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就 規 劃 申 請 /浅 核 提 出 意 見  MakinS Co丨》 ment on P丨anning Application / Review 

參考編號
Reference Number:

齩 限 期
Deadline for submission:

肢曰期及時間
Date and time of submission:

161120-225830-70563

09/12/2016

20/11/2016 22:58:30

有關的規劃申請編號
The application no. to which the comment relates: Y/I-DB/3

Q

「提意見人 j 姓名，名稱 
Nair.c of persen ms^iDg this comment:

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:

先生 Mr. G H K oo

New developments in Discovery Bay surely create employment opportunity in property industr 
y. Fully support.



4480
就規劃中請 /缓核提出意見 -心 灿 § Commenr Gn Piaaning A pp U m ic .n  / Review

161125-094552-95351
R e fe re n c e  N u m b e r :

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

提交日期及時間 
D ate and time of submission

有關的規劃申請編號  _
T h e  application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人 j 姓名/名稱 先生 Mr. Andy Lau
N am e of person making this comment:

意見詳情

Details of the C om m ent:
Fully support this application as it can better utilize the land in Discovery Bay and let more peop 
le to  live in this beautiful place.________________ _______________________ ；______________

09/12/2016 

25/11/2016 09:45:52



PEMS Comment Submission 頁 ] / ]
4481

就規剡申請/證核提出意見Making Com脈 nt on Plaimuig Application / Review
參考編號
Reference Number; 161125-123842-06751

提交限期
Deadline for submission: 09/12/2016

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission: 25/11/2016 12:38:42

有關的規劃申請編號 Y/i_De/3 
The application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 
Name of person making this comment:

先生Mr. SIT

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:
|支持有關計劃。可善用土地資源，提供更加多土地作發展及供應不同類型的房屋選擇。 |



PEMS Comment Submission 貝 i / i

4482
就規剡申請/蔆核提出意見 Making Comirem cm Hamiing Applicstiou / Review 

参考編號
Reference Number:

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission:

有關的規劃申請編號
The application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
Name of person making this comment:

意見詳情 . _
Details of the Com m ent:

161125-122607-36941

09/12/2016

25/11/2016 12:26:07

Y/I-DB/3

先生M r .薛

支持計劃，新發展可創造更多就業機會，為香港帶來更多的經濟效益



PEMS Comment Submission 頁 1 / 1

1483
就 規 剡 申 請 /覆 核 提 出 意 見 -Making CGHimem on Plsrmkig ApplicWon / Review 

參 考 編 號
R eference  N u m b e r :

提 交 限 期
D ead lin e  for su bm ission :

提 交 日 期 及 時 間
D a te  an d  tim e o f  subm ission :

钃

有 關 的 規 劃 申 請 編 號
The application no. to which the comment relates:

「 提 意 見 人 」 姓 名 /名 稱
Name of person making this comment:

意 見 詳 情
Details of the Comment:
Fully support the  developm ent for a  better DB.

161125-130559-48827

09/12/2016

25/11/2016 13:05:59

Y/I-DB/3

女 士  Ms. Sophia Woo



P.EMS Comment Submission 頁 】 / 1
4484

就規割申讀 /’缀核提出意見 M aking Cciiiinieru cm P丨3iiniug Application / Review 

參考編號
R eference Num ber: 161125-175615-37182

提交限期

D eadline  for submission:

提交日期及時間

D a te  and time of submission:

有關的規劃申請編號

T h e  application no. to which the comment relates:

09/12/2016 

25/11/2016 17:56:15 

Y/I-DB/3

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 

N am e of person m aking this comment:

意見詳情

D etails o f the C o m m en t:

[increase job opportunity_____________

先生 Mr. Cedric LO



4 48 5

就規劃申請/夜核提出意見 Makhig Conim^it cu Piarming AppUcsrion / Review 
參考編號
Reference Number:

提交限期
D eadline for submission:

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission

有關的規劃申請編號 _ _
The application no. to which the comment relates: …

「提意見人 j 姓名 /名稱 先生Mr. Chan Shi Lung
Nam e of person making this comment:

意見詳情
Details of the Com m ent:

新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。另可善用土地資源， 
增加土地供應及房屋，提供不同類型的房屋選擇，在規劃方面可提供多些空間予市民使 

用及多方面的配套、設施。

161125-220008-35053 

09/12/2016 

25/11/2016 22:00:08



PEMS Comment Submission J i 1 /1

4486
就規劃申請/ I I核提出意見 Making Ccnimen丨. oa Phiiaing AppUcstion / Revkw 

參考編號
Reference Number: 161127-102049-70898

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission:

有關的規劃申請編號
T he application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 
Name of person making this comment:

意見詳情
Details of the C om m ent:

09/12/2016

27/11/2016 10:20:49

Y/I-DB/3

先生 Mr. Morten Lisse

strongly oppose any more development in Discovery Bay and yet another proposal from HKR
is very much against the resident's wish. - ■ ---------------------
Discovery Bay was designed as a low density "green" living environment and now the town has 
grown out of proportions, with incredible traffic - double decker busses, heavy goods vehicle, co 
nstruction vehicles and an increased number of private cars - all causing pollution and jeopardis 
es the safety for the many children of Discovery Bay - with no traffic control raeasurements in p 
lace.
It is furthermore evident that most pro-development comments for the further expansion of Disc 
overy Bay, in order for HKR to make more profit on the expense of the citizens of Discovery Ba 
y, are made by corporate owners, friends and employees of HKR, who all have a vested interest 
in the future development.
I doubt you will see any true resident of Discovery Bay in support of these plans.__________ _
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Sean Shen 
268 I I,El2016if.£Wi1, 9:40 
tpbpd@pland.gov.hk 
Fwd: Ob.i::ction lo the Application No. Y/l-DB/3 

4487 

: n ti e tl at Hong Kong Resort International has resubmitted the application for the below-mentioned development 
rojxts in Discovery Bay. -

i would like to note two JX)ints: 

'.a) the obj':ctions I sent to your Board in July are all still valid. See the attached email below. 

~) I note from the press that in the first round of consultation, there were many obj:ctions. As a result, HKR withdrew 
:he applications. After several months, they have quietly resubmitted the application. 

new notice for feedback has not been widely circulated in the community, it is likely that the residents in 
Discovery Bay may not be aware of this new round of consultation. I respectfully request the Board to take full 
considerations of the obj:ctions raised in the last round of consultations by the community, most of which should 

nti.nue to be relevant to the new submission. 

Since July, the quiet community of Discovery Bay has been turned into a construction ground by the HKR for the 
redevelopment of the commercial space around the pier. It clearly demonstrate that the infrastructure in Discovery Bay 
cannot support further development around this area • · -<> 

I thank the Board for the care and _;lttention given to this case. 

Yours faithfully 

S Shen 

f"-. 
La ,ta 
Discovery Bay 
----:----- Forwarded message---------
From: Sean Shen < iSZ 
Date: Sun, Jul 10; 2016 at 9:33 PM 
Subjxt: Ob~ction to the Application No. Y/I-DB/3 
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk 

Dear Sirs, 

I am writing to objxt to the above application to redevelop the lot to a high density residential proj:ct. 

As you all know, unlike the area near fut Discovery Bay tunnel, this area is part of the old phase of DB development 
which was meant to be low density and close-to-nature kind of development. As a result, the infrastructure-designed and 
built in the eighties and early nineties was only intended for a population much smaller than the current density. Here are 
some examples: -~ 

(a) Transportation 

-. .......... . - ---·· ·-··------ --··-- ---~ --------···----

f 



'he number of buses coming out of the bus station near the pier has probably increased 4 to 5 times in the past decade. 
'he asphalt road from the bus station leading to the Discovery Bay Road has cracked several times. The recent crack 
Jok place a few weeks ago and was patched up with some temporary cement. This is very symbolic of the whole 
nfrastrncture in DB, which is stretched to the limit and patched up with temporary measures. 

llere has been no traffic lights in DB since its establishment. However, it is so difficult and unsafe nowadays to cross the 
)iscovery Bay Road to walk to the pier every morning or evening since the stream of traffic never stops. Due to road 
vork, the developer has installed a set of temporary traffic lights at the present which mtl.es people realize how heavy 
he traffic has become in DB - the waiting time can often be longer than the world famous crossing in front of the Sogo 
)epartment Store in Causeway Bay! · 

b) Leisure space 

\s a private development nestled next to the country park, government has not planned any leisure facility, especially in 
he old phase of DB (on the Easter side of DB where this new development will take place). The site contains the only 
·ootball pitch in this part of DB. Every DB resident who goes to Mui Wo would admire how much leisure facility the 
;overnment has built for a population much smaUer than DB. It is just not right for the Planning Board to allow a 
ieveloper to grab the last open space which is the most precious football pitch for the youth in DB. 

:c) Support infrastructure 

rhis area contains some vital functions to support the daily running of DB. For example, it has a bus r.eyiair depot, a 
Naste treatment centre and an emergency helicopter pad. It also has a staff qt.'filter for Dtemployees and ferry terminal 
:o Ping Chau and Mui Wo, two favourite weekend outing locations for DB residents. Witli the proposed development, the 
;pace for these functions will either be eliminated or squeezed to minimum. Again it would harm both existing residents 
md new residents after the properties are sold.~ 

:d) Destruction of the environment 

As the members all know very well, Nim Shue Wan has become part of the Lan tau country park because it still keeps. the 
feel of traditional Hong Kong seaside villages. The proposed development would certainly destroy that environment. To 
make things worse, the pollution in Nim Shue Wan would become worse,~which itself was a planning error 9~ the pa; t' 
the government to allow such large scale private development without building proper infrastructure, public or private. 

I strongly urge the Town Planning Board members to demand the developers to provide very detailed report to 
demonstrate how the developer is going to first invest in the infrastructure to support the new populations and control 
pollution in each of the areas I outlined above. In fact, any future development in DB should always be conditio)lal upon 
investments in infrastructure and independent report demonstrating that the quality of life of. existing and new residents 
would not be compromised. 

As the current proposal clearly fails in this regard, I urge the Board to veto the plan. 

Yours faithfully 

S. Shen 

Discovery Bay 



•夺件曰明： 17:35 4  4  8  8
收丨•牛•'£■: ti>bixl(3'p]aiKJ.£i'v.hk
主 fci: Obxaion to Planning Application Ref: Y/l-DB/3 Discovery Bay

In reference to Planning Application Y/l-DB/3 - Discovery Bay, kindly note that my objections concerning
the developers /applicants proposal are as follows:-

1. The current wall-like structure appearance of the 3-4 storey housing is not acceptable. A stagger arrangement 
(disposition) in terms of plan position and more variety in vertical height arrangement of the low rise building blocks 
must be provided in order assist effective airflow around buildings. "

2. The "Waterfront Pedestrian Promenade" with a slab raised above the waterline on stilted structure open to the sea 
is not acceptable. A stilted structure which is open to the sea is visually / aesthetically unpleasing. When this 
proposal for a raised platform is viewed from the sea and/or the surrounding coastline the public will view an 
unattractive utility services zone/void containing drainage and sewage pipes. Moreover, vermin and the 
uncontrolled accumulation of flotsam and jetsam will occur. An open stilted structure is also a major safety concern 
as persons/children; objects can be concealed from view if they enter this large extensive area.

灯 ） The "Waterfront Pedestr丨an Promenade" proposed design is a monotonous, relatively straight (550 meter in length
' and only 4 meter wide) is without any interest and does not embrace the surrounding natural, highly interesting, 

indented coastline. The proposed design acts in effect a physical barrier detaching the public from connecting with 
the sea. There is no apparent attempt to enhance the promenade when viewed from the surrounding area or to 
integrate the promenade in terms of landscaping treatment or its form or respond to the beach waterfront setting.

4. Public access and Emergency services access to the Nim Shue Wan village pedestrian path is not clearly defined on 
the proposed masterplan and is required at this time for consideration. The Concept Plan Master Layout should 
clearly define all easements to Nim Shue Wan Village/Trappist Monastery and illustrate how this proposed 
development will help these residents and improve upon the current situation.

5. Proposed entrance /  access route to the waterfront promenade from the main access road is too narrow and 
uninviting.

6. Provide Green (landscaped) roofs to all buildings. Provide vertical greening for blank elevations which would 
increase the amenity value and also improves air quality and in the long run, it can also reduce urban heat island 
effect.

7. The proposal to place "Water Features" throughout a waterfront development is bizarre. The developer / applicant 
should understand that existing water features throughout Discovery Bay are not ideal, they smell of chemical 
treatment, chemical treatment stains surrounding materials providing an unsightly appearance, they are a slip 
hazard when they spray water on surrounding pavement walkways and are constantly undergoing maintenance 
which causes inconvenience. Please provide instead a sustainable proposal such as a fish pond, or give the areas 
over to the planting of trees or a playground for children.

8. There is not sufficient consideration for leisure or public use facilities that provide interest or benefit local residents 
such as designated locations for fishing, public boating moors, open lawn space / multi-use areas (tai chi), picnic 
areas, kite flying, exercise areas, seating with shelter, barbecue facilities, cycle path or indoor multi-function room 
for residents, public toilets, playgrounds, drinking water fountains, creche facilities.

9. One proposed children’s play area on top of the podium is not sufficient for the scale of development, the 
developer /  applicant should provide a least three number playgrounds with play activity equipment's.

10. There is not sufficient landscaping to the "Waterfront Pedestrian Promenade” in order to maximize pedestrian 
comfort, tall trees with a wide promenade shaded by dense canopy of trees for solar shading should be provided. 
The adjoining Nim Shue Wan coastline contains lush greenery which should be replicated for continuity of 

appearance. The proposed 4 meter min wide waterfront walk is too narrow, abundant and meaningful landscaping 
should be provided along the entity of waterfront.

11. The amount and variety of effective green open spaces is not enough and should be maximized to reduce radiation 
gain of buildings and associated structures.

12. Public mooring, berthing and access should be provided for small and medium sized row boats, dingy, kayaks,
leisure fishing boats (e.g for residents and Peng Chau and Nim Shue Wan fishermen) etc. Bridges and pontoons 

emerging from the Waterfront Pedestrian Promenade should be provided in the bay to permit the public physical 

connection and enjoyment of the sea. A slipway for small boats/kayaks to enter/egress the water should be
provided.__________________ __________  ___________ ___________ ___________ ________



13. Details concerning the intended use and operations of the area indicated on master plan as "Bounty Pier", should 
be clearly quantified by the applicant / developer. Will this area be operated as a form of comrnercidl coiicession 
and if so what the details ore? Will there be party goers revelers and associated noise omissions, v/ill there be 
associated transport link / bus drop off -  pick up? When and how v̂ /ould it operate?

14. The Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) states that the roads both within and outside DB have plenty of spare Copacity
to cater for a population increase from 25,000 to 29,000. However, the TIA ignores the essential fact that, under the ' 
existing OZP, Discovery Bay is declared to be "primarily a car-free development". The applicant has chosen to ignore 
the intent of the OZP and failed to provide and/or maintain a "primarily a car-什ee development” . The applicants 
various submissions to the planning department for Discovery Bay continue to increase road vehicle numbers 
without any regard for the stated  requirement contained in the OZP ,i.e. Discovery Bay is declared to be "primarily a 
car-free developmentM

15. The Traffic study does not address the issue of increased vehicle activity and its impact upon peak hour traffic flows 
and increased waiting times etc. inside Discovery Bay which will occur during the construction execution phase.
Similarly the traffic study does not address the collective impact arising from other possible concurrent construction 
works undertaken by the applicant / developer in the surrounding Discovery Bay development area. Furthermore, 
the traffic study does not address whether specific pedestrianisation, traffic control measures, pedestrian crossings 
are proposed to minimize the conflict between vehicles and pedestrians (Residents of the Marina for example may 
be subjected to the daily disturbance and risks associated from the proposed buildings construction activities 
anywhere, from 4 to 8 years or more).

16. Numbers, locations and types of vehicle parking spaces and zones for residents (golf carts), and allocation for 
service vehicle parking are not defined and should be clearly spelled out at this stage. There are not sufficient jSf | 
numbers or details pertaining to the public bus stops & shelters. An additional bus stop should be provided adja'uint 
to the plaza/bounty pier.

17. The Government should review the personal transport options available to residents. Consideration should be given 
to completely replacing petrol and diesel vehicles (golf carts, buses, DB Management cars, mini vans, vendors / 
property agenfs vehicles etc.) with more sustainable transport options (e.g. electric vehicles) and adhere-to the OZP — 
requirement which states that Discovery Bay is declared to be ’’primarily a car-free development".

18. There should be a small provision for retail space such as a coffee shop or convenience shop to serve the proposed 
residents.

19. The entire podium should be acoustically treated and this includes all entry/egress points. Large acoustic rated 
doors are common place and should be used to mitigate what is in effect a proposed concentration of industrial 
facilities adjoining a residential and marina waterfront area.

20. How and where toxic fumes will be treated and exhausted safely from the podium without affecting the residential 
occupants should be clearly described.

21. The prominence and appearance of the proposed location for the petrol station has not been given proper 
consideration. The petrol station should be incorporated into the podium and/or designed specifically so that it is 
not visible from Discovery Bay Road or adjoining Costa Avenue. Residents along Costa Avenue and Discovery Bay 
Road whose views of Peng Chau will be taken from them and blocked by the proposed development should no1f\ 
need to suffer the added offence of having their scenic view superseded by an unsightly petrol fueling station. ^

22. The proposed sewage submarine outfall into the bay is not an acceptable long-term sustainable solution and will 
only serve to increase the risk of health hazards and the likelihood of more red tide incidents in the surrounding 
Discovery Bay and Peng Chau areas. It will also impact negatively on marine life and the residents of Nim Shue Wan.

23. The central drive is effectively a long narrow extruded canyon flanked on one side by a featureless podium wall 
housing industrial facilities and the other side by a wall of residential villa type accommodation, this is not an 
acceptable solution in terms of use, form, quantity or appearance.

24. Details for the refuse collection point should be provided at this stage for consideration. The refuse collection point 
location and pertinent details should be clearly explained! Where is the entrance? How big will the associated area 
be? How close to the residential areas will it be? What measures are proposed to mitigate its unsightly and smelly
impact?

25. The make-up and major space/zoning allocation inside the entire podium should be defined for consideration. E.g. 
bus garage, refuse collection, golf cart maintenance, LPG storage, dangerous good, electrical rooms, telecom rooms 
etc. their respective sizes and distances/ proximity to adjoin residential buildings.

26. The extent and width of footpaths to the central drive are inadequate to meet required levels of service and are of 
adequate width to sustain meaningful landscape provision (i.e. tall brad leaf tree planting measures) as advocated 
by Development Bureau as minimum standards.

27. The Concept Plan Master Layout fails to comply with the requirements of The Hong Kong Planning Standards and 
Guidelines (HKPSG) November 2015 Edition of the Hong Kong Government Sustainable Development Plan.

28. The rlf'yplon^r/ >l〇〇s mrikc pyi r̂y rrnsonnbKj offm t to improvi' tho environment for the



Best Regards,

0

©



Town Planning Board Secretariat 
15/F, North Point Government Offices 
333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong 
Fax:2877 0245 and 2522 8426 
Email : tpbpd@pland.gov.hk 

Dear Sir, 

• Section 12A Application No.Y/1-08/3 
For optimising the land uses at Area 1 Ob, Discovery Say 

Public comment- in support of the application 

4489 

I refer to the abovementloned application which is currently inviting public comment. 

I am writing in support of the application, for the following reasons: 

• It optimises the land use to alleviate the land shortage issue In HK, and 
provides more housing choices. 

• The plan redevelops and upgrades the current m ix of unsightly uses in the 
area. The overall environment of the area will be improved. 

• The improvement to the foreshore promenade, transportation and .marine" 
assess, kaito service and pier facil ities will enhance the connectivity and 
convenience to and from Discovery Bay. 

• The optimisation of the land use is well supported by suitable infrastructure, 
and has given due consideration for the waterfront setting with improvement to 
the foreshore promenade and marine access. 

• More community focal points and public leisure space will be created for the 
residents and the public to el'ljoy. 

• The extra landscape and greening help reduce carbon emissions and improve 
air quality, thus providing a better work and living environment. 

• It creates more job opportunities, which will bring In many social and economic 
benefits to the society. . · 

• The plan brings in suitable amount of population to support the businesses of 
local shops, in a way to provide more retail choices for residents. 

