term of its propose~ 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. 



Best regards, 

Mr & Mrs Beulque 
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tpbpd@pland.gov.hk • . 
Article 12A Application 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 development 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 planning. • 

The area is already developed and this new complex_ will degrade the area and nature. 
We respectfully appeal to the government to protect the residei:its and not allow this development to take 
.place. 

- - Many thanks-for-I"eading_this.message._ 

Warm Regards. 
• Sam Collins 
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tpbpd@pland.gov.hk . • 
Parkvale Tenants & Landlords Re: Objection to proposed development 

Dear Sir or madam 

Section 12A Application No. Y/1-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 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 6fforms 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 cons_ent from the c~
owners of th_e 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, ~ecured 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 L_ot 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 s4.ch 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. 



6480 
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 c.reate 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 . 

. I have moved from near a constructiol). 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 respon.ses 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 feel. free to reach out to n:ie 

Owner of apartmenf in crystal court 

Kind regards 
··-B-J--- --- ----· 

2 
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tpbpd@pland.gov.hk l&fq:*: 

.:E~: 
Fwd:~+ =A~$~~Y/1 DB2.6f lot385 Discovery Bay 352 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: 
Date: I December 2021 at 9:38:.06 PM HKT 
To: tpbpd@pland 

S_ubject: ffi+ =A-$wi~Y/1DB2.6f Iot385 Discovery Bay 352 

Send to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk 

Dear Sir, 

Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2 
Area 6f, Lot 38~ RP & Ext {Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay 

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant: 

6481 

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort 
(''HKR"), Masterplan Lin~ited~ to address the department.al 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 o.f objection on ·this particular submission are listed 
as follows:-

!. . 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 ofMutual 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 tq Clause 7 under Section I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the 
PDMC) has the tjght 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 



6,481 
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 of25,000 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 

• o~ 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 6fis 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-unsatisfactoi:y-in-term-0f-its--pr-0posed-height,-massing-and.dispositioI1-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 
swrounding, 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 coimilent, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn; 

Best regards 
Tong kwok Leung/ Eramela Mary/Julian Eramela/Fong Yuet Yuen 

Sent from my iPhone. 
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To Whom it may concern 

2021iJo12F.l01 B~WJ= 21:55 
tpbpd@pland.gov.hk 
Objection to the application ofY/1-DB/2 

Section 12A Application No. Y/1-DB/2 
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay 

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant: 

s4a2 

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 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. 

6. The revision of development as indicated in.the Revised Concept Plan ~f Annex A is still uns!3tisfactory 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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3::§: Objection to proposed development - St'ttion 12A Application No. Y /1-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 ~f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay 

Objectipn 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 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:-

!. 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 6fforms 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 otjginal 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 of25,000 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 p.ay 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 dµring 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 
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i_n 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 f~r Area 6f should b_e withdrawn. 

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

Owner of apartment in Crystal Court, D~scovery Bay 

Kind regards 
Kelli 

' . 
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tpbpd@pland.gov.hk l&f4::W: 
Re: Opposing the development and construction of two buidlings 

Dear Ms. Sit, 

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

·Many thanks! 

Best regards, 

Leo Wong 

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

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 C C Wong 
Sent: Thursday, December 2, 202111:48 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 wiH entirely damaged the hiking path beloved by numerous hikers. Very thankful for your 
consideration. 

Best regards, 

Leo Wong 
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Objection to Section 12A Application No. '1'./I-DB/2 

Dear Town Planning Board 

Re: ~ection 12A Application No.: Y(I-DB/2 

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

6485 

I'm writing to strongly object to the Submission by the Applicant with regards to further information 
recei~ed on 27/10/2016 responding to departmental and public comments submitted by the consultant of 
Hong Kong Resort (HKR), Masterplan Limited. • 

My main T~asons for objecting'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 
cons~ction 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 froin 
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 consider~d, sec~ed and respected. 

C] Discovery Bay's population of20,00o+ 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 significant cost for the current 
resident. • 

In conclusion, I believe all applications to develop the location Area 6f should be rejected. In particular this 
Application No.: Y/l-DB/2.should be withdrawn as responses submitte4 are inadequate and insufficient •• 

Kind regards 

Eric Kol 
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~ii: Section 12A Application No. Y /1-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 I have the following objections to the 
Submission by th~ 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 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 2_5,000 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 ~rised 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 unac~eptable 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 Ani1ex 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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• [Possible SPAM] Fwd: Section 12A Application No. V /I-DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) if'\ 
D.D. 352, Discovery Bay 

Dear Sir, 

Section 12A Application No. Y/1-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 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. _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, I 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 Area~" 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 applica.nt 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 
respecte~. 