Yours faithfully, 

Name: 

Contact (email/ address/ fax): 
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就規3?申 々 堤 出 ，贫3  ) 丨:丨丨出丨g Comme丨U on P丨‘川(Utig App丨ication / Review
!
! Reference Number;  

i提交 ;^期

；Dc；idlinc for submission:

161129-160615-97186

09/12/2016

|提交日期及時間 

| Date  and time of submission: 29/11/2016 16:06:15

i 有關的規劃申請編號  Y / I_DB/3
! The  application no. to ^vhich tlic comment relates:i

| 「提意見人」姓名/名稱  女士  M s
I N am e  of person making this comment:

Felice

意見詳情

Details of the Com m ent:

[Support______________



就 規 別 申 謂 嗯 核 提 出 意 見 M A i 」 〗g Com niuU  Gn Pl.inniug A 丨)p!ic:丨 丨 ion / K 以 w.、v 
参 考 編 號
Reference Nunihcr: 161129-160743*61721

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

提交日期及時間
Dafc and tim e of submission:

有關的規剡申請編號
The application no. to which the comment relates;

i 是意見人」姓名/名稱
Nam e of person making this comment:

意見詳情
Details of the Com m ent:

[Support_________ ■_______________________

09/12/2016

29/11/2016 16:07:43

Y/I-DB/3

女 士  Ms. F Lam

%
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u m i 人 J 姓 fv名稱 土 〜、， r  v ..
nj •. . . . • -^.x Mr. L  ̂ kwcngName. 0! person inakiu^ th u  com m ent:

Oclail.v of the ('on\incn(:
I support ihe ajjpliciition due to ihc Ibilowings:
a. it optimises the [and use at Area 10b in Discovery Bay.
b. the new plan wilt create more job upporiurancs, which will bnng ir, many social and economi 
c l^encfits to (lie society and citizens.



t m u c .、 “"山 *

h

•i 4 9-1

!6M：9-2N''20-0：K9I

-f Making L'^i'inioui on r i .m；iit'.u ^PplK-inu11 '

： ^ k M K ：
! I'iliut f<»i »uJ.mi'sion 09/12/2016

! I) i ( l* .in<l time uf submission:

T h e  appl icar ion no. to which the comment n la te s :

「提《見人 j 姓名/名稱
Nam e of person making this comment:

29/11.0016 21 *»? 20

Y/l-DH/3

小奶  Miss M:truly Lo

意見詳情
Details o f the Comment ; * 1

I suppon the proposal as
1. it helps Discovery Bay to maintain its uniqueness as a nuilti-cultural rcsoit-styie leisure and d 
ynam ic community, and provide a special hangout place for Hong K ong people.
2. The new  attractions such as promenade and piazza in DB can provide a new leisure choice tor 
H ong K ong people.
3. The extra landscape and greening in DB help purify the air and reduce carbon emissions, help ;
Ing to build a sustainable green city._______________________________________________________ j
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就規& 申讀，搜:f亥提出意見 Making Comnie丨U ou Pkmuiug Application / Review
参考缢號

Rcl'ercuce Number:

提交限期

Deadline for submission:

161129-220511-45180

09/12/2016

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission: 29/11/2016 22:05:11

Y/I.DB/3
I The application no. to which the comment relates:

‘ 提意見人」娃名/名稱 小姐Miss N Y Lee
Name of person making this comment:

意見詳情

Details of the Comment:
本人支持愉景渴第10b區的發展計劃，原因如下：

• 計劃可舒缓香港K 張的房屋供應，並可提供不同類型的房屋遝擇，提升市民生活質素 • 
• 大家巧享，弓更多的公眾休閒空間。

<1>
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就規劃申請履核提出意見Makhig Conirnent on P.la.nrd」〕 ^

161209-131933-38023 

09/12/2016 

09/12/2016 13:19:33 

Y/I-DB/3

先生 Mr. KENNY TAM

意見詳情.
Details of the Comment:
本人支持愉景灣第l〇b區丈量約份第352約地段第385號餘段及增批部分的申請.
理由是愉景灣的基礎設施，生活服務設施和對外公共交通都發展完備.而愉景灣的居住人 

□ 密度偏低，可持續發展空間很大. 在目前香港缺乏土地發展住宅的大環境下，本人支持愉 

景灣的新發展規劃.

Reference Number:

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission:

有關的規劃申請編號
The application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 
Name of person making this comment:
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敗規刺申請 /贤孩提出意見1、 '丨:丨khig Commem. <:'!! Phi丨 
參考編號

K e fc re ii c e N u ni b e r :

提交限期

Deadline for submission:

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission:

有關的規劃申請編號

The application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
Nam e of person making this comment:

意見詳情
Details of the C om m ent:
1 .1 have high reservation on this project as it only a profit making project which only favour for 
HKR for their money earning. Nothing to address the housing problem in HK. However, it creat 
es many issues to DB resident including recreation facilities, education, traffic, etc. Why HK Go 
vemment allows HKR to earn more money, which against the views of local resident.

2. No resident consultation had been made before. As I believe that most DB residents do not wa 
nt more house and people in DB in future, which are already overcrowd with people and vehicl 
e.

3. Limited recreation facilities, e.g. no basketball court, tennis court, swimming pool, as those fa 
cilities are only available for club members.

4. There is no local secondary school. Student need to travel outside. They need to plan at least a 
local secondary before considering to allowing more people living there.

5 .1 witnesses the development in last 10 years, more and more vehicles in this place where origi 
nally designed for golf cart as the main vehicle. Now, more buses, school shuttle, truck, etc., are 
moving around in the DB road, any figure showing the pollution condition. We are hoping for a 
clean living place. Could I know how HKR manage and control the no. of vehicles using the DB 
main road?

6. Some HKR5s housebuilding has destructed the countryside, which is irreversible, e.g. in HK 
R 5s project to reconstruct the bus terminal station. They have cut many old trees along the DB m 
ain road without considering replanting them in other place. May I request to know how many tr 
ees had HKR been cut in their past housing project ? Should they promise to relocate those old t 
rees in some other place ?

7. In peak time around 6:45 -  9:00am, most buses and feny are full even HKD has changed to u 
se double deck and large ferry. How HKR to resolve the problem for more people, don"t mentio 
ning to add more buses / ferry.

161209-140917-13551 

30/12/20] 6 

09/12/2016 14:09:17 

Y/I-DB/3

先生 Mr. Cheung Hon Man, 
Donald
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就 規 劍 中 請 歷 核 提 出 意 見 iVhkmg C c m m ^  on 

參 考 編 號
in i； A  I'-jjlicNii - ： ! /  l> e ^：'：v/

161209-141016-91236Rct'cronce Number:

提交限期 30/12/2016
Deadline for submission:

提交日期及時間 09/12/2016 14:10:16
D ate and time of submission:

有關的規劃申請編號
T he application no. to which the comment relates

Y/I-DB/3

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 
Nam e of person making this comment:

夫人 Mrs. Law Siu Kuen

0 意 見 詳 情
Details of the C om m ent:
1. I object to let more people living there, which is already overcrowd, not enough facilities, a lo
t o f  buses /shuttle/truck moving around in DB. ...........................

2. more air pollution issue.

3. It is against the view o f DB resident.

4. My kids have to travel outside for their secondary school, should more facilities including sec 
ondary school, basketball court, been ready before letting more people to move in.

#
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161209-141 106-861 16

提交限期
30/12/2016D e ；Hllinc for submission:

提交日期及時問
Date and time of submission: 09/12/2016 14:11:06

有關的規劃申請編號
The application no. to which the comment relates: Y/l-DB/3

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
Name of person making this comment:

先生 Mr. Cheung ShingY A  
U

意見詳情
Details of the Com ment:
1. I have high reservation on tliis project as it only a profit making project w hich only favour for 
H K R  for tlieir m oney earning. Nothing to address the housing problem in HK. However, it crcat 
es m any issues to DB resident including recreation facilities, education, traffic, etc. W hy HK Go 
vem m ent allows HKR to earn m ore money, which against tlie views o f local resident.

2 . N o resident consultation had been m ade before. As I believe that most DB residents do not wa 
n t m ore house and people in DB in future, w hich are already overcrowd with people and vehicl 
e.

3. Limited recreation facilities, e.g. no basketball court, tennis court, swimming pool, as those fa 
cilities are only available for club members.

4 . There is no local secondary school. Student need to travel outside. They need to p lan  at least a 
loca l secondary before considering to allow ing more people living there.

5. I witnesses the development in last 10 years, more and more vehicles in tliis place where origi 
nally designed for golf cart as the main vehicle. Now, more buses, school shuttle, truck, etc., are 
moving around in the DB road, any figure showing tlie pollution condition. We are hoping for a 
clean living place. Could I know how HKR manage and control the no. of vehicles using tlie DB 
main road?

6. Some HKR5s house building has destructed the countryside, which is irreversible, e.g. in HK 
R 's project to reconstruct the bus terminal station. They have cut many old trees along the DB m 
ain road without considering replanting tliem in otlier place. May I request to know how many tr 
ees had HKR been cut in their past housing project ? Should tliey promise to relocate those old t 
rees in some other place ?

7. In peak time around 6:45 -  9:00am, most buses and ferry are full even HKD has changed to u 
se double deck and large ferry. How HKR to resolve the problem for more people, don’t mentio 
ning to add more buses.

me^Am>egja2\,Qp3ine _C〇 mment\l 61209-141106-86116_Comment_YJ-pB^html 09/12/2016
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Town Planning Board Chairman

0e3r Sirs:

Objection to No.Y/l-3/DB

W e are opposed to the captioned town planning application by the HK Resort Co. Ltd., e tc  for the 

redevelopm ent at and around Nim Shue Wan, despite more info given.

The reason being that the applicant are reputedly pathological liars: there will be

1. less greenery after the redevelopment,

2. more traffic along Discovery Bay Rd.

3. more air pollution in Phase 4 of Discovery Bay

4. marine ecology of Nim Shue Wan will be irreversibly and adversely affected;

5. the migratory and other birds at Marina Drive will be devastated;

6. a street canyon effect will be created by the long line of additional houses, destroying DB s 

planning design

W E  THEREFORE BELIEVE what the M ing Pao reported earlier: corrupt money being funneled, and the 

Planning Bureau is in possible collusion with DZT Japan Ltd. and HK Resort Co. Ltd.

We thus object.

'A ga in st corruption and liars

dc: Ombudsman, ICAC, TVB, Apple, CNN, BBC, Tai Kung Pao



Ti\z Sccreuriat 

T〇v.ti Planning Board 
15/T, Nonh Point Government Offices 

333 Java Road, North Point
(Via cmajl: tpbt}fl@niand.gov-bk or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

4 5 G 3

Dear Sir,

Sectiop 12A Application No. Y/I-PB/3 
Area lob. Lot 385 RP &. Ext fPart  ̂ in D.D. 3S21 Discovery Bay

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong 
Rcson CT^KR'O; 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 arc the sole land owner of Area 10b is in doubt, as the lot 
is now held ui^der the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC) dated 
20.9.1982. Area 10b fonns part of the "Service Area" as defined in the PDMC. 
Area 10b also forms part of either the "City Common Areas" or the "City 
Retained Areas”-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 10b 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 ^iled 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 is 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 ch« land use of the original approved Master Layout Plans or the 
approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from service area into
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residential area, arid approval of it would be zxt undesirabit; precedent from 
environmenul perspective and against the interest of a]J property owntrs of tKe 
district.

4. "̂he proposed reclamation and constraction of a dcclong with a v̂ idth of 9-34m 
pose environraentaJ hazard to the imnitciiate rural nat'-iral sxmo'oriding. The:e are 
possible sea pollution by the proposed reclamation violation of the \tzs t 
conditions, contravendon of the Foreshore and Sea-bed (Reclamation) Ordinance, 
and encroachment on Government Lands etc. The submission has noi 
satisfactorily addressed these issues and withoux any proper consuitaxioii the 
co-ownars.

5. The original stipulated D B  populaiion of 25,000 should be fully respected as th£ 

underlying infrastructure could not afford such substantial increase in populaiion 一 

by the submission, and all D B  property owners would have to s\i5er and pay for 

the cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding in&astricture so as 

to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed ^development, t.s. all 

required road network and related utilities improvement v̂ -orks arised out of mis 

submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise with all propcaA>r owners 

being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all in^astraccurt out oi* this 

development. Its disruption to other property owners in the vidniiy should be 

properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

6. The proposed felling o f '168 nos. mature trees in Area 10b is an ecological 

disaster, and poses a substantial environmental impact to the imracdiai^ namral 

setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan or 

' the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

7. I  disagree the applicant’s statement in item E.6 of RtC that the existing buses 

parks in Area 10b open space are "eyesores". We respect that Area 10b has been 

the backyard of Peninsula Village for years and are satisfied with tht existing use 

and operation modes of Area 10b, and w u id  prefer there v.*iU be no change to 

the existing land use or operational modes of 10b.

8. The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house the bTis depol, 
the repair workshops, the dangerous goods stores including petrol filling stador. 
and RCP arc unsatisfactory and ̂ 'ould cause operational health and safety hazard 
to the workers w-ithin a fully enclosed structure, Specially in of those 
polluted air and volatile gases emitted and the potential noise generated v.*ithin 
the compounds. The proponent should csccy out a satisfactory* cuviionraiittal

〇  w  1

02-DEC-2016 16U6 852
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^ Tr.c proposed it v r / jn \  c f  hfti,pac for c rr .c -tr.:/ :V：rr. a ； ^  ;：：： ,s 
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pauetili to the acu’x  h w p u ls d a  to the r ja ,  ii'd ..crroii very

Bay fh ii piopcsal should noi 〇〇 acc^p:cd a proper rc-pr〇v：i i〇r,in^

proposal by rhe applicant 10 ti*c satisfaction of a!l propeity cwi*rri of D^covirv 
Buy.

10. I disagree the appiicam's response :j: :,icn\ (b) of L'Di-L, PIatD  s con'.mcm in 

R tC【ha' the proposed 4m wick vvctcr£ront prorrcr.Ade Is impiovcrncnt u) the 
cxistin£ situation of Area 10b. The proposed r*ir：〇w promenade lacWiâ j of 

adequate landscaping or shelters is Ui^aiisfactory in view 〇：' iis rural and natui*al 
setting.

11. The revision o f  development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex 

A is still unsatisfactory and 1 agree that the comments rr̂ adc by Architectural 
Services Depanmern that "....The podium of the building blocks nos. L7 to L14 

is .ibout 250m in length that is too long and monotonous. Together xvith the 

continuous layouts of the medi'am-hsc rcsidcnrlai blocks behind, the 
development may have a wall-effect and pose considerable visual impact to its 
vicinity....*' and by Planning Department that "....towers closer to the coast should 
be reduced in height lo minimize the overbeanng impact on the coast" and that 
"....Public viewers from the southwest would experience a long continuous 
building mass abutting the coast. Effons should be made to break down the 

building mass with wider building gaps....M are still valid after tliis revision.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments
for further review and comment, the application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.

Address:

3 of 3

9^2 2123 3025

TOTAL P .003 
P.003



residcntini area, and approval o f  it would be an ur.dcsiiablc p itx c Jc：i： ca^c iVoir 

enviroiiracnta) pcrspcciivc and againsr the intcrc1；!. o f  all property L'vvnfis of 
district.

The proposed rcclnniiifion find construction o f  a decking with a widih u f  9-34tn 

pose cnviroTirncnla! hazard to Uie irumediate rum! natuu-dl surromuling. There are 

possible sea pollution by the proposed reclam ation, violation o f  the It'iisc 

conditions, contravention o f  (he Foreshore and Sea-bed (Reclaniaiion) Ordinance, 

mul encroachm ent on G overnm ent Lands etc. The subm ission has not 

satisfactorily  addressed these issues and w ithout any proper consultation with the 
c o o w n ers .

The original stipulated D R  population o f  25,000 should be fully respected as the 

underlying infrastructure could not aft'ord such substantial increase in population 

by the submission, and all D B  property owners would have to suffer and pay for 

Uie cost out o f 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 o f this 

submission etc. Tlie proponent should consult and liaise with all property owners 

being affected and undertake the cost and expense o f  all infrastructure out o f this 

development Its disruption to other property owners in the vicinity should be 

properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

The proposed felling of 168 nos. mature trees in Area 10b is an ecological 
disaster, and poses a substantial environmental impact to tlie immediate natural 
setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan or 
the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

I disagree the applicant's statement in item E.6 o f RtC that the existing buses 
parks in Area 10b open space are "eyesores". We respect that Area 10b has been 
the backyard of Peninsula Village for years and are satisfied with the existing use 
and operanon modes o f Area 10b, and would prefer there will be no change to 
the existing land use or operational modes o f Area 10b.

The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house the bus depot, 
the repair worieshops, the dangerous goods stores including petrol filling station 
and RCP arc imsatisfactory and would cause operational health and safety hazard 
to the workers witlun a fully enclosed structure, especially in view of those 
polluted air and volatile gases emitted and the potential noise generated within 
the compounds. Tne proponent shouJd cany out a satisfactory environmental



irnpaci Uj the o;xraucua! ttealUi and safety hn/j\icl of ibe woikcrs

within the ?u.-y ctxjosc-1 structure and propose suitable iiiiLtyiiioii mcttsurca (o 
ntinim i/^： tiica effects ?JiC wuikcii! unrl the residents netuby.

rih e  proposed removal o f hclipiuj for en iogency use from Area 101) is 
undesirable in view o f  "ns possible urgent use lor lescue and Imnsportiilion of the 

patients to the acute hospitals due to the rural und remote selling of Discovery 

Bay. *l'h]s proposal should not be accepted without a pr〇[；er rc-provisiouiny 

proposal by  the applicant to Uie satisfaction o f all properly owners of Discovery 
Bay.

10. I disagree the applicant's response in item (b) of PlanD's commcrn in
RtC that the proposed 4m wide waterfront promenade is an improvement to the 
existing situation of Area 10b. The proposed narrow promenade lacking of 
adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view of its rural and natural 
setting.

11. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex 
A is still unsatisfactory and I agree that the comments made by Architectural 
Services Department that "....The podium of the building blocks nos. L7 to LI 4 
is about 250m in length that is too long and monotonous. Together with the 
continuous layouts of the medium-rise residential blocks behind, the 
development may have a wall-effect and pose considerable visual impact to its 
vicinity...." and by Planning Department that towers closer to the coast should 
be reduced in height to minimize the overbearing impact on the coast" and that

‘ "....Public viewers from the southwest would experience a long continuous 
building mass abutting the coast Efforts should be made to breal; down the 
building mass with wider building gaps...." are still valid after this revision.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comraents 
for further reviejw^nd comment, the application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.

Signature Date：
V

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Res

Address:

discovery  B ay U \vner / Kesipent: ___________________



\ North iV.unl Govcnimrnt Ollices 
Jiivn Hoiui, Norlh I^int
I email: or fax: 2877 024.  ̂ / 2V22 M l^ )

Sir,
；on ]2A Appljciilion No. Y/l-DIJ/3 
]〇M a>! I S  (hirl) in D .il :i52J)isc()very Hjy

;!ion lo the* Submission by tlic Applicant on 27.10.2016

r lo the Kt-sponsc to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort ( "HKR" ), Masterplan Limited, 
ircss Ihc departmental comments regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

:laims that they are the sole land owner of Area 10b is in doubt, as the lot is now held under the Principal Deed of 
I Covenant ("PDMC') dated 20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part of the "Service Area" as defined in the PDMC. Area 
;〇 forais part of cither the "City Common Areas" or the "City Retained Areas" in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 
Section I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go pass and repass over 
mg and use Area 10b for all purposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City 
'as defined in the PDMC). The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of the lot 
) this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners of the Lot, 
be considered, secured and respected.

ruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents and property owners nearby 
aniia], and the submission has not been addressed.

; ma„ior change lo the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation to the land use of the original 
d  Master Layout Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from service area into 
ial area, and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from environmental perspective and against 
êst of al! property owners of the district.

posed reclamaaon and construction of a decking with a width of 9-34m pose environmental hazard to the 
tte rural natural s^ounding . There are possible sea pollution by the proposed reclamation, violation of the lease 
ns, contravention of the Foreshore and Sea-bed (Reclamation) Ordinance, and encroachment on Government 
c. "fhe submission has not satisfactorily addressed these issues and without any proper consultation with the co-

inal stipulated D B  population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying infrastructure could not 
ch substantial increase in population by the submission, and all DB property owners would have to suffer and 
ne cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding infrastaicturc so as to i/T j^ c  adequate supply or 
o the proposed devdoprrK^t，e.g. all rquired road network and re丨ated utilities impUvfinem works arised out of
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VA* ir .^ vf ih；ii Aira |f;f, j,.； / \̂ , u rj, i ,  >yar.； f \
oiXTMiKm m〇<!r". <；| Arrd 10b, v, i
Ahm l〇h. * '

I he proposed extensive fully cnckj'/；d pt/imm to }v.>usc the bû  dt'jKii, the rupair workshop*;, Ihc (l；mi：crou\
goods stores including petroi fillip v^tion and RCV tuc <jr.saN：,faaury and would caust* uî titlional lu-alih ;iiwt - îcty 
hazard to ihc workers wuhm a fully cnclo：>cd ^;uc； j：c, especially m view 〇!' those polluted air ;uh! vohailc cimiiol 
and the potential noise generated wjthin the c〇iT.pounds. The prop-Mnent should curry oui ;i liimshtciory fnvmmnu'niitl 
impact assessment to the operational health and safety hazard of \ht： workers wahm l!v fully cnclur>L*il ^nu：lurc ;mJ 
propose suitable mitigation measures to minimize iheir effects to the wurkers and ihc irsidrnts nemby.

The proposed removal of helipad for emergency use from Area 10b is undesirable m view of its possible urgent use for 
rescue and transportation of the pauents to the acute hospitals due to the rural and remote setting of Dixovery Bay. Tins 
proposal should not be accepted without a proper :e-pr〇visiomng proposal by the applicaiit to ihc satisfaction of all 
property owners of Discovery Bay.

I disagree the applicant's response in item (b) of UD&L, PlanD's comment in RtC that the proposed 4m wide waterlront 
promenade is an improvement to the existing situation of Area 10b. The proposed narrow promenade lacking of adequate 
landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view of its rural and natural setting.

The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is still unsatisfactory and I agree that 
the comments made by Architectural Services Department that "...Tne podium of the building blocks nos. L7 ro LM is 
about 250m in length that is too long and monotonous. Together with the continuous layouts of the medium-nse 
residential blocks behind, the development may have a wall-effect and pose considerable visual impact to its vicinity...." 
and by Planning Department that "....towers closer to the coast should be reduced in height to minimize the overbearing 
impact on the coast" and that "....Public viewers from the southwest would experience a long cominuous building m;iss 
abutting the coast. Efforts should be made to break down the building mass with wider building gaps… are still valid 
after this revision.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for further review and commer.t, the 
application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.
Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident:______ suen sw___________

A d d r e s s : ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ j ^ B
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就規劁申請/ ® 亥提出意見M aking Ccmmciu cm 

参考编號

Reference Number:

PUnukig AppUcahou / Review 

161130-221308-89656

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

09/12/2016

提交日期及時間

Date and time of submission:
30/11/2016 22:13:08*

有關的規劃申請編號

The application no. to which the comment relates
. Y/I-DB/3

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 
Name of person making this comment:

，J、姐 M iss Elaine Kwcmg

意見詳情

Details of the Com m ent:

I support the application since the residential use is responsive to the housing market, and can pr 
ovide more bousing choices and enhance the quality of life.
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就規別申請/湿核挺 i i i意見 Making CommerU: on Planning A.p丨：ilication / Review

參考編號
Reference Number:

161130-220926-86053

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

09/12/2016

提 交 日 期 及 時 間 +
Date and time of submission:

30/11/2016 22:09:26

有關的規劃申請編號  Y/WD1B/3
The application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱  先生 Mr. Mathrew Lo
Nam e of person making this comment:

意見詳情
Details of the Com m ent:

I agreed with the proposal as the new attractions such as promenade and piazza in DB can provi 
de a new leisure choice for Hong Kong people.
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就規Sll申請/费核提出意見Mu丨(hig Commer丨f o〖i Plaun丨ng App丨丨catitii丨/ Review

提交限期 09/12/2016Deadline for submission

提交日期及時間 01/12/2016 12:34:34Date and time of submission:

有關的規剷申請編號
The application no. to which the comment relates: Y/I-DB/3

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
Name of person making this comment:

先生 Mr. Richard Carrey

意見詳情
Details of the Com m ent:
As Commodore of the Discovery Bay Yacht Club I represent some 110 pleasure vessel owners a 
nd users in the Discovery Bay area. In their response to the Marine Department's concerns for H 
ICR's application for development of area 10b HKR claimed to have conducted consultations wit 
h users of the affected marina facilities. We have NOT been approached by HKR for any such c 
onsuJtation.
Our members are major users of the boat repair yard and dry boat storage area of the Marina Clu 
b and these facilities are vital for the continued use o f the marine environment for leisure activiti 
es. The repair facilities in particular are heavily used and relied upon to keep our members* boat 
in usable and safe condition. There is no similar facility nearby in Hong Kong, and those further 
away are heavily over used.
Additionally, we also use the fuel supply station for fueling our vessels. HKR have given no indi 
cation that ttie fuel barges they mention as a replacement for the current filling station will be av 
ailable to the public as well as to HKR boats.
UKRys assertion that the extension of the seawall will not interfere with the private moorings ca 
nnot be seriously believed, particularly when taking in to account maneuvering room for both th 
e moored vessels and the kaito / ferry. In particular, it is hard to imagine that the construction ph 
ase of the seawall extension can be carried out safely without impacting the moorings. Private M 
ooring space in Hong Kong is severely limited and there is a waiting list several years long to ob 
tain one. We strongly oppose any development that would reduce that number.
I urge you to reject the parts of HKR*s application that affect the hardstand and dry boat storage 
area of the Marina Club, and the extension of the sea wall.
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就規剌申請/费核提出意見 Makhig Coniinenl: on Applicnticm / Re\，iew

參考編號
Reference Number: 161201-121653-42195

提交限期
Deiuliiiic for submission:

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission:

有關的規剡申請編號
The application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
Name of person making this comment:

09/12/2016

01/12/2016 12:16:53

Y/I-DB/3

女士 Ms. Lam

意見詳情
Details of the C om m ent:
I support the application, as the plan brings in suitable amount of population to support the busin 
esses of local shops, in a way to provide more retail choices for residents.__________________



參考瑞號  161201-165250-27610
Rclcrcncc Number:

就 規 &伸 請 /S 核 提 出 意 見 如 ，kiiig Com」丫 丨 :'u r 丨 如 丨 i丨丨丨g

j是交限期
Deadline for submission: 09/12/2016

提交日期及時間
Dale and time of submission:

01/12/2016 16:52:50

有關的規劃申請編號 Yfl-DB/3
The application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 小姐Miss Leong Yin Ling
Name of person malting this comment:

意見詳情
Details of the Comment : 
ISupport and good_______
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成規 fe1沖請 /这 劍 是 出 意 見 w  V1::，

# 考編號
Reference Number: 161201-165546-67336

提交限期

Deadline fo r submissiojj： 09/12/2016

提交日期及時間

D ate  and time of submission: 01/12/2016 16:55:46

有關的規劃申請編號  ‘ Y/1_DB/3
The application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 小 姐 麻 Marquee L _ g
Nam e of person making this comment:

意見詳情

Details of the Com m ent: 

I支持計釗

— a — MBM— — — i Lmi MS— 1 I r .  I S ! 趣 _ 比;畫i f cd
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提交mw及阳n]
Date mid time of submission:

m m w m n n m v M
I 'lie  application no. to wliich tiic con

n 足s 見人」姓名/名稱
NiiniL1 of person making this conunci

意見詳情
Details of the C om m ent: * •

本人支持愉景淄第1 〇b區的發展計副

可善用土地资源|減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇，提升生活質 
素 .

•言十副可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與偷景浮整體設計格格不入的情況，整體環境得到改 

善 • '
•新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、® 化的街渡及碼頭設K5 |令出人更方便。

• 計则已考慮基礎設施、視覺、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力•設計亦與周邊環境及景 

觀更為i l i合 。

• 造全新的社區集结點，大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

• 更多的綠化空間有助減低碳排放，提升空氣質素，提供更佳工作及生活環境。

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

• 引人適跫人口可支持本土小商店的營運|為居民提供更多的零售選擇=

C〇/l'. !>i

IM20 卜 2()VM7-()74X5

09/12/2016

01/12/2016 20:59:47

Y/I-DB/3

先 生 Mr. Lai
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提交 [:1期及时問 
Da

<15；

l6!20!-203829-8277lJ

09/12/2016

01/12/2016 20:3«:29

有關的規剡巾諸编號
Tlie application no. to which the commcut relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 
Name of person making this comment:

意見詳情
Details of the C om m ent: *

Y/I-D1V3

先生Mr. Samue丨丨p

本人支持愉景灣第1 〇b區的發展計劃，原因如下：

可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇，提升生活質 

素 。

i十劃可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉景灣整體設計格格不入的情況，整fa環境得到改 

善 。

新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套 ' 優化的街渡及碼頭設施，令出人更方便。

計劃已考慮基礎設施 ' 視 覺 、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力|設計亦與周邊環境及景 

觀更為融合。

創造全新的社區集結點，大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

更多的綠化空間有助減低碳排放，提升空氣質素，提供更佳工作及生活環境。

新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

引人適量人口可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售g 擇 。
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Ucrei cuce Nimiljcr:

m m i m

提交 If]期及時丨!!1 
“ me

对M的規剡中誚編號
The nppIicaUon no. (o >viiich the coninn

_提意見人」姓名/名稱 
Name of person mnlcing tliis comment:

意 見 詳 情

Details of the Comment :

I 6120!-210KM-41J48

0V/J2/2016

Ot/12/2016 21:01:04

Y/I-DB/3

女士  Ms. Lam

本人支持愉景灣第1 Ob區的發展計剡，原因如下：

I可 善 用 土 地 資 源 ，減 輕 香 港 土 地 不 足 的 問 題 ，提 供 不 同 類 型 的 房 屋 選 擇 ，提升生活質  
«

言十剷可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與偷景丨醫整體設計格格不入的情況|整體環境得到改
害 "
新建的海湏長廊，提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施，令出人更方便。

計劃已考慮基礎設施、視兌、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力|設計亦與周邊環境及景 

觀更為融合。

創造全新的社區集结點，大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

更 多 的 綠 化 空 間 有 助 減 低 碳 排 放 ，提 升 空 氣 質 素 ，提 供 更 佳 工 作 及 生 活 環 境 。

新發展會創造更多就業機會• 為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

引 入 適 量 人 □ 可 支 持 本 土 小 商 店 的 營 運 ，為 居 民 提 供 更 多 的 零 售 選 擇 。
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提夂[刚及叫叫
Ijatc and time of sui>mi^sion:

1M2O1-2OS356-05275 

09/12/2016 

01/12/2016 20:53:56

有關的規剌中s i編號
The applicalion no. to which the

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
Name of person making this con 

意見詳情
Details of the Com m ent:
本人支持愉景灣第1 〇b區的發展計副，原因如下:

可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇，提升生活質 
素 。

•計劃可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉景滘整體設計格格不人的情況|整體《境得到改 

善 。

• 新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施，令出入更方便。

•計劃已考慮基礎設施、視覺、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力，設計亦與周邊環境及景 
觀更為融合。

• 創造全新的區集結點 |大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

•更多的綠化空間有助減低碳排放，提升空氣質素，提供更佳工作及生活環境。

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會•為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

• 引入適量人口可支持本土小商店的營運|為居民提供更多的零售選擇。

Y/1-DB/3

先生Mr. Luk
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I^l20!-2C3254-42326

I h t .m w j
t l>4.;i(iijut for sulimission:

| 期及眄間

；D ：ile :uiil time of submission:

057} 2^016

01/12/2016 20:32:54

有關的規剷申消編號
]'hc 3pj)iicalion no. to wiiicli (lie coninicnt relates:

「提.®見人」姓名/名稱
Name of person ninkiug (his comment:

意見詳请

D c(；nls of the C om m en t:

YA-DB/3

夫人 Mrs. C H Kong

fully support the application since it will creat more job opport~umt\r.
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|提交限职

!)«. .nlline Tor submission.

提夂日期及U5I1!]
Date and lime of submission

有關的規劃中諧编諕
T lie application no. to winch the comment relates- j

「提意見人 j 姓名/名稱 ^ M r .  Mr. IP !
Name of person making tbis comment: l

意見詳情  丨

Details o f the C om m ent: |
|本人支持愉景灣第 l〇b區的發展計劃，原因如下_• ||

可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇，提升生活貢 |
素 。 j

十劃可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉景灣整體設計格格不入的情況，s a 環 境 得 到 改 1 
善 。 I
•1祈建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施，令出入更方便• 1
• 計劃已考慮基礎設施、視 覺 、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力，設計亦與周邊環境及景！ 

觀更為融合。 |
• 創造全新的社區集結點，大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。 I
• 更多的綠化空間有助減低碳排放，提升空氣質素 •提供更佳工作及生活環境•
•新發展會創造更多就業機會  > 為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。 丨

• 弓I入適量人□ 可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的琴售選擇• i
1 … 1 ■_—■ 二 — 1

161201-204CH-67910

09/12/2016

01/12/2016 20:40:14
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I he application no ⑴  wlikh " it  com nm n reblcs: Y/1-DB/.3

【觀 人 】姓 獅  先生 M r . T _

本人 J K /揄JS邛第 i()b區的發妓計劓 • 原K 如 下 ：

可！5用土地資源，減蛵杳龙土地不足的？M題 ，提供不同類型的房溼選?睪 ’提升生活質 

素 。

• 計副可改苒該區現時雜亂摂敗及與愉费灣览《設計格格不人的请況，整 ®環境得到改 

卷 4

• 新迖的海 ;)1畏廊、提升的交通配奔 • 優化的街渡及碼頭設施，令出人更方便。

• 計 8彳已考丨者迖礎設施、视 覺 、交通及社區方面因素及承掬能力，設計亦與周邊環境及景 

觀更為融台 •

• 創造全新的钍區第結點|大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間•

■ 更多的錄化空問苻助:‘咸低碳排放，提升空氣質素，提供更佳工作及生活環境。

• 新發展會釗造更多就楽槪會•為市民及杜會帶來好處及經濟效益•

•引人速量人□可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇•

m
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Ki oiK't Number: i6i201-205527-71214

!>c idiinc for sub/

,1 ® 艾 EIW及 時 間

+有 關 的 規 釗 申 號
T h e  application no. to which (he 丨 : relates:

| 「提意見人」姓名/名稱 
f iS’aine of penjon making this <
i

I意見詳清
Details of flic Com m ent: * •

09/12/2016 

01/12/2016 20:55:27 

Y/I-DB/3

小 姐  Miss Jackie Ip

本人支持偷景深第i〇b區的發展計剌，原因如下：

可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇，提升生活質 

素 。

•計剷可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與偷景灣整體設計格格不人的情況，整體環境得到改 

善 。
*新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施，令出人更方便。

•計剷已考慮基礎設施、視 覺 、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力，設計亦與周邊環境及景 

觀更為融合。

• i i i a 全 新 社 區 集 结 點 ，大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

•更多的绦化空間有助減低碳排放，提升空氣質素，提供更佳工作及生活環境。

1 •新發展會赤i造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

|•引入適量人□ 可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇》______________
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K頃 K申 il/汀 咳 見 ：'
含考 jr■號
!<efcr^nco Nuinl;^f.

提交限期
Dc：j«Jline loi- sul.tmi^sion:

提交曰期及時間
D ale  and lime of submission：

有關的規剴申請编號
T h e  application no. to which the comment i

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
N a m e  of person m aking this comment:

意見詳情
Details of the C om m ent:

161201-20̂ 145-26246

09/12/2016

0W\2/2016 20;4\：45

Y/I-DB/3

先生 IVtr.〖p

本 人 支 持 愉 景 灣 第 1 〇b區 的 發 展 計 劃 ，原 因 如 下 '•

可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋S I畢’提升生活質 「 
素 。 1丨

i 十劃可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉景灣整體設計格格不人的请況1整1 環境得到改 
善 。

=新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套 ' 優化的街渡及碼頭設施’令出入更方匣。

計劃已考慮基礎設施、視 覺 、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力’ 設計亦與周3 環境及5 
觀更為融合。

創 造 全 新 的 社 區 集 結 點 ，大 眾 可 享 用 更 多 公 眾 休 閒 空 間 。

更多的綠化空間有助減低碳排放|提升空氣質素，提供更眭工作及生活環境。

新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

引人適量人口可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售i l 擇 。



i6 !2 0；-2l032i-755!2
丨 Rcf、T〇n>:c N’iuiU)cr

! ncad iin c  for submission

|钉罚的说 .t忡訥蝙號 

T h e  appliculion no. (o whicli (lie

「提意見人」姓名/名偶
N am c 〇( person m aking (his com

葱見詳请
Octaiis of the C om m ent :

09/12/2016

01/12/2016 2103 .

Y/I-DB/3

先生  Mr. Wotig

本人支Kfto锐深第l〇b區的&展計剷 *原因如下：

可善用土地資源•減輕香港土地不足的問題•提供不同類型的房屋選擇，提升生活質 
素 •

•計 s河改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與偷景灣整體設計格格不入的情況，整證環境得到改 

。
•新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、優 fb的街渡及碼頭設5S ，令出人更方便。

• 1十劃已考慮基礎設施，視覺、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力，設計亦與周邊環境及景 

覬更為融合。

•創造全新的社區集结點，大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

• 更多的綠化空間有助減低破排放 1提升空氣質素，提供更佳工作及生活環境。 

v 祈發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

•引入適量人□可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇。 _______

〇



就 規 扪 申 請 提 出 意 見 ：’•;二 

参考编號

提交限朋

i^cmllinc

提 交 卜 _及 時 冏

Date  ;tnd lit

冇關的規釗中謂編號
^'lu: api)Iication no. lo whicli the comment ]

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
Name of person making this comnieut:

意見詳情
Details of the Comment :

161201-205628-7

09/12/20)6

01/12/2016 20:56:23

YA-DB/3

小 姐  Miss Irene Kwol:

support the submitted proposal as it will create new focal points in DB 
and provide more leisure areas in DB.

-? - • t  ' iy f  ̂ T ， …i r r - r  ' r  w v  '
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161201-2Q5658-58335

il-j-i-G-

j 浇艾限妃 

I Oc.ui)mc i submission: 09/12/2016

| 3 期及時間 

；D.itc and tir
01/12/20)6 20:56:58

|有闉的規剡申誚編號

The application no. to which the comment relates:

「提 s 見 人 」姓名/名稱 

N am e of person m aking (his comment:

Y/I-DB/3

先生 Mr. G A R Y  LE E

意見詳堉

Details of the C om m ent:

本人支持愉景货第 l 〇b區的發展計釗，原因如下：

可善甩土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題|提供不同類型的房屋選擇|提升生活質 

素 。

•計劃可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉景漼?!體設計格格不入的情況•整體環境得到改 

善 。

•新建的海；5 長廊、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施|令出人更方便。

•計劁已考宠基礎設K5 、視覺、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力，設計亦與周邊環境及景 

觀更艿融合。

•倉■全新的社區集结點|大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

•更多的綠化空間有助減低碳排放，提升空氣質素，提供更佳工作及生活環境。

•新發展會創造更多就業機會•為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

11•弓1人適量人□可支持本土小商店的營運1為居民提供更多的零售選擇。_______________



-L ,

参考編號

：!；̂ i 总兑]

16120!-204302-!1549

^■：

提交 rew] 
D t i i r l l i n c  I' * s u b m i s s i o n : 09/12/2016

提交日期及時問 
D j iI.c nnd (inic ofsuljinissioji;

有關的規神_丨蹁號
The application no. to which the comment relates:

01/ 12/2016 20 :43:02

Y / I - D B /3

「提意見人」姓名/名ffi 
Name of person making this

意見詳情
Details of the C om m ent:

女士 M s .  Z h a n g

本人支持愉景淄第l〇b區的發展計釗，原因如下：

可善用土地資源|減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同诩型的房屋選!？，提升生活質 
素 。

言十劃可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉景潟整ffi設計格格不人的情況，整體項境得到改 
善 。

新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施•令出人更方( I 。
計剡已考慮基礎設施、視 贤 、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力•設計亦與周a 環境及景 

觀更為融合。

創造全新的社區集结點，大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

更多的綠化空間有助減低碳排放，提升空氣質素•提供更佳工泎及生活環境•
新發展會創造更多就業彳幾會|為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

引人適3 人□ 可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售s 丨睪。



; Miu-^
:,> /  、 . 161203-2G5730-29362Kctci\MCc >'unl-t.r:

i 提交取期 
; Ov.uilmc

I提艾日期及時問 
; Date :ind

有 關 的 m 釗 申 謊 编 號  
j The application no. (o \vhich the 丨

「媞S 見人」姓名/名稠

09/3 2/2016

01/12720 1 6 20:57:30

, Y/I-DB/3 relates:

先生 Mr. GARY LEE

S 見詳情
Defails of the Comment :
本人支持偷误;貨第1 〇b區的發展計剷，原因如下：

可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇 I 提升生活質 

素 。

•計剷可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉景潠整體設計格格不入的情況，整體環境得到改 
善 。

•新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設5 S ，令出人更方便。

•計劃已考慮基礎設施、視 覺 、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力，設計亦與周邊環境及景 

觀更為融合。

• 創造全新的社區集结點，大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

•更多的綠化空間有助減低碳排放，提升空氣質素 •提供更佳工作及生活環境。

•新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

• 引入適量人□ 可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇。_______________

m



参考編號
U .iVrcnc, Number: 161201-21C446-9273,

提交限期
Dcudlinc Tor suljmission 09/12/2016

01/12/2016 21:04:46

.•claleS： Y/I-DB/3

小姐 Miss GRACE M A K

本人支持愉景灣第l〇b區的發展計釗•原因如下: 1|

可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇•提升生活質 H
素 0 '
•計劃可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉景灣整體設計格格不人的情況，整I I 環 境 得 到 改 I 
善 。 |
•新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施• 令出入更方S 。 ：

•計劃已考慮基礎設施、視覺、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力•設計亦與局邊環境及景i 
觀更為融合。 i
• 倉lj造全新的社區集結點，大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。 I
• 更多的錄化空間有助減低碳排放，提升空氣質素，提供更佳工作及生活環境。 1
• 新發展會創造更多就業機會1為市民及社會帶來好處及锃濟效益。 丨

• 引入適量人口可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零喾選擇。

有關的規剧申誚編號
The npplicalion no. to which the comment

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 
Name of person making this comment:

意見詳情
Details of the Comment :

◎
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^530
泛 戌 潢 ！i+x冷出意M V

逢艾限期
Dcatilinc for submission:

.° : .  _V. •+•:土 .A.丨 /

I6120I-204402-9S695

09/12/2016

提交曰期及時間
Date and time of submission:

有闞的規剷申請编號
T he application uo. (o which the connn

「提 s 見人」姓名/名稱 

Name of person making (his comment:

01/12/2016 20:44:02

: relates: Y/I-DB/3

先生 Mr. Ricky Luk

意見詳清
Details of the C om m ent:
本人支持愉景《第〗〇b區的發展計劃，原因如下 :

可善罔土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇|提升生活質 
素 .