4. Th~ 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. 

5. 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 

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. . • · • • 

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 cc:>mments for 
further review and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn. 

• Kind regards, 
Rachel Ball 
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Submission in respect of Application Y/I-OB/2 
Comment on Area 6f V -1-OB-2 02Dec21 A Burns.pdf 

Please find attached a submission in respett of Application Y/l~DB/2 in PDF format. 
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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/1-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 air 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/1-DB/2 (the "Application"). 

2. 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 th~ 
Application. 

3 .. The Land under the current application is held under a Principal Deed of Mutual 
Covenant ("PDMC") dated 30 September 1982 and filed in the Land Registry as 
Memorial No. IS6122. At present, there are more than 8,500 assigns of the 
developer under the PDMC. 

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

Failure to Disclose c·ritical Information on Ownership in Past Consultation Rounds 

5. I draw your attention to the submissions made by Masterplan Limited in earlier 
rounds of consultation on this application. Firstly, I 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"). 

6. According to the Masterplan submission, the District Lands Office/Islands 
roLO/ls") stated: 

Page 1 of 5 



"6. The Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC'') dated 30.9.1982 tias 
notionally divided the Lot into 250,000 undivided shares. The Applicant 
shall prove that there are sufficien~ undivided shares retained by them for 
a/location to the proposed development. 11 

7. And Masterplan replied: . 

"This is commercially sensitive information. The applicant has responded 
to District Lands Office directly via HKR's letter to DLO dated 3 Aug 2016. n 

8. The allocation of undivided shares under a deed of mutual covenant is required 
to be open and transparent. The App_licant's failure to state for the record that it 
holds sufficient undivided st:iare~ 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. 
According to this Masterplan submission to the Board, the DLO/ls stated: 

"The applicant is required to substantiate its right and capacity under the 
Town Planning Ordinance to develop the site." 

10.And the Applicant replied: 

"The applicant has had correspondences with Towri Planning Board 
establishing the ownership of the site. 11 

11.1 subm.it 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 
capaciiyn 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 FIied with the Land Registry 

13. The letter dated 28 October 2021 submitted by Masterplan Limited (the "Letter''), 
asking the Board to rehear the application as soon as possib.le, 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-qt Lot No.385 in D.D.352 and the extensions 
thereto according to the share regime defiried 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 Applicant-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, rio 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 .OE). Nor does it include the allocation of undivided shares to 
developments not covered by any sub-DMC. For example: 
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20. Section 111, Clause 6 of the PDMC requires that Reserved Undivided Shares shall 
be allocated to the Service Area (Area 1 Ob 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. • 

2·1. Section Ill, 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. I 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 111, 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. • 

23. Section 111, 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 Facili_ties 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) ("BMO") also applies, and that Section 34G 
covers unsold building areas and unsold open lc;1nd. 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 pr~sent 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/ls, 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 alloqation 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, I ma_de 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, I 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, I 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. It is 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 slate 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 Ordinance (Cap. 11) and/or 
other relevant Ordinances. 

Regards, 
Andrew Burns 

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 Certificate on Undivided Shares of DlsC(?Very Bay CHy 
Dale of Certificate: 23 Apr 2019 
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~ Hong Kong Resort Company Limited ("HKR") 
co 

HKR Certificate on Undivided Shar~s of Discovery Bay City 
Date of Certificate: 23 Apr 2019 
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Thls certificate Is prepared by HKR to Its best knowledge, Information and belief with reference to the PDMC and all the executed Sub•DMCs and Sub-Sub-DMCs of 
. relevant vlnages and development,_ln Discovery Bay City. The contents snd calculatlon■ of this certlRcate have been checked and hereby certified by an Authorized 
Person. 

AU1horlzed Person'• Cerlin~atlon: 

I. being a surveyor is1ed In the authoriud persons' register kepi by the 
Bull ding Au111ority •nder Section 3(1) of the BuUdlng_is Ord(nanca (Cap. 
123), hereby certify that the contents and calculations In this Certificate 
ar11 true and accurate. 

WATWangTal 
Authorized Person 
ReglstraUon Number. AP(S) 87/13 
Data: 23 A r 2019 • 

For and on behelf of 
Hong Kong Resort Company Ltd. 