: i 十劃可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉景灣整體設計格格不人的情況，整體環境得到改 

善 。

• 新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施|令出人更方便。

• 計劃已考慮基礎設施、視覺、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力，設計亦與周邊環境及景 

觀更异融合。

• 創造全新的社區集结點|大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

•更多的錄化空間有助減低碳排放 > 提升空氣質素|提供更佳工作及生活環境。

• 新發畏會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

• 引入適置人□ 可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇。



. i m :  I f  :: .1 Ik I i, 1麗  is, I ■ 邐  1 ^ 1 1

4531
就規劃申請/ s 读 Uk iii意見 i 

参考編號
Reference Number:

交限期
Deadline i'or submission:

交日期及時間 

Dale and

C-

161201-205826-901：

09/12/2016

01/12/2016 20:58:26

有 關 的 規 m 申請編號

T he application no. to which the comment relates: Y/I-DB/3

「提 意 見 人 j 姓名 /名稱  小 姐 Miss SOPHIA LAU !
Name of person making this comment: ;

意 見 詳 情  |
Details of the C om m ent: j
本 人 支 持 愉 景 灣 第 l 〇b區 的 發 展 計 劃 ，原 因 如 下 : j

可 善 用 土 地 資 源 ，減 輕 香 港 土 地 不 足 的 問 題 ，提供不同類型的房屋 選 擇 |提 升 生 活 貢  +
秦 。 i
• 計劃可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉景灣整體設計格格不入的情況，整®環境得到改  ；

善 。 |
• 新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施，令出入更方便= |
• 計劃已考慮基礎設施、視覺、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力，設計亦與周邊環境及景| 
觀更為融合 》 ' i
• 創造全新的社區集結點，大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。 |
• 更多的綠化空間有助減低碳排放|提升空氣質素，提供更佳工伤及生活環境a ；

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及组濟效益。

• 引 人 適 量 人 □ 可 支 持 本 土 小 商 店 的 營 運 | 為 居 民 提 供 更 多 的 苳 售 選 擇 。 5
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| h 關幻;<,!剡屮功编狀

j I l u  ; i | i | » l u n o  l o  w l i i i  l i  i h c  c o i n n u n t  M .J ,» ks  '  …

m u , i ! K f w  , r .
x? f  t . 小姐  N h s s C h c y
N;ime «>f |»i*rsnn maKiMj* llns toinmcnt:

m m b i
Details of tlii' ('Miuincnl :

|本 人 支 丨 以 丨 似 ，的如沿丨3!卜 如 y  :

可苒用土他 'A•源 •減 土 地 不 足 的 問 椬 •提供不莧領工的房置選擇•提升生活質

x? •
• ,*:丨釗可改茂陔區叫時?8亂 .根似及财输贵;a{整體設計格格不入的堉況，整膛環境得到改

• 新丨E的海濱長廊、提71的交诵S r i g 、（S 化的街渡及碼頭設施，令出人更方便。

• 計釗已圬 ft.M礎設施、祝 光 、交通及H E 方而因素及承沒能力|設計亦與周邊環境及景 

® 更為融合 •

• 釗i i 全靳的丨土區馆结點，大眾可享用更多公眾沐聞空間•
• 更多的钴 i'b空間有助減低破排放 • 提升空氚質素，提供更迮工作及生活瑁境。

• 新發展會釗造更多就亲战# |為市民及社會帶來好處及纟5濟效益 •

. 引入遇M 入□ 可支持本土小商店的活述，為居民提供更多的零售1 澤 • ______________
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「捉 货 兄 人 」姓

Y/l-DIJ /3

小a . lM i ss  l 'RA ( ' l ： V LIUJNG

意 見 詳 悄

Details of the Comment

本人支持愉景龙第 l〇b l 的y i d G H  如 下 ：

可善用土地資源，減輕香港土i&不 足 的 問 題 • 捉 類 5!!的 谢 ，提升生;+S質 
素 。

• 計剧可改善該區現時雑亂景骹及與偷景鸿整尬設計格格不人的淸況，览hH 渭境丨辱到改 

善 。

• 新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、優 化的阳度及碼頭設施•令出人更方便。

• 言十劁已考i f .基礎設施 • 視 覺 、交通及社區方面因素及承撝能力•設計亦與周s m 境及贷 

觀更為融合。

• 創造全新的社區集结點|大眾可享用更多公眾休間空間。

• 更多的錄化空間有助減低碳排放•提升空氣質素|提供更佳工作及生活瑁境• I
• 新發展會創造更多就聚機會|為市民及社曾帶來好處及® 濟效益。 i

• 引入適量人□ 可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供!E 多的零钽遝擇。

©
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* . , , 161201-204402-9,S(>95
Kcloroncc iNumlH'r:
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仃關的W Jij屮，V I编號

1'hc ii|)|)lu;i(ion no. (〇 wliicli (Uc coiiiiik

1 RV&ULAj
Nairn' of person making this comment:

m m m
DoCnils of the C o m m en t:

0l；/l2/20l()

01/12/2016 20-14:02

relates;
Y/l-DU/3

先 生  Mr. Ridey Liik

可咨用土地 s 源 * 減蛵杏港土地不足的 i?i m  •提供不m n 型的房歴班撺 1提升生活过

• s丨-則可改m •挪说!Km 亂 财 娜 灌 搬 丨 1  格不人的抓’兄•整 iwm境份到改 

涝.

• 新逑的海濱校廊、提升的交迎配诈、丨《fb的出波及础頭設施 * 令出人更方便》

• f：丨釗已巧澳苋礎設施、W貨 、交通及丨上區方而W 软及承擔能力 •股2 f亦與W 邊项埦及讶 

跑 疋 24融 合 •

創诘令新的 f i ® 汜結跶 •大眾可莩川更多公眾休閒空閗。

史冬的綠化空閗打肋減 ftWi!排 放 •提升空铽苡索 * 提供疋陡工作及生活增境。

新汶杖舍釗迫疋多就茱機脊，為市民及U 钤帶來好成及經濟效益。

引人過m 人□ 可支持本土小商店的辩迎 • 為k k 捉供史多的眾仍识撺。



揽 交 _1 )|
Dciiilliuc for submission:

提 交 丨 :丨丨⑴及時1!丨！
Onte imd lime of submission1.

T he ik». to \、.hicli ilic

161201-205326-90133

09/12/2016

01/12/2016 20:58:26

, Y/l-DB/3 rolales:

「视 船 i 人 _i姓名/名偶 小姐 Miss SOPH〗 A LAU
Name of person niakinj; this comment: '

意見詳t;f |
Details of the Comment : |

本人支持愉S 鸿第 u ib E 的發跋計By •原 IS如 下 ： 1

可苕用土地資源，減輕苫港土地不足的冏題•提供不同類型的房屋選擇  > 提升生活S  
紫 。

• 計8何改萏 K 區現時雑亂讶觀及與愉景鸿整® 設計格格下入的情X ，整 ®環曳浔到改 
链 。

• 新1C的海濱畏廊、提升的交通配在、傻 (匕的街渡及碼頭設施• 令出人更方便。

• 計刻已考成莅礎設施、視粜、交通及社區方面H 素及承擔能力，設計亦與周S H I电叉S  
齦更為融合 。 '
• 刨造全靳的社區取結點•大眾可享用更多公眾休間空問 *
•更多的钸化空丨urn助減低碳排放|提升空氣苡索，提供更佳工作x 生活項浼•

• 新發展搿创造见多就浆馊# • 為市民及社會带來好范及经负效益•
• 引入適觅人□ 可支持本土小商店的赞巡 • 為居民投供更 ■?•的苳1 選擇 。



4 5 3 2
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； ^  J61201-2I0656-43874ivcivicncc Narnhcr:

； ^ m m
' Pdiliiic l\>r submission: 09/12/2016

丨提芡3 期及時間
O.HC and time ' 

i

i 有 關 的 規 副 申 請 编 號
T h e  . ip p l i c ；i t i o n  no. fo  w l i ic h  ( l ie  c o n im c n t  re la te s：

「提S 見人J 姓名/名稱 
N a m e  o f  p e rs o n  m a k in g  th is  c o m m e n t:

01/12/2016 21:06:56

Y/I-DB/3

小 姐  Miss Choy

意見詳倩

i 工人叉持输景海第1 〇b區的發展計劃，原因如下：

|可善甭土地資源•減軽香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇|提升生活質 

I 素 。I ^計劃可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與偷景灣整體設計格格不人的情況，整體環境得到改

•=新淒的海濱長廊 '提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施，令出入更方便。

•計劃已考慮基礎設施、視覺、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力，設計亦與周邊環境及景 
觀更為融合。

•創造全新的社區集结點•大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

•更多的结化空間有助減低碳排放，提升空氣質素|提供更佳工作及生活環境。 

i v新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

! • 引人適量人〇可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇。______________

#
—、' 广 〇ia/：c< A-̂ onA 糾f v  t rvr> ) u u  no/ionni

，T:^ ：< * » ' W '  f  T f f t  r r ， - ^ r  f  ^  - r f  - j -  r ^ r -



忒規M申諝/菝核提出意見 

參考蹁號

提交限期
Deiullinc for subi^ission：

提交日期及時間 
Dale  and time o f  submiss

有關的規剡申誚編號 ____ __
T h e  application iio. to which the comment relates: ；

!
「提意見人」姓名/名稱 小姐Miss TRACEY LEUNG i

Name of person malcing this comment: !

意見詳情 '
Details of the Comment :
本人支持愉景灣第1 〇b 區的發展計劃，原因如下:

可善用土地資源1減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇，提升生活貢 
素 。

•計劃可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉景灣整®設計格格不人的 i青況，S S 環境得到改 
善 。

•=新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施，令出入更方便=

•計劃已考慮基礎設施、視覺、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力，設計亦與周i i 環境及景 
觀更為融合。

•創造全新的社區集結點，大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

•更多的綠化空間有助減低碳排放，提升空氣質素|提供更佳工作及生活環境•

•新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

•引人適量人口可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇。

1"

161201-210757-46349

09/12/2016

01/12/2016 21:07:57

Y/I-nR/l



KcTdcncc Ntimbor*

1..'_“ |七.A::plj:r *;〇.i . -î iC

16)201-210555-08493

弋雨期
OcjJl inc for submiisiou: 09/12/2016

提交日期及時間
l.^ntc :uul linic ol*submission: 01/12/2016 21:05:55

有罚的規釗申諧缢號
I 'h c  application no. (o wliich (lie coinmcni relates: Y/I-DB/3

「提意見人」姓名 /名偁 ^ Mr Lo
Name of person m aking this comment:

意見詳馈
Details of the C o m m en t:

本人支持愉景淄第1 〇b區的發展計劃i 原因如下：

可善周土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題•提供不同類型的房屋選擇，提升生活質 

素 °

•計剷可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與偷景灣整體設計格格不入的情況•整體環境得到改 

善 。

•新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施，令出入更方便。

•計釗已考慮基礎設施、視覺、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力，設計亦與周邊環境及景 

觀更為融合。

•創造全新的钍區集结點•大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

•更多的绿化空間有助減低碳排放，提升空氣質素|提供更佳工作及生活環境。

•新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

|•引人g 量人□可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇。 '

09/10̂  p/-.r UHR IMm] (T7/19门 (IK



就 規 剠 申 請 出 意 見 M 
參 考 編 號

Reference Numlici*'

提 交 限 期

里） catllinc for si“〕ruissioii:

提 交 日 期 及 時 間  

Dale :ind rime of subjnission:

有 關 的 規 剡 申 諮 編 號

The  application no. to wiiich the comment relates: A i |!

m j ! A 」 /JnM  Miss Cheny |
Name of person making this comment:

意 見 詳 情

Details of the C om m en t :

本 人 支 持 愉 景 灣 第 l〇b區 的 發 展 計 剷 ，原 因 如 下 :

可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題| 提供不同類型的房屋選擇，提f 卜生活質 

素 。 ’ I
• 計劃可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與偷景灣整體設計格格不人的凊況， 瑁境得€ 改 ! 
善 。 !
新 建 的 海 濱 長 廊 、提 升 的 交 通 配 套 、優 化 的 街 渡 及 碼 頭 設 施 | 令 出 入 更 万 S 。 |

• 計 劃 已 考 慮 基 礎 設 施 、視 覺  ' 交 通 及 社 區 方 面 因 素 及 承 擔 能 力 ，設計亦與局 g 環 境 及 景 i 
觀 更 為 融 合 。

• 倉 赌 全 新 的 社 區 集 结 點 ，大 眾 可 享 用 更 多 公 眾 休 閒 空 間 。 ！

• 更 多 的 綠 化 空 間 有 助 減 低 碳 排 放 ，提 升 空 氣 質 素 *提 供 更 佳 工 作 及 生 活 環 境 • |
• 新 發 展 會 創 造 更 多 就 業 機 會 • 為 市 民 及 社 會 帶 來 好 ®及 經 濟 效 益 - 丨

• 引 人 適 量 人 口 可 支 持 本 土 小 商 店 的 營 運 ，為 居 民 提 供 更 多 的 萃 軎 選 擇 。 |

I61201-212321-25K2 

09/12/20! 6 

01712/2016 21:23:21



-4-5-36-n
I .-.II I'lmnini； Appliĉ i-tOJi /

| 161201- 212452- 49777 
Rctcrc^icc \ i im nor :

提交跃明
Deadline for submission:

提交日期及時間
： of submission;

09/12/2016

01/12/2〇]621:2^l;52

有 關 的 規 剴 申 i s 编 铣  Y/1_DB/3
T h e  application no. to which the commeul relates;

「提 意 見 人 」姓 名 /名 稱  

Name of person making this comment :
小姐 Miss Leung

意見詳情
Details of the Com m ent:

本人支持愉景渴第l〇b區的發展計劃*原因如下：

可善用土地資，減輕香港土地不足的問題| 提供不同類型的房屋選擇|提升生活質

• 計剴可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉景潠整體設計格格不入的憤況•整體環境得到改 
善 。

• 新逄的海:'S長廊、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施，令出人更方便。

• 計劃已考《基窃設施、視覺、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力1設計亦與周邊環境及景 
觀更為融合。
• 割造全新的社區集结點• 大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

• 更多的纾化空間有助減低碳排放• 提升空氣質素，提供更佳工作及生活環境。

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。
1• 引人適蚤人□ 可支持本土小商店的營運| 為居民提供更多的零售選擇。______________
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就規》伸 謓 /费 孩 提 出 葸 兑 r : v•〜••— roM •：-•*：,/!•；

?  0 L 、 7 , )61201-2J2708-C：̂5^7
kefcrcncc Niimbr；)*:

提交限ra
Dead line f〇i* submis s ion : 09/12/2016

提交曰期及時間
Da(c and lime of suOniissiou: 01/12/2016 21:27:08

有關的規剡申請編號 YA DPW
The application no. (o which the comment relates： " J

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 
Name of person malcing this comment:

小姐Miss Ip

意見詳情
Details of the Comment :
本人支持愉景深第1 〇b區的發展計则•原因如下:

可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋M擇•提升生活貸 I
紫 。 ’:
• 計刺可改善該區現時雜亂误觀及與愉景漼整趙設計格格不入的堉況，堅砬屯境佟到改 i 
善 . ；

^新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設M i，令出入更方便。 |
• 計则已考慮2S礎設施、視42、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力，設計亦與周i f環 境 丨  
f視更為融合。 丨
• 创造全新的社區集結點，大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。 i
• 更多的綠化空間有助減低碳排放，提升空氣質素，提供更佳工作及生活環境* 丨

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及烴濟效益。 丨
• 引入適觉人口可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選择。__________  ；



城 节 拔 r 委 .残 會 秘 *
f 港 北 角 ;"I筚 逍 333K北 角 政 府 合 署 15樓  453S
溥 真 ： 2S77 0245或 2522 8426 

： tpbpd@ pfand.gov.hk

致啟者•‘
第12A條-規劃申請编號Y/I-DB/3 

公眾意見-支持偷景海第l 〇b 區發展計劃以善用珍貴土地資源

就上述規創申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

此致！ •

Name (姓名)_• ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ t i g n a t u r e  (簽名) : ~~~"

麟 翻 /觀 棚

R E C E IV E D

-2 flfC 歷

‘Town Planningy 
Board

飞 了 胃 了  1  了 厂 | 舊 ’ |

mailto:tpbpd@pfand.gov.hk


o
城市規刺委M ff秘也

香港北角溫華道333號北角政府合署15樓 4 %

傳真：2877 0245或2522 8426 ^

爾郵：tpbpd@ plancJ.gov.hk

敬啟者：

第 12A 條-規釗申請绲號Y/I-DB/3 
公眾意見•支持愉景渴第l〇b區發展計削以善用珍货土地资源

就上述規剡申請現正收集公眾意見•本人來函表示支持•原因如下：

K 以 、 讀 1 > 彡 冬 i 令 芩

此致！

SignWgJ^j 名):Name (姓名)：C ^ C lc^  

聯络 (聊 傅 真 /地址

mailto:tpbpd@plancJ.gov.hk


试5 崁IV方鹹會丨必軎

茗港儿肉:4 够 值 妨 北 f t 政耵合龙曹

：3 ) S  ' 237； 024S:J2f>22 8426

K$S : tpbpd@ piand.gov.hk

驳故者 •_

3 5 1 2 A條 ■ 規劃中誚a 铣 Y/I-DB/3 

公眾 S 見•支持偷累灣苋 l 〇b 區發展計劃以锌用珍貴土地資源

M 上述规劓中誚叹正收樂公眾意見*本人來函农示支待•原因如下‘•

幻找在 S S S工作 • 新较展能帶給我休息時有一個诗化的休憩地方. 

b ) 平台上有逑築及綠化空間，創造屏陣*阻隔太陽強光。

此 致 ！

Name (姓名 1: a t  \ J x  Signature (簽名):

聯结（塔郵/溥冥/ 地址):.

4 5 4 0

mailto:tpbpd@piand.gov.hk


m i w j R 明 i ' u ，》 : n n .’通 1: 1 J I K n * i  】腰  I S T ' U I I

城 市 規 劃 委 g 會 秘 軎  

晳港北角:S華道333號北角政府合l l S f ? 
傳真：2877 0245或2522 8A26 
常郵 . tpbpd@pland gov.hk

敬啟者：
第 U A條 -規釗申誚编號Y/I-DB/3 

公眾意見-支持渝景海策l〇b 區發展計filj以笤用珍货土地資源

i i L ；n i |

就上述視剷申消現正收粑公眾意見，本人來函表示支持• 原因如下：

a )  我在該區工作，新發展方案會提供一個新?自及美好的工作瑁境给我.

b )  新發展會將不同的後勤設施分隔M • 有效減少空氣中愁浮物说度及污染.

此致！

Name (姓名)： x 1" 1^ 1 : Signature (簽名 1:

聯 絡 爾 ■ 真 /触 : j B B B D B H —

i 掘 产 y



试节規劃娄每會秘9
香港允考埴華道3S3K北角政府合署15樓
溥真：2S77 0245或2522 S426
51$̂  : tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

歌啟者：
第 UA條 -規0 申請編號Y/I-DB/3 

公眾意見•支持愉景湾第l〇b 區發展計劃以善用珍貴土地資源

就上述規剷申請現正收集公眾S 見，本人來函表示支持1原因如下：

a )  我在該區工作，新發展能帶給我休息時有一個綠化的休憩地方。

b )  平台上有建築及綠化空間• 創造屏障’ 阻隔太陽強光。

此致！

Name (姓名): Signature (簽名):

聯 络 （電 郵 /傳 真 /地 址 ):一 j. . 嘯

454 2

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


城市規釗委员矜秘軎 
香港北角适華道333號北角政府合署1S饨 

傅H : 2877 0245或2522 8426 

電鄙：tpbpd@ pland.gov.hk

敬啟者：
第 12A條-規货神請編號Y/l-DCi/3

公眾意見-支持愉聚湾第l〇b區發展計刨以善闬珍貨土地资源

就上述規釗申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

a)  平台上有建築及綠化空間，創造屏障，阻隔太陽強光。

b)  新發展會將不同的後勤設施分隔開*有效減少空氣中懸浮物濕度及污染.

此致！

響 哪 I T I T T 呵 ， n  

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


»港北角潫镔 ^ 3 3 3狀北角政府合苫15|衷 

; 2S77 0245;'4;2522 S426 
黾齡：ipbpci@ pl‘itid.gov.lik

4 5 4  4

敬 改 者 ：

第 12A 條 -規剡申誚编號Y/I-DB/3 
公眾意見-支持偷景灣第 l〇b區發展計8似善用珍貴土地資源

就上述規劃申謓現正收集公眾意見 • 本人來函表示支持，原 因 如 下 ：

鴻 ，如 U  % _____________ ；______________________

此 致 ！

Name (姓名)： Ui Signature (簽名

聯 结 （電 S V 薄真 / 地址 ):.
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y
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城市規釗委员會秘苫

番港北角渣雄逍333號北角政府合浯玷檳 4 54 5
傅真：2877 0245或2S22 8426 
枢 那 ：tpbpd@ piand.gov.hk

敬啟者：
第 12A條-規劃申誚錕號Y/I-DB/3 

公眾意見-支捋愉景涊第l〇b區發展計釗以巻闬珍货土地货源

就上述規釗申誚現正收m公眾意見•本人來函表示支持•原囚如下：

a)  我在該區工作，新發展方案會提供一個斩穎及美好的工作項境给我.

b)  我在該區工作，新發展能帶給我休息時有一個錄化的沭憩地万。

此 致 ！

mailto:tpbpd@piand.gov.hk


试 市 規 扨 委 员 會 秘 窗
t 港 北 角 1 绽 道 333號 北 角 R府 合 署 I5fg 454S
：X I  ： ：S77 024S .?：2 5 2 2 S 4 2 6  
兹郵：tp b p d函p la n d .g o v .h k

较啟者：
第 12A 條-規劃申請編號Y/l-DB/3 

公眾意見-支持愉误湾第l〇b區發展計劃以善用珍贵土地資源

就上述規剿申請現正收集公眾意見_本人來函表示支持’原因如下：

3 ) 我在該區工作’新發展能帶給我休息時有一個绦化的休憩地方。 

b) 新發展會將不同的後勤設施分隔開•有效減少空氣中懸浮物濃度及污染。

此致！.

Signature (簽名):

駆各（堪郵/傳真/地址)



W r ] .i ： ：H  ^ ：M. V  M l i  1 1  i  I L i  ^  l  L ,  l  ' A  J ,
S i

城市規M委员會秘蛊 
香港北角渣華道333號北角政府合署IS樓 

傳真：2877 〇245或2522 叫26 
范 那 ：tp b p d @ p la n c i.g o v .h k

敬啟者：
第 12A條-規劃申請锡號Y/1-DB/3 

公眾意見-支持愉®滗第l〇b區發展計刺以善用珍貸土地資源

就上述規剡申請現正收集公眾意見’本人來函表示支持’匣因如下_•

a〕我在該區工作，新發展能帶給我休息時有一個绦化的休憩垲方。 

b) 新發展會將不同的後勤設施分隔開，有效減少空氣中泛浮物:S S 及污染.

4.5 4-

1  n ~ r w

mailto:tpbpd@planci.gov.hk


n M M i i n m i  m  , i  r ^ r i i u \

玟5 規r 委a t 秘軎

苫潛戈角潼錤19333諕北角政府合罟1SIJ 4 5 4 8

: ：S77 024S^£2S22 842G 
: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

敬啟者：
第 12A條 -規劃申請编號Y/I-DB/3 

公眾意見-支持愉景溥第l 〇b 區發展計劃以善用珍貴土地資源

就上述規劃申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持| 原因如下：

旬我在該區工作，新發展方案會提供一個新穎及美好的工作環境給我。 

b ) 平台上有建築及绿化空間，創造屏障*阻隔太陽強光^

此致！

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


城市規劃委員會秘s
香港北角适華迠333號北角政府台荖15榷 4 5 4 ^
傳真 . 2877 0245或2522 8426 "
带郵：tpbpcJ@pldnd gov.hk

敬啟者：
第 12A條 -規剷申謅绍號Y/1-DB/3 

公眾S 見-支持愉误渴第l〇b 區發展計釗以笤用珍货土絶矜源

就上述規剷申諝現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持•原因如下：

a )  我在該區工作，新發展能帶给我休息時有一個錄化的休憩地万。

b )  平台上有建築及绦化空間 | 創造屏障 • 阻隔太陽強光.

此致！



i ； f i ' i i i ,<■ i . v w m m M * « ' ' : r l i  i! B M I l ' i / ' i ' i , ; , ; l

0
域$ 規 會 秘 畜
§ 港 北 角 華 道 333號 北 角 政 府 合 署 15樓  4550
诱 u  : 2S77 0245或 2S22 8426 
霉齡：tpbpd@pland.gov,hk

第12A條 -規劃申請编號Y/I-DB/3 
公眾意見-支持愉景灣第l〇b 區發展計劃以善用珍貴土地資源

就上述規劃申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持• 原因如下：

3〕我在該區工作*新發展能帶蛤我休息時有一個綠化的(木憩地方。 

b〕新發展會將不同的後勤設施分隔開*有效減少空氣中懸浮物濃度及污染。

此致

Name (姓名)：

聯结（電郵/溥真/ 地址):.

Signature (簽名)： . K

RECEIVED

-2 DEC 廳

、丁own Planningy 
Board



m  i ' . i i . i  i J i m o j i s  1 1  1 4  1 !

城市規剡委員會秘迤 ! J
香港北角渣華道3 3 3號北角政府合署IS樓 4 j 〇i  .7
傅真：2 8 7 7  0 2 4 5或2 5 2 2  842(3 .1
爾師：tpbpd@pland.gov.hk |  4

\i
敬啟者： j

第 12A條-規制申請编號Y/l-DB/3 d
公眾意見-支持愉景渴第l〇b區發展計刺以善用珍货土地袞源 -j

就上述規副申請現正收集公眾意見•本人來函表示支持. 原因如下：

n ( /./ ~t* q  Y ll
•'* j

、 1 i 一- 一 .卜一• ' - — 
•'： • 1 -\!-〇  'C- 

、 - •'

此致！

~ / . 
Name (姓名)： : 十< *，

聯絡（電郵/傳真/ 地址):

e x m m m m ,  i f ： u  1 1 1 1 1 . 1 1  ；1 1 1 1 i £ T  M M
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域 規 r 杏鑷

，，肉.金够道i u 妒化内衿乃台賈u 喟 

■»R ： 2Hr； 0 2 ^ ^ 2 2  &426 
tpbpd@pUnd gov.hk

4 552

驳 跆 :
第 1 2 A煤 - 規劃屮請缅妩Y/lOB/3  

公眾應見 - 支持偷素灣策 l 〇b 迪鉍衩計劃以 f t用珍負±地資源

过上述屮慮彳屮3 说 £ 收集公 •眾 , « m  • 本人來必表示支持，诹 闪 如 下 ：

..， 、二
r  k\^- - r y  x  二.

此 致 ！

&

p T T Tf r i n f T [ l :‘T  t f 丁 : i f r f P T I T T T T T 1 P



T ; L r I r a ! L i r  ; [ t s l l n ^

城芮規 r 委具會秘窖 

杏教化肉 J 每通 3 3 3鱿北角 K f T i台 丨 専  

<$% - 2 8 7 7  0 2 4 5 i：.2 S 2 2  8 4 2 6  

笔 軒 ：t p b p d @ p l jn d  g o v  h k

策 12A烧-規劃中請扔饮Y/丨-DB/U 

公眾 I t 見- 支持偷费馮第 i 〇b 孤钕展計剌以搀H]珍W 土地資源

耽上述規劃屮讀说if.收审公眾意兒•本人來函表示支恃 . 原因如下：

此 致 ！

Name (姓名 ): t 象 Signature ( S 名):

聯絡（堪酌/傳真/ 地址 ):—



域方規芄委員會秘I f
苫港允角湩華道333號北角政府合署15樓 4 1304
:? ，a* ■ 2S77 0245I52522 S426 
欺郵 . tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

敬敷者••

第 12A條 -規劃申請编號Y/I-DB/3 
公眾意見•支持偷景灣第l 〇b 區發展計剷以善用珍貴土地資源

就上述規劃申請現正收集公眾意見’ 本人來函表示支持• 原因如下：

a ) 我在該區工作•新發展方案會提供—個新穎及美好的工作環境給我. 
b〕平台上有建築及錄化空間’ 創造屏障 ’ 阻隔太陽強光。

此致！

Name (炷名):

聯结（罨i s / Q / 地址 ^

Signature (簽名):_ A

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


城市規则委员會秘®
香港北角涇華道3 3 3號北角政府台署樓  4 5 5 5
俾 真 ： 2 8 7 7  0 2 4 5或 2 5 2 2  8426 
觅 邴 ：tp b p d @ p la n d .g o v .h k

敬 啟 者 ：

第 1 2 A 條 - 規劃申請编號Y /I-D B /3  
公眾意見 - 支持愉景灣第 l 〇b 區發展計剷以善闱珍貨土地劳源

就上述規劃申請現正收集公眾意見 | 本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

a〕 我在該區工作 * 新發展方案會提供一個新穎及美好的工作環境給我  ̂

b ) 新發展會將不同的後勤設施分隔開，有效減少空氣中S 浮按]忘度1 污染 -

此 致 ！

N a m e  (姓名 )•_ S ig n a tu re  (簽名 ):

聯 絡 (電郵 / 傳真 / 地址 ):1

R-ECEfVE〇\

cfc -a

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


城方規K S A 會秘書 4 5 5 G
香港记角3 華道333號北角政府合署 i s t?

傳 真 ：2S77 0245或2S22 S426 
霞 郵 ：tp b p d 吞p la n d .g o v .h k

敬钦者：
第 12A 條 -規剌申請編號Y/1-DB/3 

公眾意見-支持偷景潸第 l 〇b 區發展計劃以善用珍貴土地資源

就上述規劃申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

々d  i t 贫 及 :成 ’〜 尽 迄 仫 而

此 致 ！

Name (姓名>: 疒 丨 ⑴ 人 丨 H "v’d  Signature (簽名):

聯络（電郵/傳真/ 地杜):

:m n .

©



I j w i i m j '  i r  e  , v [；1 1  i i i i n  i

城市規劃委員會秘®
香港北角渣華道3 3 3號北角政府合署15戍 

傅真：2幻7 〇2 4 5或乃22 8426 
逛郵：tp b p d @ p Ia n d .g o v .h k

45 57

敬啟者：

第 1 2 A 條 - 規劃申請编號Y /I-D B /3  
公眾意見- 支持愉景湾第 l 〇b 區發展計割以善兩珍货土地資源

就上述規劃申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持• 原因如下：

a〕我在該區工作 • 新發展能帶給我休息時有一個綠化的休憩地方。

b ) 新發展會將不同的後勤設施分隔開，有效減少空氣中3 浮物A 度及污染，

此 致 ！

N am e (姓名 ): S ign a tu re  (簽名):

聯络（電郵/ 傳真/ 地址 ):

■ ■ ■ ■ ■ IIT T I- n w m  nil i u i n m i ：r r i ~ R i O E H '  W 1

mailto:tpbpd@pIand.gov.hk


城市規 S3委員會秘魯 

香港北角渣華道 3 3 3號北角政府合署 1 5樓 

傳 真 ：2S 77  0 2 4 5或 2 5 2 2  8 4 2 6  
電 郵 tp b p d @ p la n d .g o v .h k

敬 啟 者 ：

第 1 2 A 條 -規劃申請編號 Y / I - D B /3
公眾意見 - 支持愉景灣第 l 〇b 區發展計劉以善用珍貴土地資源

就上述規剡申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持，原 因 如 下 ：

a〕 我在該區工作，新發展方案會提供一個新穎及美好的工作環境給我。 

b 〕 新發展會將不同的後勤設施分隔開，有效減少空氣中懸浮物濃度及污染。

T f ! ] 'P T |  | ' ， r  ]!r ,ry ,l| ii ,，lf y

此 致 ！

聯 絡 （電郵 / 傳真 / 地址 ):

N a m e  (姓名)：

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


Ill..... ■ 侃 川 *爛U.'双 ,•■通U此  1 丨藝1置卜1 二 ] ^ J  ^ ! U C a X T ^ l

城市規则委員會秘窖
香港北角渣華道333號北角政府合署15樓 4553
傅真： 2877 0245或2522 8426 
范哪：tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

敬啟者：
第：UA條-規副申請編號Y/I-0B/3 

公眾意見-支持偷景潸第:L〇b區發展計®以善用珍费土地資源

就上述規剷申請現正收集公眾意見•本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

a〕我在該區工作，新發展能帶給我休息時有一個錄化的休憩地方. 
b〕新發展會將不同的後勤設HE分隔開，有效減少空氣中懸浮物濃度及污染。

此致！

Name (姓名)：Va!〇NM(^ 

聯絡(電郵/傳真/ 地址)Li

“7 Signature (簽名):■

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


城市規5?娄貝會秘毐
香港北肉燙華道333號北角政府合證15樓 i ^ C O

溥 真 ：3 7 7  0245或2522 8426 

霞 齡 ：tpbpd@ pland.gov.hk

敏啟者：
第;U A 條 -規 M 申請編號Y/I-DB/3 

公眾意見-支持愉景湾第:L〇b 區發展計则以善用珍貴土地資源

就上述規剷申謓現正收集公眾意見 | 本人來函表示支持*原因如下：

a ) 我在該區工作，新發展能帶給我休息時有一個綠化的休憩地方。 

⑴平台上有建築及綠化空間 | 創造屏障，阻隔太陽強光。

際  m m ， ,  - ^  , I |» ' r ' T? * f  Tr ' r ，̂  T l f 丨_

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


城市規ffl委员钤秘恐 
香港北角涩难沿333號北角政府合茗 

偁真：2877 0245或2522 8426 

電郵：tpbpcl@ pland.gov.hk

敬啟者：
第 12A條-規则申諸编號Y/I-DB/3 

公眾意見-支持愉景离第l〇b區發展計釗以S 用珍3 土地資源

就上述規劃申誚現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

a )  平台上有建築及綠化空間，創造屏障，阻隔太陽強光=

b)  新發展會將不同的後勤設施分隔開，有效減少空氣中迖浮物濃度及污杂•

此 致 ！

Name (姓名): f X 、中  A Signature (簽名):

聯絡（爾郵/傅真/地址):

漏 漏 腳 爾 仏 剔 ， r 贾 1  s i r n a 丨

mailto:tpbpcl@pland.gov.hk


o
城市規劃委員會秘書
香港北角渣華道333號北角政府合署is榷 45G2
傳 真 ：2S77 〇24S或乃22 S426 
電 郵 ：tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

敬敔者：
第 12A條 - 規劃申請編號Y/I-DB/3 

公眾意見•支持愉景灣第 l 〇b 區發展計劃以善用珍貴土地資源

就上述規劃申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持| 原因如下：

a ) 平台上有建築及綠化空間，創造屏障，阻隔太陽強光。

b〕新發展會將不同的後勤設施分隔開，有效減少空氣中懸浮物濃度及污染。

此致！

r n F \ \ / r i \ ^

2 DEC Îb

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


城市規剌委員會秘書 
香港北角渣華道333號北角政府合署15搜 
傳真 ： 2877 0245或2522 8426 
電郵：tp b p d @ p la n d .g o v .h k

敬啟者：
第 12A條-規制申請蹁號Y/I-DB/3 

公眾意見-支持愉景灣第i〇b區發展計m以善用珍貴土地資源

就上述規劃申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

a〕平台上有建築及綠化空間，創造屏障. 阻隔太陽強光。

b ) 新發展會將不同的後勤設施分隔開，有效減少空氣中懸浮物濃度及污染。

此致！

Name (姓名)： _______________  Signature (簽名):_____

聯絡 (電郵/傳真/ 祕 、. 嚷

乎 V:’ f

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


I f 港允角么铋!S33J號北角政府合苫 

■M% - 2377 0245；>^2522 S-126 
• tpbpd^plond gov.hk

敬 啟 者 ：
第 1 2 A 條 -規 劃 申 請 编 號 Y /I - D B /3  

公 眾 意 見 - 支 持 渝 景 漘 笫 區 #展 計 剡 以 善 闱 珍 貴 土 地 資 源

就 上 S 視 3彳 申 譆 現 正 收 集 公 眾 意 見 • 本 人 來 函 表 示 支 待 • 原 因 如 下 ：
a )  我 在 該 區 工 作 ， 新 發 展 方 累 會 提 供 一 個 新 穎 及 美 好 的 工 作 環 境 給 我 ^

b )  新 纹 展 會 將 不 同 的 後 勤 設 施 分 隔 問 ， 有 效 減 少 空 氣 中 懸 浮 物 瀑 度 及 污 染 。

此 致 ！

Name (姓 名 )： ' ^ 1

聯 络 （電 郵 /傳 真 /地 址 ):

Signature (簽 名 ):_

RECEIVED

-2 DEC tm

^Town Planning y 
Board

o

■ e s m i i e  霣 a i M u i  丨’. ■ r j r r i H J M i w T t



r ， I U h  I.  I i l l  I f  1 1 1 I O  | |  fr

, ‘不 ，卜] :，

城市規剷委员钤秘苫 ^ . - r
香港北角遣華道3B 號北角政府合著].5戍 J  "

傅 真 ：2877 0245或2522 8426 

電 邮 ：tpbpd@ pland.gov.hk

敬啟者：

第 12A 條-規剡申誚抝號Y/1-DB/3 
公眾意見-支持愉景;贷第l 〇b 區發展計£1丨以笤兩珍货土地责源

就上述規剡申請現正收集公眾意見 *本人來函表示支持 | 原 因 如 下 ：

a )  我 在 該 區 工 作 • 新發展方累會提供一個新穎及美好的工作環 i見給我 .

b )  新發展會將不同的後勤設施分隔開 • 有效減少空氣中賒浮物濕度及污染 .

此 致 ！

#

w  … r F T f i r n

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


此a

Name (姓名): Signature (簽名):_

祺络（電郵/薄真/地址)

RECEIVED

- 2 DfC M
^Town Planning^ 

Board
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友 犯 ⑷ W B C j !：；?;政府台茗I5f| 
：̂ u  ■' 2377 0245.^2522 8426 
®55 ： tpbpd@ pland.gov.hk

t
4 5 G >

敏啟考：

第 12A 條•規劃申請编號Y/l-DB/3 
公眾意見-支捋偷费灣第 l 〇b 區發展計劃以菩闱珍貴土地資源

就上述規劃申鵃現正收集公眾意見•本人來函表示支持•原囚如下:

- h 〇  (〇 I

.
r
i
l
l

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


f ¥ n u 隨 i i i 2  : t  通 ； i i ' i m i i f  s n 驅m g f : 重 i t s i

n>
城市規趴否M # 泌箐 

香港儿内汲结边333號北角政时合荠褰 

2877 02^5^2522 S^2b 
^?$ji ■ tpbpd@pUnd gov.ilk

'5GC7

敬啟f  :

第 12A 條•規剷中詰编號Y/l-DB/3

公眾:ft見-支持愉滎渾第 l 〇b 區發展計削以费用珍货土地芡源

躭上述規劃中誚現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持•原因如下：

• 可善用土地資源*减蛵香港土地不足的間題，提洪不同沭S 的房屋甩丨？ . S 叶 

生活贯素<■

• 計s r可改善該區現時雜魟娱觀及與愉桥哭整砬設計格格不人的消況，空秸巾頃 

得到改善 *

• 新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、15化的街渡及碼頭設施*令出入更万® •

• 計劃已考庵基礎設施 •視受 •交通及U 區方丽因索及承控能力，設計芥與周圯 

環境及景觀更為融合•

• 創造全新的社區集結點，大眾可享用更多公眾休間空間。

• 更多的綠化空間有助減低碳排放*提升空氙質緊•提供更座工作及生活環境•

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好匕及經濟效益•

• 引人適量人□可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的苳軎選澤•

L
聯絡（觅郵/傳真/地址):.



1 1 ! U  l  i l  l  M U

城市規51委員#秘 S  r p ,
香港北角渣華逍S33訧北角政府合署15樓 ^ G 〇

傅真：2877 0245或2522 S426 
電郵：tp b p d @ p la n c l.g o v .lik

敬啟者：
第 12A條-規劃申請編號Y/I-DB/3 

公眾S 見-支持愉S 潘第 l〇b區發展計劃以善用珍貴土地資源

就上述規劁申請現正收集公眾意見*本人來函表示支持|原因如下：

• 可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇|提升 

生活質素。

• 計剴可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉景鸾整體設計格格不人的情況，整體環境 

得到改善。

• 新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施，令出人更方便。

• 計剷已考慮基礎設施、視 覺 、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力，設計亦與周邊 

環境及景跤更為融合。

• 創造全轿的社區集结點，大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

• 更多的綠化空間有助減低碳排放|提升空氣質素*提供更佳工作及生活環境。

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

• 引人適置人□可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇。

此致！

〇

mailto:tpbpd@plancl.gov.lik


v i  j ' i  ； n m i  m m

城市規剌委員會秘苫

香港北角流華道333號北角政府合署:15樓 4〇C3

傅 真 ：2877 0245或2S22 8426 
電郵：tpbpcl@ p丨and.gov.hk

敬啟者：
第 12A條-規则申謓编號Y/I-DB/3 

公眾意見-支持愉景鸿第l 〇b 區發展計以巻罔珍 ® 土地二源

就上述規釗申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持，I F 因如下：

• 可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同頦型的房屋逛澤1 €  

生活質素。

• 計釗可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與偷景潠整證設計格格不入的情浞•整禮逼考 

得到改善。

• 新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、 化的街渡及碼頭設施，令出入更万( S  »

• 計劃已考慮基礎設施、視 覺 、交通及社區方面因素及承控能力，設計 I T 與萣匕 

環境及景觀更為融合。

• 創造全新的社區集結點•大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間'>

更多的綠化空間有助減低碳排放，提升空氣質素，提供更 f t 工痄及生活頊S  2 

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及©濟效益*

• 引入適盘人□可支持本土小商店的營運*為居民提告更多的；害選擇*

此 致 ！

姓名： fWvi D/s 卜

聯絡（娜 麵 /細 : _j i d ^ S S S 3 t a L

RFCF!\



城市規剌委员會秘霣

香港北角渣華道333號北角政府合署15樓 4570
傳 真 ：2S77 0245或2522 8426 

龜 郵 ：tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

敬啟者：

第 12A條 - 規劃申請编號Y/I-DB/3 
公眾意見- 支持愉景濁第 l 〇b 區發展計劃以善用珍貴土地資源

就上述規剡申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

• 可善用土地資源 . 減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇.提升 

生活質素。

• 計剿可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉景海整體設計格格不人的情況•整體瑕境 

得到改善。

• 新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施•令出人更方便。

• 計劃已考慮基礎設施、視 觉 、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力，設計亦與周邊 

環境及景觀更為融合。

• 創造全新的社區集结點•大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

• 更多的綠化空間有助減低碳扫® ，提升空氣質素 . 提供更佳工作及生活環境。

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

• 引入適量人口可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇。

此 致 ！

姓名： /J  ~5a //v  / _________

聯絡 (箪郵/騰 地 址 ):—

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


y

城市規削委員t 秘®  457i
香港北角渣華遒333號北角政府合署ist®
傅真 ： 2877 0245或2522 8426 
12郵 ：tpbpd@卩丨and.gov.hk

敬啟者：

第 12A條 -規则申請編號Y/I-DB/3 
公眾意見- 支持愉景灣苐l 〇b 區發展計ffl以善用珍f t土地资源

就上述規劃申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

• 可善用土地資源•減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同頻型的房屋選澤*提升 

生活質素。

• I十劃可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉景驾整體設計格格不人的情況*整趦環境 

得到改善。

• 新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施•令出人更方便。

• I十剡已考慮基礎設施、視赀、交通及社區方面因素及承控能力，設計亦與局遌 

環境及景觀更為融合。

• 創造全新的社區集結點|大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間*
• 更多的綠化空間有助減低碳排放•提升空氣質素，提供更佳工作及生活環境•

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會* 為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟& 益 •

• 引入適量人□ 可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇9

此致！

姓名: /?A/v D f
聯絡（電郵/傳真/ 地址):_



试市規射娄員會秘银 
杳港北角迈華逍3 3 3號北角政府合罟1 5樓 
筇真：2S 77 0 2 4 5或2 5 2 2 S 4 2 6  
霉郵：tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

4572

驳敔者：
第 12A條 - 規®[申請編號Y/I-DB/3 

公眾意見- 支持渝景漘第l 〇b 區發展計劃以善用珍貴土地資源

就上述規剡申請現正收集公眾意見| 本人來函表示支持•原因如下：

• 可善甬土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題* 提供不同類型的房屋選擇|提升 

生活質素。

• 計劁可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉景灣整體設計格格不入的情況，整體環境 

得到改善。

• 新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施，令出人更方便。

• 計剷已考慮基礎設施、視 覺 、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力，設計亦與周邊 

環境及景觀更為融合•
• 創造全新的社區集结點|大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間•

• 更多的绿化空間有助減低碳排放，提升空氣質素|提供更佳工作及生活環境。

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

• 引入適置人□ 可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇。

此致

姓名：

勒络（電K /傳真/ 地址):.