Director 
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Comment on Application Y/I-DB/2 . 
Application Y+DB-2.Area 6f Public Works 03DEC21 A Burns.pdf 

Please find attached a further submission i_n 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/1-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/1-DB/~ 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 1s intended 
for residential accommodation" in the original Application 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. Accordjng to the current Outline Zoning Plan, the Staff Quarters zoning is 
intended to designate land for the provision of staff quarters to serve the 
Discovery Bay development. 

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 Sf 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 Publi_c 
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 
L-ands to increase the number of residential units permitted to be built at 
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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 implemented. 
Meanwhile, staff quarters are no longer in need in Discovery Bay, as a 
result of the completion of Discovery 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 Ba_y. 

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 b~sic transport 
services due to the difficulty in attracting staff to a remote area. The Board 
s_hall 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 s.erve the 
Discovery Bay development. • 

11. Prior to considering 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 G·ovemment 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 obtain ·the· view of all relevant 
parties. • 
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Sustainability and Net Zero 

14. The o.riginal 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 
demonstrating that such action is sustainable would be a significant town 
planning mista_ke. 

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 ~hatsoever to prevent the Applicant from applying to the 
Board to increase the staff quc1rters 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 to serve the Discovery Bay 
developme_nt. -

Regards, 
Andrew Burns 
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l&f!I=~: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk . . . 
Section 12A Appli~ation No. Y /I-DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) 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 ~ay 

Objection to the Submission by th~ Applicant: 

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort ("H!<R"), 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 lfsted ·as follows:-· 

1. ·-- --·- . - ... · ... -·-------·--. 
HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is how 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 iri the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section_ I of the. PDMC, every Owner (as 
defined in ~ 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 ~ules (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, an~ 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 w!th 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 vicini_ty 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 
Ownero 
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tpbpd@pland.gov.hk 

Dear Sir, 

2021~12J=I03B~M1i 9:25 
tpbpd@pland.gov.hk 
Section 12AApplicatiori No. Y/I-D8/2 

Section 12A Application No. Y/1-DB/2 
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay 

Objection _to the Submission by the Applicant: 

6490 

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

1. i-lKR claim~ 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 Ar~a 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 substantiat 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 ail 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 natwal 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 a_nd comment, 
the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn. 
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Thank y f Sreedev~~ or your consideration 
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tpbpd@pland.gov.hk 

Dear Sir, 

2021~12~03B~l!Jln 11:29 
tpbpd@pland.gov.hk 
Objection to HKR Submission 

Section 12A Application No. Y/1-DB/2 
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay 

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant: 

6491 

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the c_onsultant of Hong Kong Resort ("HKR"), Masterplan 
Limited, tc;> 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 I of the 
PDM_C, 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 und.esirable preced~nt 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 ttie 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 m!tigated and addressed In the submission. 

5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f Is an ecological disaster, and p~ses 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 pQse an 
unde!5irable 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 fur further review and 
comment, the application for Area Gf should be withdrawn. 



Sincerely, 

Deep 

2 
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tpbpd@pland.gov.hk . . . 
Objection to the Submission by the Section 12A ApphcatIon 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 

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant: 

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

Kindly pleas.e note that I strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed development of the Lot. 
My main reaso~ 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. Toe disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents and 
property owners nearby are substantial, and the submission has not been adclressed. 

3. There is major change to the· development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation to the land 
use (?f 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 undesirabl~ 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 pqses 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 . 

. 1 • 



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 
sti~l 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. 

Best regards, 
Kenas Cheung 
Woodbury Court 

filizs§ Android .tl'0 Yahoo Mail 
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tpbpd@pland.gov.hk 6493· 

2021~12F.I03S~Wl1i 12:01 
tpbpd@pland.gov.hk 
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 

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. • 

- -Kindl.y-please-note-that-1-Strongly~bject-to-the-Submission-regarding~the-Pr:oposed- --· --- - -
development of th~ Lot. My main reasons of objection on this particular submission are listed 
as· follows:- • • 

1. 
HKR claims that they are the sole land owr.ter 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 fn 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 bf the same subject to the City Rule~ (as 
defined in the PDMC). The applica~t has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-

. owners of the Lot .prior to this un.ilateral application. The property rights of the existing co
owners, i.e. all property owners of the Lot, should be cons!dered, secure_d and respected. 