W F
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mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
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城市規则委员會秘皙
香港北角渣華M 333號北角政府合罟15.丨f
傅 斑 ：2877 02M 或2522 8426

11 郵 ：tpbpd@ pland.gov.hk

敬啟者：
第 12A條 -規刨申請编號Y/丨-DB/3 

公眾意見•支持愉景漘第l 〇b 區發展計剷以苕用珍货土地資源

就上述規剷申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

_ 可善闬土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同頌型的房匡選澤，褒升 

生活質素。

• 計劃可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉景淙整體設計烙格不入的情況|整趙環遛 

得到改善。

• 新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、傻化的街渡及碼頭設施，令岜入更万S  ‘

• 計劃已考J®、基礎設施、視覺 ' 交通及社區方面因素及承滢能力：設計?T與局迮 

環境及景觀更為融合。

• 創造全新的社區集结點，大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間*
• 更多的綠化空間有助減低碳}f f K ，提升空氣質素 ’ 提供更佳工作及生活蛋境•
• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及返濟益 *

• 引入適量人□ 可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的弩售選擇°

此致！

姓名：

聯絡 (電郵/傅真/ 地址):.

,  \
RFC_[■”、丨: 【 、 、 '
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衫丨搜:^荽錢會咕竇 

S 港 沒 錤 通 333 i ?北角政W 合U 1S榷 

：j |K  ： 2877 0245^2522 8425 
5 I J  ： tpbpd@pMnd.gov.hk

4574

敬啟者：
第 12A條 -規劃中講缢號Y/I-DB/3 

公眾意見•支持偷资灣第l〇b區發展計劃以善用珍貴土地資源

就上述規劃中试現正收奥公眾意見，本人來函表示支持 * 原因如下：

• 可莽 ffl土地資源 * 減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同頌型的房屋選擇，提升 

生活筲索 *

• 計到可改善該區現時雜亂睽觀及與偷景渾整體設計格格不人的清況，整膛環境 

得到改善 •
• 新建的海；务長廊、提升的交通配套、® 化的街渡及碼頭設施，令出入更方便 "
• 計劃已考枣茧礎設施，視 貨 、交通及社區方面S 素及承擔能力 I 設計亦與周邊 

環境及景S 更為融合 U

• 創造全新的社區集結點•大眾可享用更多公眾休¥ 空 間 。

• 更多的纾化空間有助減低碳排放 I 提升空氣質素，提供更佳工作及生活環境。

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及经濟效益。

• 引入迓JL人□ 可支捋本土小商店的營運，為居民提洪更多的零售選擇。

此致

姓名： )j ( L L ( \ M

眾絡（電郵/傳真/地址

mailto:tpbpd@pMnd.gov.hk


城市規劃妄負备〖必瘙 5  7 ; j
杏港北角浚莖道333號北角政莳合絮 I S 樓 *

■ 2877 0245^2522 8426 
: tp b p d @ p la n d .g o v .hk

敬 啟 者 ：

第 12A 條 •規 S伸 説 绽 號 Y/I-DB/3 

公眾意見 •支持渝景灣第 l 〇b 區發展計劃以箬用珍K 土地资源

就上述規劃中謓現正改集公眾意見* 本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

• 可巻用土地資源 * 減輕香港土地不足的問殴，提洪不同頌型的m 堅選澤•提升 

生活質素。

• 計劃可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉贵渴整SS設計格怙不人的情況•整體環嗖 

得到改善。

• 新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配g  H S 化的街渡及碼頭設脃，今出人更万‘；$  •
• 計劃已考茚基礎設施、視 艾 ' 交通及社區方® 因素及承a 能 力 ，設計畀與闺杏 

環境及景觀更為融合。

• 創造全靳的社區集结點，大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間*

• 更多的綠化空間有助減低碳扫卩放. 提升空氣質素，提供更佳工作及生活環境•
• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及组濟效益*
• 引入適量人□ 可支持本土小商店的彗運，為居民提供更多的琴售iM擇 ，

此 致 ！

姓 名 ： ^ | K̂ k l _ ^

聯絡 (電郵 /傅真 /地址 ):______

R E C F 1V

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


城市規jf;娄緘符f必軎
齐港北角瀆私 33 3 3號北角政府合贺K 挿 ^  ' tJ

： 2S77 0245>^2522 Sd26 
： tpbpdf^ pland.gov.fik

敬啟者：

第 12A條 - 規剡申請缢號Y/I-DB/3 

公眾意見•支持愉景涔第 l 〇b 區發展計劃以笤用珍贵土地資源

就上M 規剷中謂現正收集公眾意見• 本人來函表示支持• 原因如下：

• 可苕用土地資源• 減輕S 港土地不足的問題• 提供不同類型的房屋S 丨軍，提升 
生活質素 •

• 計则可改普該區現時雜亂蛋 ®及與偷累谓整體設計格格不人的情況，整體環境 

得 到 改 善 •

• 新建的海;'5 長廊，提升的交通配套* 慶丨t 的街渡及碼頭設施*令出人更方便。

• 計剡已考® 基礎設施、視粜、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力•設計亦與周邊 

瑨境及资釵更為融合•
• 則造全新的社區粜結點• 大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間•
• 更多的綠化空間有助減低碳排放• 提升空氣質素 • 提供更佳工作及生活環境。

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

• 引入適量人□ 可支持本土小商店的營運• 為居民提供更多的零售選擇。

此 致 ！

姓名： L k A J

褽絡（電® /傳真/ 地址)

R E C E I V E D
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Town Planning^ 

Board



城市規剴委員會祕罢
香港北角渣華道333號北角政府台茗 45 77
傳K  : 2877 0245或2522 3426 
取郵：t|)hpd@p丨jnd gov.hk

敬啟苕：

第 U A 條 - 規剷申誚臨號Y/I.DB/3 
公眾意見- 支持愉琅濁笫l 〇b 區發展計则以笤用珍贵土地g 源

就上述規剴中誚現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持，原因如下+.

• 可甚用土地资 源 ，減輕香港土地不足的問!M，提供不P1頌型的房厗ilif .提升 

生活贸索 *

• 計则可改巻該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉资鸿整脸設訐格格不人的诘況. S 0 i g 决 

得到改善。

• 新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、（2 化的街渡及碼頭設施，今出人更方便•

• 計劃已考慮基礎設施、視 光 、交通及社區方面因素及承控能力•設計亦與周iS 
環境及景觀更為融合•

• 創造全新的社區集结點. 大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間•
• 更多的綠化空間有助減低碳排放. 提升空氣質紮•提供更隹工作及生活a 境 - 

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會•為市民及社t 帯來好菡及經濟效益。

• 弓丨人適量人□可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的苳售選!睪•

姓名:

聯絡 (電郵/傅3



j  “ m . m i  ; < m i n i * , ' *  I

紱节規K 方貝會K 畜
旮港:丨：舍2 華道333號北角政府合署]5.f?  4 5 7 8

: ：S77 0245^2522 8426 
； tp b p d @ p la n d .g cv .h k

敬啟者：

第 12A條•規剡申請編號Y/I-DB/3 
公眾意見-支持愉景灣第l 〇b 區發展計刺以善用珍贵土地資源

就上述規剡申請現正收集公眾意見* 本人來函表示支持，原 因 如 下 ：

• 可善闯土地資源 • 減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇，提升 

生活賀素。

• 計奶可改善詨區現時雜亂景觀及與偷景淨整體設計格格不入的情況，整體環境 

得到改善。

• 新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施，令出人更方便。

• 計剷已考慮基礎設施，視 覺 、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力 *設計亦與周邊 

環境及景骹更為融合。

• 創造全新的社區集结點，大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

• 更多的錄化空間有助減低碳排放 *提升空氣質素 • 提供更佳工作及生活環境。

• 奇發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

• 引人遇量人□ 可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇。

此 致 ！

姓名：

聯结（電郵/傳真/地址

Town Planning 
V  Board 乂

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gcv.hk


城市規m 委员會秘褡

香港北角渣華道333號北角政府合署]5樓 ，5 5 7 ̂

傳真：2877 0245或2522 8426 
范郵：tp b p d @ p la n d .g o v .hl<

敬啟者：
第 12A條 -規剡申諝编號Y/I-DB/3 

公眾意見-支持愉较渴第l 〇b 區發展計剷以春用珍贷土地戈源

就上述規则申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持*原因如下：

• 可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題* 提供不同頦型的房屋選澤•提F  
生活質素。

• 計劃可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉贷渴整體設計格格不人的情況1筌逞頊埂 
得到改善。

• 新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、倭化的街渡及碼頭設施1今出人更万便•
• 計剷已考慮基礎設施、視覺、交通及社區方面因素及承挖能力，設計亦與禹S  

環境及景觀更為融合。

• 創造全新的社區集結點，大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

• 更多的綠化空間有助減低碳排放，提升空氣質素，提供更隹工作及生活瑨境，
• 新發展會創造更多就業機會* 為市民及社會帶來好處及锃潢突t益 =■
• 引入適1；人□ 可支持本土小商店的營運* 為居民提供更多的零售選擇：

此致！

姓名： U ] \ k

聯絡(電郵/傅真/地址):_



域节規芏娄員會秘遵

香港J‘C角笼華道333玆j t 角政府合署1S摟 4 5 3 0
: 2S77 0245^2522 Sh25 

3^? ； tpDpd^piand.gov.hk

§：敔者：
第 12A 條 -規 M 申請編號 Y/i-D B/3 

公眾意見 •支持愉眾潛第 l 〇b 區發展計劃以善用珍貴土地资源

就上述規J3申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

• 可善闱土地資源•減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇*提升 

生活貢素B
• 計® 可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉景灣整體設計格格不人的情況，整體環境 

得到改善。

• 新建的海濱長廍、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施*令出人更方便。

• 計剷已考慮基礎設施、視粜、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力|設計亦與周邊

• 創造全. 的G 區集结點，大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

• 更多的錄化空間有助減低碳担卩放，提升空氣質素，提供更佳工作及生活環境。

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

• 引入M 量人口可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售遝擇。

此 致 ！

姓名： f i Y  a  r ^ T )J

琪铭（電郵/傅真/ 地址):_
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城市規则委員會秘替
香港北角渣華道333號北角政府合署15.® - r  〇 ：
傳真：2877 0245或2522 8426 ' J  u 1
取 哪 ：tpbpcl@pland.gov.hk

敬啟者：

第 12A條 -規劃申請编號Y/1-DB/3 
公眾意見- 支持愉景淹第 l 〇b 區發展計劍以善用珍贲土地資源

就上述規釗申誚現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

• 可善闬土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提洪不同頜型的房星11澤 ，提分 

生活質素。

• 計劃可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與偷景装整體設計格格不人的情況，整黾環境 

得到改善。

• 新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施，今出人更万湮•
• 計劃已考應基礎設施、視 覺 、交通及社區方面因素及承t s能力，設計亦與1 老 

環境及景觀更為融合。

• 創造全新的社區集結點，大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

• 更多的綠化空間有助減低碳排放，提升空氣質累，提误更佳二作及兰活璟境。

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及S 濟效兰。

• 引人適S 人□ 可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的琴售M 澤 ，

此致

姓名：

聯絡（電郵/傳真/ 地址)

/  RFCE1N FD

Town pi.v̂ n ne^ 
；V*ar.l y

€ >

mailto:tpbpcl@pland.gov.hk


城市規劃委員會秘酱

香港北角渣華道333號北角政府合署 i s 樓 4 5 0 2

溥真：2S 77 024S或2S2 2 S426 
電齡：tpbpd@ pland.gov.hk

驳啟者：

第 12A 條 -規剷申請编號 Y/I-DB/3 
公眾意見-支持愉景淖第 l 〇b 區發展計劃以善用珍貴土地資源

就上述規劏申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

_ 可善闬土地資源•減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇•提升 

生活質萦。

• 計到可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉景渾整體設計格格不人的情況，整體環境 

得到改善*

• 鋩建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施*令出人更方便。

• 計S 3已考® 基礎設施、視覺、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力，設計亦與周邊 

環度及景觀更為融合•

• 創造全新的社區集结點*大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

• 更多的錄化空間有助減低碳排放•提升空氣質素，提供更佳工作及生活環境•

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益•

• 弓丨入適置人口可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇。

此 致 ！

姓名： L (A 6 6 f ' i  〜 ' 7

聨 铭 剛 /傳真/地址

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
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城市規M委員會秘皙 
香港北角渣華道333號北角政府合署IS樓
傅真：2877 0245或2522 8426 4 J °  J
爾郵：tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

敬啟者：

第 12A條 -規刨申請绢號Y/I-DB/3 
公眾意見-支持愉景灣第 l 〇b 區發展計刦以善用珍兑.土地資源

就上述規劃申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持 •原因如下：

• 可善用土地資源 •減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同頦型的房屋迓澤*提丹 

生活質素。

• 計劃可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉景淄整腊設計格格不人的堉況•整镗泛境 

得到改善。

• 新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、優化的街;及碼頭設旋，令岀人更万•：！ •

• 計劃已考慮基礎設施、視 赀 、交通及社區方面因素及承控能力，設計茚與局迮 

環境及景觀更為融合。

• 創造全新的社區集結點|大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間•

• 更多的綠化空間有助減低碳排放，提升空氣質素，提供更佳工作及生活頊境■

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會•為市民及社會帶來好處及组濟效益•

• 引人適置人口可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的孚害選擇•

此 致 ！

姓名： 良

聯絡（電郵/傳真/地址):

'R FC F j Vf： <̂

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


城 市 規 會 秘 绰
杳港北角龙镔道333號北角政府合署15樓 4 5 0 4
傳翼：2877 0245或2522 8426 

■ tpbpd@ pl3nd.gov.hk

敬啟者：
第 12A條 - 規剌申請編號Y/I-DB/3 

公眾意見- 支持愉景潛第l 〇b 區發展計劃以善用珍貴土地資源

就上述規劃申諳現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

• 可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題|提供不同類型的房屋選擇，提升 

生活質素6

• 計剷可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與渝景渾整體設計格格不人的情況，整膛環境 

得到改善。

• 新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、®化的街渡及碼頭設施，令出入更方便。

• 計剠已考懣基礎設施、視覺、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力*設計亦與周邊 

環境及景觀更為融合。

• 創造全新的社區集結點*大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

• 更多的錄化空間有助減低碳排放，提升空氣質素，提供更佳工作及生活環境。

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會•為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

• 引入適量人口可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇。

此致！

姓名: I  1 / 知

聯絡（電郵/傳真/ 地址):

mailto:tpbpd@pl3nd.gov.hk


城市規剴娄員會秘遒 
香港北角渣華遒333號北角政府合署r i t ?  
傅真 ： 2877 0245或2522 842G 
電郵：I■卩bpd@pland.go\/.hk

敬啟者：
第 12A條 -規制申請編號Y/1-DB/3 

公眾意見-支持愉景灣第l 〇b 區發屐計剡以善用珍貴土地资源

就上述規釗申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持|原因如下：

• 可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房匮選澤•提升 

生活質素。

• 計劃可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與偷景淄整體設計格掐不入的情;兄 *堅趦澴逼 

得到改善。

• 新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、® 化的街渡及碼頭設施•令出人更万便*

• 計劃已考慮基礎設施* 視 资 、交通及社區方面因素及承控能力* 設計；與闺亡 

環境及景觀更為融合。

• 創造全新的社區集結點，大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

• 更多的綠化空間有助減低碳排放* 提升空氣質素•提供更佳工作及生活環境•

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會*為市民及社會帶來好處及S 濟效益8 
• 弓I入適量人口可支持本土小商店的營運*為居民提供更多的葵售選擇•

厂「巧 T T f n v ' q n i  ^ . ，了 印 …丁 口  r ，…! t t  ” 11 厂 f  1
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城市規把娄M會秘箐 
杳港北角•驻道333訧北角政府合著15播 

: 2S77 024S或2S22 8426 
： tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

458G

第12A條•規S3申請编號Y/1-DB/3 
公眾意見-支持愉景澇第區發展計剷以善用珍貨土地資源

就上述規釗申請現正收集公眾意見*本人來函表示支持 *原 因 如 下 ：

• 可善周土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題 I 提供不同類型的房屋選擇，提升 

生活質素 •
• 計劁可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉景灣整體設計格格不人的情況，整體環境 

得到改善。

• 新建的海 ;’S長 廊 、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施 • 令出人更方便。

• 計劃已考慮基礎設施、視 覺 、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力 •設計亦與周邊 

環境及景骹更為融合。

• 創造全新的?j:區 集 结 點 • 大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

• 更多的錄化空間有助減低碳排放，提升空氣質素 *提供更佳工作及生活環境。

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會 *為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

• 引人適量人□ 可支持本土小商店的營運 *為居民提供更多的零售選擇。

此致！

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
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0
城市規则委貝會秘®
香港北角溫華道333號北角政府合署15樓 4 S G 7
傳真：28 7 7  0 2 4 5或2522 8426 
塔郵：tpbpd@卩丨and.gov.hk

敬啟者：

第 12A 條-規蒯申誚编號Y/I-DB/3 
公眾意見_支持愉景潛第 l 〇b 區發展計则以善周珍贵土地資源

就上述規剷申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持•原因如下：

• 可善用土地資源*減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同頌型的房厘選擇•提升 

生活質素。

• 計劃可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉景渴整誼設計格格不人的情況•整造項境 

得到改善 •

• 新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施，令出人更万匣。

• 計釗已考虚基礎設施、視 覺 、交通及社區方面因素及承控能力1設計亦與周遇 

環境及景觀更為融合。

• 創造全新的社區集结點*大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間•

• 更多的綠化空間有助減低碳排放•提升空氣質素，提供更隹工作及生活$ 境 1 

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及绖濟效益°

• 引入適量人□可支持本土小商店的營運•為居民提供更多的5 售選澤。

此 致 ！

姓名:

聯絡（m 郵/傅真/地址):.

m m
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(鼋郵/傳真/地址):_
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苫 港 戈 驻 道 3332北角玫府台署 15樓 4 5 9  0

• J 5 3  : ：5 7 7 C 2 4 5；S 2 5 2 2  S 426 
^ .f ,: ■' tpt>pG@plarid.gov.nk

玫歆者：

第 12A條 - 規剷申請編號Y/I-DB/3 
公眾S 見- 支持偷景灣第 l 〇b 區發展計劃以善用珍費土地資源

就上S 規劃申調現正收榘公眾意見，本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

• 可善用土地資源•減輕香港土地不足的問題•提供不同類型的房屋逡擇，提升 
生活筲素 •

• 計2 ?可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉景渴整验設計格格不人的情況•整膛環境 

得到改善。

• 新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施，令出人更方便。

• 計2彳己考慮基礎設施、視 覺 、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力，設計亦與周邊 

瑁境及景觀更為融合。

• 創造全新的社區集结點•大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

• 更多的结化空間有助減低碳排放，提升空氣質素|提供更隹工作及生活環境。

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會* 為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

• 引入適置人口可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇。

此 致 ！

’RECEIVED 

: 2  UEC 腦

Town Planning/ 
Board
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n
城市規劃委員會秘宙 

香港北角遣结道333號北角政府台茗k 哆 

傅 真 ：2877 0W 5或2522 8426 

^® S ■ tpbpd@ piand.gov.hk

敬啟者：

第 U A 條-規削申說鸹號Y/I-DB/3 
公眾意見-支持偷景灣第10b H 發展計剡以咎用珍f t 土地p 源

就上述規剴申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

• 可 善 用 土 地 資 源 ，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同 ;s 型的房屋$ 澤 . a 升 