2. 
The disruption, pollu~ion 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 ali" DB property owners would have to suffer and pay for the cost out of thfs 
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 a~ised out of this submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise 
with all property owners being _affected and undertake the cost and expe.nse of all 

1 
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infrastructure o_ut of this development. I_ts disruption during construction to other property 
owners in the vicinity should be propedy mitigated and _addressed in the submission. 

5. 

The proposed fell_ing 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, ttie application for Area 6f should be .withdrawn. 

Kind Regards, 

Bruce 

PRL.aNilAL ~I. 

Bruce Forbes 
Head of Global lnvestig~tions 
Risk, Compliance & Security 

Prudential pie, 

M: 
Group Risk; Compliance & Security - Investigations 
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tpbpd@pland.gov.hk 6494-

~f!!=it 
~f!!=Bl!Jl: 

.llllf!!=~: 

Dear Sirs 

2021~12F.l03B~l!Jl1i 12:19 
tpbpd@pland.gov.hk 
Application No Y/1-OB2 for Amendment of Plan Under Section 12A of the Town Planning 
Ordinance. 

I have the fQllowing cominen,ts in respect of the above Application as att~ched at-pages l-8 hereto. 
Yours faithfully • 
Rolled Sim.th 

1 
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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 

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 0pp0Se 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, tra~fic, 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 



tpbpd@pland.gov.hk 

3 December 2021 

2021~12F.I03S~WHi 14:02 
tpbpd@pland.gov.hk 
Comments on Application Number YI-D82 
Comments on Application Number YI-D82.pdf 

Secretary, Town Planning eo·ard 

Application Number Y /1-DB/2 

6497-

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 (S)" 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. I have lived in Discovery Bay for more than 36 years and seen its considerable 
growth and the benefits which hav1;? arisen from this growth. Although I think it is appropriate to further develop 
Discovery Bay, I 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 170m2 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 I 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 onlx 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 I 
explain below, I 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 Gf, 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 

I and others have commented previously on the totally inadequate access to Area Gf 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 vehicle-s, 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 residen_ts 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". 

The far end of the pedestrian pavement is 
from where the proposed access road to Area 
6/ will start. 

Section 3 of Parkvale Drive - "The 
Passageway". 

View of the rear of Woodbury Court, 
illustrating the _narrowness of the pedestrian 
pavement, its lack of a carriageway to 
separate vehicles /ram 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 Sm 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 

Desp/te the importance of the safety of the slopes of both Area 6f and its imme_diate 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 orily proposed access to Area Gf, 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 Vill~ge located immediately below Area Gf, 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. 
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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 ~as 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 a.nd 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 sustaii:iable 
development of Hong Kongn? 

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 I 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 reside·nts 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, ~nd back up Parkvale Drive to-Crystal Court and Coral Court, then up the slope to Ariea 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 Gf 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 
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3 December 2021 

Secretary, Town Planning Board • 

Application Number Y /1-DB/2 

Area Gf, Lot 385 RP & Ext. (Part) in O.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. I 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, I 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 170m2 GFA three storey building are very ill judged and that the Town Planni11g 
Board (TPB) should reject HKR's application to rezone Area 6f for the reasons I 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 standalo·ne 
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 
476flats. 

In the judicial review judgement, the judge stated that •the Piano has indicated that-the-re is 
adequate infrastructure provision to cater for the development proposed by the Applicant, HKR. 
The judge also noted the TPB, in fulfilling i~s ''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 I explain below,. I 
disagree with the conclusion of the Piano 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 
Piano 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 

I and others have commented previously on the totally inadequate access to Area 6f proposed by 
H!(R. The application should be rejected due to the unsuitable access to Area Gf. 

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 Parkv11le 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 inclµded in the submission made by the Parkvale Village 
Owners' Committee, clearly illustrate these problems. 



---

Section 3 of Parkvole Drive - "The Passageway". 

The far end of the pedestrian pavement is from 
where the proposed access road to Area 6f will 
start. 

Section 3 of Parkvole Drive - "The Passageway". 

View of the rear of Woodbury Court, illustrating 
the narrowness of the pedestrian pavement, its 
Jack 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 Sm 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 Dri~e 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 "Passagewaf' 
in the deed of mutual covenant, is disputed. The application should not be approved until 
independent legal counsel h_as 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 fo 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 t_he GPRR which HKR ha_s submitted and require HKR to complete an 
acceptable GPRR whic,h fully explains the consequences of the proposed development on the slopes 
in Area Gf 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 ~mells 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 
dis·posal 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 I 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 Gf 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. 
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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 Worlcf 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 
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