生 活 質 索 。

• 計剠可改善該區現時雑亂景觀及與愉景澴整設設計格格不人的堉;兄•迄竽 

得到改善。

• 新建的海濱長廊 1提升的交通配套、傻化的街渡及碼頭設k ，令出入更万 i i  >
• 計劃已考慮基礎設施、視 覺 、交通及社區方面因紧及承控詎力•設計芬與局$  

環境及景觀更為融合，

• 創造全新的社區集结點，大眾可享用更多公眾休聞空間 •
• 更多的綠彳匕空間有助減低碳排放*提升空氣質素，提供更 ( t工作及生活環芨 •
• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好菡及S S S 益 。

• 引人適量人 □ 可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的5 售選琿 >

’R F C R v rP

mailto:tpbpd@piand.gov.hk


斉 洛 : 丨 泣 道 333妓北气!政耵合苫is !g  4 5 9 2

)3|^ ： 2it77 0245.^2522 8426 
； tpbpcf(n?pland gov.hk

敬啟者：

第 12A 條-規剡申請编號Y/丨-DB/3 
公眾意見-支持愉摂灣第 l 〇b 區發展計劃以.容珍貴土地資源

就上过視副申謓現正收祺公眾意見，本人來函表示支持•原因如下：

• 可笤用土地黄源，減蛵香港土地不足的問題•提供不同類型的房屋遝擇，提升 
生活过素•

• 計則可改菩該區現時雜亂银觀及與愉景满整粑設計格格不人的悄況*整BS環塊

得到改菩 •

• 新逑的海濱長廊、提升的交a 配套、俊化的街渡及碼頭設施*令出入更方便。

• 計釗已考慮基礎設施、視 覺 、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力•設計亦與周邊 
頊境及景釵更為融合•

• 創造全新的社區集结點，大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

• 更多的迖化空間有助減低碳排放|提升空氣質素*提供更佳工作及生活環境。

• 新發展#创造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

• 引人遝置人□可支持本土小商店的營運|為居民提供更多的零售選擇〃

此 致 ！
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城市規剡委貝W秘遏
杏港北角消:纸逍333號北ff!政府合罟：! 5搜

偁 :g  : 2877 0 2的或2522 8426 4 j  j  3
tS®i : l|3bpd@pland.gov.hk

敬啟者：

第 1狀 條 - 規剡申誚编號Y/丨-D B /3  
公眾S 見- 支持愉贤渑2 U 〇b 區發展計5>丨以g 用珍W 土地K 源

就上述規则申誚現正收集公眾意見.本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

• 可甚用土地資源，減蛵香港土地不足的問題，提供不同沾型的房屋1 項 .咬斗 
生活質紫。

• 計则可改®該區現時雜亂丧?®及與偷廣渖整K1設計格格不人的丨肖況.
得到改善。

• 靳建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、佼化的街渡及碼頭設施，令出人更方® •

• 計刻已考慮S 礎設施、視 梵 、交通及社區方面因S?及承)2能力.設計亦與周；5 

環境及毋觀更為融合•

• 創造全新的社區集结點，大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間•

• 更多的錄化空間有助減低碳扫卩放，提升空氣質素•提供更佳工作及生活甩境•

• 新發展會削造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經湏效益•

• 引人適S 人口可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的琴笾逛澤‘

此致

姓名： 丄 1沖
聯絡（m 郵/ 傳真/ 地址 ):.

r)A / t  X / 6

Q
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城市規妥員沒秘窗

香港允角；5鈦道 333諕北角政府合署I 5 fs?
： 2877 0245.^2522 8-125 

： tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

驳 啟 者 ：

第 12A 條 -規劃申請編號 y/I-DB/3 
公眾意見-支持愉景灣第10b 區發展計剷以善用珍貴土地資源

就上述規剿中謓現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

• 可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇，提升 

生活質素。

• 計S !i可改普該區現時雜亂景f f i及與愉景滋整體設計格格不人的情況.整體環境 

得到改善。

• 新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套，優化的街渡及碼頭設施，令出入更方便。

• 計劃已考應基礎設施、視覺、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力，設計亦與周邊 

頊境及景跤更為融合。

• 創造全新的社區集结點，大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

• 更多的綠化空間有助減低碳排放，提升空氣質素，提供更佳工作及生活瑕境。

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

• 引人適S 人□可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇。

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
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城市規M 委员會秘昝 
香港北角渣華适北角政府合署 i s 樓 

傅真：2877 0245或2522 8“6 

范郵：tp b p c l@ plancl.g o v .h k

敬啟者：

第 12A 條-規釗申誚编號Y/I-DB/3 

公眾意見-支持愉景滟第l 〇b 區發展計剡以善用珍C 土地资源

就上述規剡申請現正收集公眾意見*本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

• 可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題*提供不同類型的房屋S 擇•提升 

生活質素。

• 計劃可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與渝景漼整趦設計格格不人的情況•整箠環境 
得到改善。

• 新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、®化的街渡及碼頭設施，令出入更万g  *

• 計劃已考慮基礎設施、視覺、交通及社區方面因素及承掊能力，設計亦與局)£ 

環境及景觀更為融合。

• 創造全新的社區集結點，大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間•

• 更多的綠化空間有助減低碳排放•提升空氣質素*提供更佳工作及生活頊境。

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會•為市民及丨土會帶來好處及經濟效益=

• 弓丨入適量人□可支持本土小商店的營運|為居民提供更多的零售選擇，

此 致 ！

姓名:

聯絡（電郵/傳真/地址):.

/ r f c f j v e d X

mailto:tpbpcl@plancl.gov.hk


城 5 瑰》::為尚會K 鲁 

m 丸 妨 允 内 改 打 合 苦 15丨f

<3« A  : 2S 77 0245^2522 8426 -1 J  J  0
fift.'  ： tpDDdfSpiand.gov.hk

敬啟者：

第 3 2A 條 •規剷中請编號 Y/I-DB/3 
公眾意見-支持 tf}景灣第 10b 區發展計剷以甚用珍賁土垲資源

就上述規剌中謓現正收鬼公眾意見，本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

• 可苒用土地資源，減锃香港土地不足的問題•提供不同類型的房厘選擇，提升 

生活筲素•

• 計釗可改善該E 現時雜亂景S3及與愉景渾整趦設計格格不人的情況，整體環境 

得到改碁•
• 新逑的海演畏廊•提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施，令出入更方便。

• 計2!!已考慮基礎設施、視 覺 、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力，設計亦與周邊 

項境及景ffi更為融合。

• 釗迠全新的社區集结點，大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

• 更多的錄化空間有助減低碳排放•提升空氣質素，提供更佳工作及生活環境。

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會•為市民及社會帶來好處及绖濟效益。

• 引人適S 人□ 可支持本土小商店的營運•為居民提洪更多的零售選擇。

此 致 ！

姓名： 乇 -i\-Q
獅 （聊 爾 棚 : —
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城市規M委员會秘畜 

香港北角逍華道333號北角政府合著 

傅 真 ：2877 024S或2522 8 « 6  

!5$|! ： tptapd@ plancl.gov.hk

敬啟者：

第 12A陈-規剡中請绽號Y/I-DB/3 
公眾意見-支持愉景湾第10b區發展計剧以舂用珍货土地交源

就上述規劃申誚現正收集公眾意見•本人來函表示支持|原因如下：

• 可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的冏題，提洪不同頌型的房屋選丨1  .提升 

生活質索。

• 計则可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉景遛整 I E 設計格格不人的情況•整 S 環境 
得到改善=

• 新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、_(S 化的街渡及碼頭設施 I 今出人更方匣•

• 計劃已考慮基礎設施、視 梵 、交通及社區方面因S 及承 f f i能力•設計亦與局 s  

環境及景觀更為融合。

• 創造全新的社區集结點，大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間•

• 更多的綠化空間有助減低碳排放，提升空氣質素，提供更隹工作及生活環境- 

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益=

• 引入適量人□可支持本土小商店的營運•為居民提供更多的零售選擇。

\  i  jk  a  \

4 5 : 7

此致

姓名： f K i n

聯 絡 （電郵/傅真/細

mailto:tptapd@plancl.gov.hk


城节規K 娄绳會秘 Iff
香港;：；：* = 哲诏333號北角政府合罟 IS樓 1 c r ,.

薄 真 ：2S77 0245或2S22 8426 J  J  °
2g 齡 ：tpbpd^ pland.gov.hk

敬 啟 者 ：

第 12A 條 -規割申請编號 Y/ I-DB/3 
公眾意見 -支持偷景灣第 l 〇b 區發展計剌以善用珍貴土地資源

就上述視劃申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

• 可善甩土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇，提升 

生活質素 •
• 計剷可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉景灣整體設計格格不人的情況*整體環境 

得到改善。

• 新建的海濱長廊 '、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施* 令出入更方便。

• 計妇已考慮基礎設施、視 覺 、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力，設計亦與周邊 

環境及景a 更為融合。

• 創造全新的社區集结點*大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間•

• 更多的錄化空間有助減低碳排放，提升空氣質素，提供更佳工作及生活環境。

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

• 引人迓置人□ 可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇•

& 致 ！



城市規则委员會秘徂

香港北角渣雖道333號北角政府合署15搜 . r： r

傅 真 ：2877 0245或2S22 8426 k  J  -

電 郵 ：tpbpd@ planci.gov.hl(

敬啟者：

第 12A 條 -規剡申請绢號 Y/I-DB/3 
公眾怠見 -支持愉景灣第 l 〇b 區發展計剷以善周珍货•土％资源

就上述規劃申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持•原因如下：

• 可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題•提供不同頌型的房星歪； •提分 
生活質素。

• 計劃可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉景灣整瞪設計格格不人的:胃況，堅旮項境 

得到改善。

• 新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套' (£化的街渡及碼頭設赶 •令土入更 ;

• 計剷已考慮基礎設施、視 覺 、交通及社區方靣因素及承滢能力，設計疗舆旱窆 

環境及景觀更為融合。

• 創造全新的社區集结點•大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間•

• 更多的綠化空間有助減低碳排放，提升空氣質素*摄倍更佳工作及主活运境=

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會*為市民及社會帶來好處及绖滾效益。

• 引入適置人□可支持本土小商店的營運*為居民提供更多的零售選澤■

此致！

姓名： / 7 tA ^ A i K  [ - n v v  A

聯絡(電siv顚 /地址

Du ^



為 港 证 道 3 3 3 號 北 角 政 府 合 於 15溲 4 G 0 0

^ 'H  ■ ZS77 G2^5?^2S22 S426 
这好：tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

敎iS 者-

第 12A 條 -規剡申請編號 Y/I-DB/3 
公眾意見 -支持偷 ®滯第 l 〇b 區發展計 ®以善用珍货土地資源

就上2 規1K 申請現正收集公眾S 見 ，本人來函表示支持•原因如下：

• 可善用土地资源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房厘迅擇•提升 

生活質素•

• 計剷可改善該區現時雜亂景跤及與愉景渴整體設計格格不人的情況|整體環境 

语到改善。

• 新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施•令出人更方便。

• 計剳已考慮基礎設施、視覺、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力•設計亦與周邊 

環境及误觀更為融合。

• 創造全新的社區集結點，大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

• 更多的綠化空間有助減低碳排放1提升空氣質素|提供更佳工作及生活環境。

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

• 引人適S 人□可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇。

此致

姓名：

萌络（兹數/f專真/ 地址 )

i^iilV 4^)

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


城市規则委员會秘w
番港北角逍勒 J0333K 北内政府合苫IS搜
傅 :  2877 0245或2S22 8426
lE31|i * lp b p d @ p la n d .g o v .h k

4C01.

敬啟者：

第 12A 條 -規 21伸 訪 编 號 Y/I-DB/3
公眾意見-支持愉 f l •潛第l 〇b 區®展計剠以善用珍货•土地资源

就上述規剡申誚現正收饵公眾意見，本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

• 可善用土地資源|減輕香港土地不足的冏题，提供不同頌型的房墅湮澤.提升 
生活K 素 。

• 計劃可改善該區現時雜亂费觀及與愉苡駕整S 設計格格不人的情況1芏配琢境 

得到改善。

• 新建的海濱畏廊，提升的交通配套、偎化的街渡及碼頭設施，今出入更万便'+
• 計釗已考虛基礎設施、視 赀 、交通及社區方面因素及承撿能力. 設計石與要2  

環境及贤觀更為融合。

• 創造全新的社區集結點，大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間•
• 更多的綠化空間有助減低碳彳非放，提升空氣質素，提供更佳工作及生活屯犮- 
• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好鼪及钽濟® 益 >

• 引人適f i人口可支持本土小商店的營運•為居民提供更多的石

此致！

姓名： r t  P

mailto:lpbpd@pland.gov.hk


杏港无舍沒银道333號北角政府合茗15樓 

溥 真 ：2S77 0245忒2522 S426 
H E  ： t p tp d ^ p ls n d .g o v .h k

4602

玫啟者：

第 12A 條 -規劃申請編號 Y/I-DB/3 
公眾意見 -支持愉景海第 l 〇b 區發展計剿以善用珍貴土地資源

就上述規割申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

• 可善用土地資源•減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇•提升 

生活質素。

• 計劃可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉景灣整體設計格格不人的情況|整體環境 

得到改善。

• 新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施•令出人更方便。

• 計® 已考慮基礎設施、視 受 、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力，設計亦與周邊 

環境及景觀更為融合*
• 創造全新的社區集结點，大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

• 更多的錄化空間有助減低碳排放•提升空氣質素•提供更佳工作及生活環境。

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

• 引人適量人□ 可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇。

此 致 ！

姓名： u  m



0
城市規m 委员會秘書
香港北角渣華逍333號北角政府合署：).5很
傳真 ： 2877 0245或2522 8426 <♦ 6 0 3
爾鄙：tpbpcl@pland.gov.hk

敬啟者
第 12A 條-規釗申請缩號Y/I-DB/3 

公眾意見- 支持愉景潛第l 〇b 區發展計刺以善用珍贵土地K 源

就上述規劃申誚現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

• 可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型房屋選澤•提升 

生活質素。

• 計剷可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉景灣整體設計格格不入的情况•整1 環境 

得到改善。

• 新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施•令出人更方便。

• 計劃已考慮基礎設施、視覺 、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力，設計亦與局芒 

環境及景觀更為融合。

• 創造全新的社區集结點，大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

• 更多的錄化空間有助減低碳排放，提升空氣質素，提供更佳工作及生活環境=

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好® 及經濟效益"
• 引人適量人口可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提洪更多的苳售選澤•

此 致 ！

姓名： l h

聯絡 (電郵 /傅真/地址 ):_  -----------------

/ R a w 。 '

mailto:tpbpcl@pland.gov.hk


域市規 f f.耍辑倉说笛

香港二角:'E 華辺3335?北角政府合署15嗜

： 2S 77 0 2 4 5 ^ 2 5 2 2  S 4 2 6  4 G 〇 4
髦奪：tpbpci吞pijnci.gov_hk

者 ：

第 12A 條 -規剡申請編號 Y/I-DB/3 
公眾S 見 •支持愉景濟第 l 〇b 區發展計剷以善用珍貴土 i也資源

就上12視S3申請現正收槊公眾意見，本人來函表示支持•原因如下：

• 可善用土地資源* 減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇，提升 

生活質素。

• 計S 可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉景渴整體設計格格不入的情況，整體環境 

得到改善•
• 新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施* 令出人更方便。

• 計® 己考慮基礎設施、視覺 、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力•設計亦與周邊 

環境及景K 更為融合。

• 創造全新的社區集结點，大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

• 更多的綠化空間有助減低碳排放，提升空氣質素|提供更佳工作及生活環境。

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會•為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

• 引人適量人口可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇。

此致

控名： flgqSCy Lc

眾络（電郵



城市規委員會秘啓

香港北角渣華道3 3 3號北角政府合署1 5樓 , r. r .
傳 萁 ：2 8 7 7  0 2 4 5或25 2 2  84 2 6  ^  °  -
fS *E|! * tpbpd@ pland.gov.hk

敬啟者：

第 12A條 -規刺申誚編號Y/I-DB/3 
公眾意見-支持愉景潍第l 〇b 區發展計剷以善用珍貴土地资源

就上述規剡申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支捋，原因如下：

• 可善用土地資源•減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇•提升 

生活質素。

• 計劃可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉景海整體設計格格不人的情況•整隐頊境 

得到改善。

• 新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施•令出人更万’K  •
• 計剷已考慮基礎設施、視覺 、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力，設計亦與周邊 

環境及景觀更為融合。

• 創造全新的社區集結點•大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

• 更多的綠化空間有助減低碳排放，提升空氣質素•提供更佳工作及生活環境*
• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益*
• 引人適量人□ 可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零害選擇*

此致

姓名:

聯絡

<7认

/R E C K Iv ' ； n

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


城充規妃娶身秘 s
杳港义角'S 莩道333K 北 角 玫 耵 合 罟 f 
iS'S[ ： ： 877 0245；%2522 8426 4 b J 〇

: tpbpd@piand.gov.hk

0 )

® 啟者 _
第 12A條 - 規刺中請編號Y/l-DB/3 

公眾意見•支持愉贽灣第10b區發展計劃以善用珍貴土地資源

就上述規劃申諸現正收集公眾意見•本人來函表示支持*原因如下：

• 可善用土地資源，減硿香港土地不足的問題•提供不同類型的房屋選擇•提升 

生活質素*
• 計到可改善該區現時雜亂景骹及與愉景渴整體設計格格不人的情況，整®環境 

得到改善•
• 新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、（S 化的街渡及碼頭設施，令出入更方便。

• 計剴已考® 基礎設施、視覺、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力I 設計亦與周邊 

環境及谩跤更為融合。

• 創造全新的钍區集结點* 大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

• 更多的绦化空間有助減低® 排放，提升空氣質素•提供更佳工作及生活環境。

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

• 引人適S 人口可支持本土小商店的營遝，為居民提供更多的零售選擇•

此致！

姓名：

聯络（電郵/ _ / _ ! ：):-

mailto:tpbpd@piand.gov.hk


城市規则委员會秘fi}
香港北角渣萌道333钪北角政府合署15樓 _

傅 真 ：2877 0245或2522 8426 4 b /

爾 郵 ：tpbpd@ pland.gov.hk

敬 啟 者 ：

第 U A 條 - 規制申設编號 Y/I-DB/3 
公眾窓見 - 支持愉段灣第 l 〇b 區發展計剃以善用診货土地資源

就上述規劃申請現正收渠公眾意見，本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

• 可善用土地資源，減蛵香港土地不足的問題•提供不同頦型的房屋遝擇•提升 

生活質素。

• 計剡可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與渝撗渴整體設計格格不人的情況|整訄環埂 

得到改善。

• 新連的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設5促•令出人更万S  •

• 計削已考慮基礎設施、視 逛 、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力，設計亦與1 亡 

環境及景觀更為融合。

• 創造全新的社區集结點，大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

• 更多的綠化空間有助減低碳排放，提升空氣質素，提供更佳工作及生活環境3 

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會•為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益》

• 引人適量人口可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售 iM 擇 *

此致！

姓名： N H i V  々 LA

聯 絡 卿 寧 / 地 辦 :— 麵

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


城市玫笫安迓會秘耧

苕 港 苹 逍 3 3 3 號 北 角 政 府 合 署 15伎

薄 真 ：2S77 0M 5或2522 S426 ^ ̂  \j 8

- tpbpd@ pland.gov.hk

敬啟 者：

第 12A 條 -規刺申請編號 Y/I-D8/3 
公眾意見-支持愉景对第 l 〇b 區發展計剡以善用珍貴土地资源

就上述規釗申誚現正收集公眾意見*本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

• 可善用土地資源，減蛵香港土地不足的問題 •提供不同類型的房屋選擇，提升 

生活質萦。

• 計釗可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉景灣整體設計格格不人的情況•整體環境 

得到改善。

• 新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施 *令出入更方便。

• 計剷已考慮基礎設施、視 覺 、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力 •設計亦與周邊 

環境及景蹀更為融合。

• 創造全新的社區集結點 •大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

• 更多的錄化空間有助減低碳排放 *提升空氣質素，提供更佳工作及生活環境。

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

• 引人適童人□可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇。

此 致 ！

姓名：

聯 絡 （電 K /淳真/歡& ) : _

RECFrVRT)

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


The S?cre:ari、u
To^ ti ?i?.nnir.g Board

15.F. North Point C〇vcm.mer.t Offices

O , 0 3

333 Java Road, Nonh Poim
(Via email: tphpd^p lan d .^o v .h U  or fax: 2877 0245 /  2522 S426)

Dca; Sir,
Section 12A Apnlication No. Y/I-PB/3 

Area 10b' Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352、 Discovery Bav

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.20l6

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by che consultant of Hong Kong 
Resort rKKR*')；. Masterplan Limited, co 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 o f the Lot. My main reasons o f objection on this particular 
submission are listed as follows:-

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 10b is in doubt, as the lot 

is now held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC1) dated

20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part o f the "Service Area" as defined in the PDMC. 
Area 10b also forms part o f either the "City Common Areas" or the "City 

Retained Areas" in the PD M C  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 10b for all. purposes connected with 
the proper use and enjoyment o f 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 ihc lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights o f the 
existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners o f 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 is substantial and the 
submission has not been addressed.

3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and q fundamental 
deviation to the land use of the original approved Master Layout Plans or ihc 
approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.c. from service area into

i 〇f3



u

reside,o arcA, and approval o fk  v;ould be. an undesirable piecedent ;rorr.
cnviionmeatai pcrspecTivc and against the interest of h\\ ptcp^rty o-w t̂rs 
district.

丁he proposed reclamation and construction of a decldng with a widih of 
pose erwirohmental hazard to the immediate’rural riamral surroundin已， There art 
possible sea pollution by the proposed reclamation, violation of the iiasc. 
conditions, contravention of the Foreshore and Sea-bed (P.edamatiori') Ordinance, 
and encroachment on Government Lands etc. T ht submission has no*, 

satisfactorily addressed these issues and without any proper ccn£ulta:ion uht 
co-owners.

5. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be. fully respe:*ed ls the 
underlying infrastruaure could not afford such substantial increase il population ,  
by die submission, and all DB property owners would have to suffer and pay fo： 

the cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding infrastnictu； £ so 2s

to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed ^development, e.g. all 
required road network and related utilities improvement works arised ou【 of this 
submission etc, The proponent should consult and liaise with all propeirv1 〇\mi: : s 
being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all iafrastrjcrjre ou: of &ds 
development. Its disruption to other property o w ers  in the should be
properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

6. The proposed felling o f 168 nos. mature trees in Area 10b is an ecological 
disaster, and poses a substantial environmental impact to the immcdU:- natural 
setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan or 
the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

7. I disagree the applicant’s statement in item E .6 of R:C ihc cKisting buses 
parks in Area 10b open, space are ncycsores*'. We respcc: th i： .Ajta 10b has beer 
the backyard of Peninsula Village for years and ars satisfied v-ith exisoiii use 
and operation modes of Area 10b, and would prefer ^icrc be nc charge lo 

the existing land use or operational modes of .Area 10b. 8

8. The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium strucaire to house ihc bus depo;,
the repair workshops, the dAngcrous goods stores uwiudirvg petrol tilhnp sancri 
and RCP arc unsatisfacto^ and w-XJuld cause opcracional h^ilTh and safer% Hfijard 
to the workers within a fully cncl^s^d stnicrurc, v\cv* those
polluted air and volatile gises emitted and the potcnhtl no.w geocraicd within 
the compounds. The proponent should csn\: out s jtusfacrory ec^rontncnui



4 G 0 9
u rp a c t a^sr^im er.t to the operational health and safety  h〇7,aid o f  the workers 

wi'JxLn the fully enclosed structure and propose suitable mitigation m easures to 

minuiTi^c their efiecis \o  (he w orkers and the residents nearby.

9. The proposed removal of helipad for emergency use from Area 10b is 
uadesirabic m view of its possible urgent use for rescue and transportation of che 
paiients ro the acute hospitals due to the rural and remote setting o f Discovery 
Bay. This proposal should not be accepted without a proper re^provisioning 
proposal by tlie applicant ;〇 the satisfaction of all property o\>.Tiers o f Discovery 
Bay.

10. 3 disagree the applicant's response in item (b) of UD&L, PlanD's comment in 
RtC that the proposed 4ra wide waterfront promenade is an improvement to the 
existing situation of Area 10b. The proposed narrow promenade lacking of 
adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view of its rural and natural 
setting.

I I .  丁he revision o f development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan o f Annex 

A i$ still unsatisfactory and I agree that the comments made by Architectural 

Services Department that "....The podium o f the building blocks nos. L7 to L14 

is about 250m in length that is too long and monotonous. Together with the 

continuous layouts o f the medium-rise residential blocks behind, the 
development m ay have a wall-effect and pose considerable visual impact to its 

vicimry,...n and by Planning Department that "....towers closer to the coast should 

be reduced in height lo minimize the overbearing impact on the coast" and that 
"....Public viewers from the southwest would experience a long continuous 

building mass abutting the coast. Efforts should be made to break down the 

building mass with wider building gaps...." are still valid after this revision.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments 

for further review and comment, the application for Area ] Ob should be withdrawn.

Name o f Discovery Bay Owner /  Rp5i<icnt:____—

Address;

3 of 3
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The Secretariat
To>at! Planning Bonrd
I5/F, N onh Point Government Offices
333 Java Road, NorLli Point
(Via email: rpbpc)分 or fax: 2877 0245 /  2522 8426)

Dear Sir,
Section 12A Appiication No. V/I-DB/3 

Area 10b, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, PiscoV€r>f Bay

Objectiop to the Sobmission bv tbe Applicant on 27.10.2016

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong 
Reson (UHKR''), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments 
regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

KJndly please note lhat I strongly object to the submission regarding the 
proposed development o f the Lor. 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 10b is in doubt, as the lot 
is now held under the Principal Deed o f Mutual Covenant C'^DMC1) dated
20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part o f the "Service Area" as defined in the PDMC. 
Area 10b also forms part o f either the "City Common Areas" or the MCity 
Reiained Areas" 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 10b for ail purposes connected with 
the proper use and enjoyment o f 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-ouTiers 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. 丁he disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the 
iirimediaic residents and property owners nearby is substantial, and the 
submission has not been addressed.

3. There Is major change to the development concept o f  the Lot and a fundamental 
deviation to the land use of the original approved Master Layout Plans or the 
approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from service area into 
resider.tial area, and approval o f it would be an undesirable precedent ca5e -from 
&nvironn:emal perspective and against the interest o f all property owners of the 
district

4. proposed reclamation and constmction o f a decking with a width of 9-34m 
p est cnvixonmental hazard to the immediate rural nature! surrounding. There are 
possible sea pollution by the proposed reclamation, violation of the lease 
conditioas, contravention o f the Foreshore and Sea-bed (Reclamation) 
Ordinance, and encroachment on Government Lands etc. The submission has not 
satisfactorily addrtss<sd these issues and without any proper consultation with the 
to-owners.

1 of 3
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5. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respeette qc 
underlying inCrastructurc could not afford such substantial uicrease in pop-jlaiicn 
by the submission, and all DB properly owners would have i〇 suffer and pzy tor 
the cost out of this submission in opgrading the surroimding infrasiruclurt； ^  as 
to provide adequate supply or support to the pcoposod developmeai, nil 
required road network and related militics improvement v/oriis arised out of Uii5 
submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise wiLh a!! prop-erry o ^ e r r  
being affected and anderiakc the cost and expense of all infrastrucrure oui of-his 
development. Its disruption to other property owners in the vichi^/ snouid be 
properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

6. 丁he proposed felling of 168 nos. mature trees in Area 10b ：£ an eso'.ogicai 
disaster, and poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural 
setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree preseniGr. p i n  
the tree compensatory proposal are unsalisfactory.

7. I disagree the applicant's statement in item E.6 of RtC that ths cxisdr.g buses 
parks in Area 10b open space are "eyesores". We respect that Area lCb has htcr 
the backyard of Peninsula VUJage for years and are satisfied wilh the criisiiag use 
and operation modes of Area 10b, and would prefer there wiW be no change ud 
the existing land use or operational modes of Area 10b.

8. The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house the bus detou 
the repair workshops, the daDgerous goods stores including pe〇*ol filling nadon 
and RCP are unsatisfactoiy and would cause operational health and safer- nazard 
to the workers within a fully enclosed structure, especially in view of these 
polluted air and volatile gases emitted and the potential noise generated within 
the compounds. The proponent should carry out a satisfactory cnvironrrer.uil 
impact assessment to the operational health and safety hazard of the workers 
within the fully enclosed structure and propose suitable mitigano- measures 
minimize their effects to the workers and the residents nearby.

9. The proposed removal of helipad for emergency use from Ar^a iOb is 
undesirable in view of its possible urgent use for rescue and transponaDon of 
patients to the acute hospitals due to the rural and remote setting of Discovery 
Bay. This proposal should not be accepted v.*iLhout a proper rc-provis；ar.;nc 
proposal by the applicant to the satisfaction of all property owners of Discovery 
Bay.

10. I disagree the applicant's response in item (b) of UDJLL, ?larO s convneni tr.
RtC that the proposed 4m wide waterfront promerade is an ir^jvcvemcrt id
existing situation of Area 10b. The proposed rarrew promenade kureng of 
adequate landscaping or shelters is uusatisfactoa ir. view of its rural anc natu-ai 
setting.

11. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Corwx'p: Pl»r of Annex
A is still unsatisfactor>, and l agree the comperes madf tv ArcSixrcmr*! 
Services Department that "....The podium of the btiMing Mocks nos. t.** ro 
is about 250m in length that is ：ix> long and nonot^nou< Ti^eiSer xhc 
continuous layouts of the nK^ium-fisc ressiemi廒） hiivks S«hin<i, the 
development may have a \va!l-«tTcct pos; CcWfiJcrabic vrsuti impact to its 
vicinity...." and by Planning Dcpaomwt th a i' . . towers ck?»« to the co&s: sbcukl

2〇n
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be reduced in minimize the overbearing impact on the coast" and that
** ...Public vjeners from the southwest would experience a long continuous 
tHJjUmi； muss abutting ti>c coa^:, Eftorts should be made lo break d o v ^  the 

mass ^ r h  vvridcr building gap5 ....M arc still valid after this revision .

Unless and umtl ih<r applicant i$ able to proviJe detailed responses to Uic com m ents 
for furtiicr review and com m ent, the app/ic3ti〇n for Area 10b should be wiclidrHWii.

30f3 Ci)
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T o w n  P la n n in g  B oard

15/F, N o r th  P o in t G o v e rn m e n t O ffices

333  J a v a  R o ad , N o rth  P o in t

(V ia  e m a il :  ip b D d @ 0ln n c l .20v.Hlv o r fax : 2 8 7 7  0 2 4 5  /  2 5 2 2  8 4 2 6 )

4 S i l

Dear Sir,
Section 12AAm>)ication No. Y/l-DB/3 

Area 10b, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.P. 352, PiscovciT Bny

Objection to tlie Submission by the Annlicnnt on 27.10.2016

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong 
Resort (C(HKR5,)3 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 10b is in doubt, as the lot 
is. now held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (nPDMC) dated
20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part of the "Service Area" as defined in the PDMC. 
Area 10b also forms part of either the "City Common Areas'* or the "City 
Retained Areas" 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 10b 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 is 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 Layout Plans or the 
approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from service area into

mailto:ipbDd@0lnncl.20v.Hlv


r c s i d e n l i a l  a r e a ,  a n d  a p p r o v a l  o f  i t  w o u l d  b e  a n  u n d e s i r a b l e  p r e c e d e n t  c a s e  f r o m  

t ' n v i r o 細 e m a l  p e r s p e c t i v e  a n d  a g a i n s t  化e  i n t e r e s t  o f  a l l  p r o p e r t y  c w n e r s  o f .  t h e  

d i s t r i c t .

4 .  T h e  p r o p o s e d  r e c l a m a t i o n  a n d  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  a  d e c k i n g  w i t h  a  w i d t h  o f  9 - 3 4 m  

p o s e  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  h a z a r d  to  t h e  i m m e d i a t e  r u r a l  n a t u r i i !  s u r r o u n d i n g .  1 ' l i e r e  a r e  

p o s s i b l e  s e a  p o l l u t i o n  b y  I h e  p r o p o s e d  r e c l a m a t i o n ,  v i o l a t i o n  o f  d i e  le a s e  

c o n d i t i o n s ,  c o n t r a v e n t i o n  o f  t h e  F o r e s h o r e  a n d  S e a - b e d  ( R e c l a m a t i o n )  O r d i n a n c e ,  

a n d  e n c r o a c h m e n t  o n  G o v e r n m e n t  L a n d s  e t c .  T h e  s u b m i s s i o n  h a s  n o t  

s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  a d d r e s s e d  t l i c s c  i s s u e s  a n d  w i t h o u t  a n y  p r o p e r  c o n s u l l a i i o n  w i t h  t l i c  

c o - o w n e r s .

5. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the 
underlying infrastructure could not afford such substantial increase in populalion 
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 
lo 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 to other property owners in the vicinity should be 
properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

6. The proposed felling of 168 nos. mature trees in Area 10b 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.

7. I disagree the applicant's statement in item E.6 of RtC that the existing buses 
pai'ks in Area 10b open space are "eyesores". We respect that Area 10b lias been 
the backyard of Peninsula Village for years and are satisfied with the existing use 
and operation modes of Area 10b, and would prefer there will be no change to 
the existing land use or operational modes of Area 10b.

8. The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium struclure to house the bus depot, 
the repair workshops, the dangerous goods stores including petrol filling station 
and RCP are unsatisfactoi^ and would cause operational health and safety hazard 
to the workers within a fully enclosed structure, especially in view of those 
polluted air and volatile gases emitted and the potential noise generated within 
the compounds. The proponent should carry out a satisfactory environmental



i m p a c t  a s s e s s m c n l  lo  t h e  o p e r a t i o n a l  h e a l t h  a n d  s a f e l y  h a z a r d  o f  t h e  w o r k e r s  

w i t h i n  U i e 「 u l l y  e n c l o s e d  s t i . i iL 'U ir e  a n d  p r o p o s e  s u i t a b l e  m i t i g a l ^  

m i n i m i z e  t h e i r  e f f e c t s  t o  t h e  w o r k e r s  a n d  t h e  r e s i d e n t s  n e a r b y .

9. The proposed removal of helipad for emergency use (rom Area 10b is 
undesirable in view of its possible urgent use for rescue and transportation of the 
patients to the acute hospitals due to the rural and remote setting of Discovery 
Bay. This proposal should not be accepted without a proper re-provisioning 
proposal by the applicant to the satisfaction of all property owners of Discovery 
Bay.

10. I disagree the applicant's response in item (b) of UD&L, PlanD's comment in 
RtC that the proposed 4m wide waterfront promenade is an improvement to the 
existing situation of Area 10b. The proposed narrow promenade lacking of 
adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view of its rural and natural 
setting.

11. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex 
A is still unsatisfactory and I agree that the comments made by Architectural 
Services Department that "....The podium of the building blocks nos. L7 to L14 
is about 250m in length that is too long and monotonous. Together with the 
continuous layouts of the medium-rise residential blocks behind, the 
development may have a wall-effect and pose considerable visual impact to its 
vicinity...." and by Planning Department that "....towers closer to the coast should 
be reduced in height to minimize the overbearing impact on the coast" and that 
"....Public viewers from the southwest would experience a long continuous 
building mass abutting the coast. Efforts should be made to break down the 
building mass with wider building gaps...." are still valid after this revision.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments 
for further review and comment, the application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.

Signature : f  ( v  /  V、

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: _

A d d r e s s :
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lpbivt@plaikl.yov.hk
Section I2A Application No. Y/I-DB/3 Area 10b, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D D. 352, Discovery Bay

4612

The Secretariat
Town Planning Board
15/F, North Point Government Offices
333 Java Road, North Point
(Via email: tpbpd@pland.gov.lik or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

Dear Sir,

Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/3
Area 10b, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

I r ^ l r  to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort ( "MKR" ), 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 10b is in doubt, as the lot is now held under the Principal 
Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated 20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part of the "Service Area" as defined in the PDMC 
Area 10b also forms part of either the "City Common Areas" or the "City Retained Areas" 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 10b 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.

m
2. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents and property owners 
nearby is 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 Layout Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from service area 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 proposed reclamation and construction of a decking with a width of 9-34m pose environmental hazard to the 
immediate rural natural surrounding. There are possible sea pollution by the proposed reclamation, violation of the lease 
conditions, contravention of the Foreshore and Sea-bed (Reclamation) Ordinance, and encroachment on Government 
Lands etc. rrhe submission has not satisfactorily addressed these issues and without any proper consultation with tlie co
owners. 5
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5. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying infrastructure 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 sunounding infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or

mailto:lpbivt@plaikl.yov.hk
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; ' ： support to the prorosed dovdopmcnt, e.g. all required road network and related utiiuic^ improvement v.v.rk  ̂ ;：ns • ol 
. J this submission etc. The propor.eni should consult and liaise with iill property owners r-cmg .ificctcd ：.：'.d ,:11： '

t!. ； cost aiul cxjxnse of all inlrastructure out of this development. Its disruption to other properly owners :n 'lie \ .
[ ' ; shouki bo properly muigated and addressed in the submission.

j !
4 | 6. The proposed felling of 168 nos. mature trees in Area 10b is an ecological disaster, and poses a sub>:an：：a! •
' j environmental impact to the immediate natural setimg. The proposal is unacceptable and ihe proposed irco prcscrw/.icr. !
1 plan or ihe tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory. '

.
| 7. 1 disagree the applicant's statement in item E.6 of RtC that the existing buses p〇：'ks in Area 10b open s:\vo .ire

"eyesores". We respect that Area 10b has been the backyard of Peninsula Village for yea^s ar.d .no satisfied with. ;hc '
： ■ existing use and operation modes of Ai'ea 10b, and v/ould prefer there will be no change to the cxisuag use o;
' operational modes of Area 10b.

:PT®： i ® r\ ) "■ ： ； | M i .  w{ r . i * .  ***.k i * j .* , i  薄 i  » i  *  .， ： - . ： -.-■*，

8. The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house the bus depot, th.e repair v* orkshop>. liio dangerous 
goods stores including petrol filling station and RCP arc unsatisfactory and wouKl cause operational healiii ar.d sakn> 
hazard to the workers within a fully enclosed structure, especially in view of those polluted air and \ 〇!anic ^ases cimiicu 
and the potential noise generated within tlie compounds. I'he proponent should carry out a saiisfactory cnviror>n\'nU,.U ^ 
impact assessment to the operational health and safety hazard of the workers within ihe fully enclosed siructure and ' 

propose suitable mitigation measures to minimize their effects to the v/orkers and the residents nearby.

9. The proposed removal of helipad for emergency use from Area 10b is undesirable m view of us urjzcn! usr
for rescue and transportation of the patients to the acute hospitals due to the rural and remote setting of D^scjutv B a \. 
This proposal should not be accepted without a proper re-provisioning proposal by the app^can: :〇 ihe of ail
property owners of Discovery Bay.

10. I disagree the applicant's response in item (b) of UD&L, PlanD's comment in RtC that ihe proposed -im wide 
waterfront promenade is an improvement to the existing situation of Area 10b. The proposed narrow promcr.auc lacking 
of adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view of its rural and natural setting.

11. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is snll unsansfactor>' and I agree 
that the comments made by Architectural Services Department that "....The podium of the building blocks nos. L7 to L I4 
is about 250m in length that is too long and monotonous. Together with the continuous layouts of the medium-nse ◎  
residential blocks behind, the development may have a wall-effect and pose considerable \isual impact !.〇 its vicinity...." 
and by Planning Department that "....towers closer to the coast should be reduced in height to minimize the overbeanng 
impact on the coast" and that "....Public viewers from the southwest would experience a long continuous building mass 
abutting the coast. Efforts should be made to break down the building mass with wider building gaps...." are still valid 
after this revision.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for further review and comment, the 
application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.

Name of Discovery Bay Ov/ner: Li Sung Ming 
Address:
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Ch^nsimling Chan [lidiansimlin>n""
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Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/3 Area 10b, Lot 385 RP &  Eu (Part) in D.D. 352. Discovery Bay 4613

The Secretariat
Town Planning Board
15/P, North Point Government Offices
333 Java Road, North Point
(Via email: tobDd@pland.gov.hk or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

Dear Sir,

Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/3
Area 10b, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

I 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 o f 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 10b is-in doubt, as the lot is now held under the Principal 
Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated 20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part o f the "Service Area" as defined in the PDMC 
Area 10b also forms part of either the "City Common Areas" or the "City Retained Areas" 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 10b for all purposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment 6f 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 propeity rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners 
of the Lxit, should be considered, secured and respected.

2. disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents and propeity owners 
nearby is 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 Layout Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from service area 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 proposed reclamation and construction of a decking with a width of 9-34m pose environmental hazard to the 
immediate rural natural surrounding. There are possible sea pollution by the proposed reclamation, violation of the lease 
conditions, contravention of the Foreshore and Sea-bed (Reclamation) Ordinance, and encroachment on Government 
Lands etc. The submission has not satisfactorily addressed these issues and without any proper consultation with the co
owners. 5

5. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying infrastructure 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

mailto:tpbpJ@pland.gov.hk
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support to the proposed development, c.i； . all required road network and related unlincs impn/A-ircnt '.vorks aris )ut of 
this submission etc. The proponcni should consult and liaise with all property owners being aficctcd ;；nd lindcitake the 
cost and expense oi_ all mfi.astructure out of this development. Its disr叩Uon u) o出er property owncis in th? viemity 
should be properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

6. The proposed felling of 168 nos. mature trees in Area 10b is an ecological disaster, and poses a substantial 
environmental impact to the irrunediate natural setting. The proposal is unacceptable and ilic proposed preservation 
plan or the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

7. I disagree the applicant's statement in item E.6 of RtC that the existing bases parks m Area 10b open space arc 
"eyesores". We respect that Area 10b has been the backyard of Peninsula Village for years pjid are satisfied with the 
existing use and operation modes of Area 10b, and would prefer there will be no change to the existing land use or 
operational modes of Area 10b.

8. The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house the bus depot, the repair vsorkshops, the dangerous 
goods stores including petrol filling station and RCP are unsatisfactory and would cause operational health and safety 
hazard to the workers within a fully enclosed structure, especially in view of those polluted air and volatile gases cmiltcd 
and the potential noise generated within the compounds. The proponent should carry out a satisfact〇p>, environment；'，! ^  
impact assessment to the operational health and safety hazard of the workers within the fully enclosed structure and ™ 
propose suitable mitigation measures to minimize their, effects to the workers and the residents nearby.

9. The proposed removal of helipad for emergency use from Area 10b is undesirable in view of its possible urgent use 
for.rescue and transportation of the patients to the acute hospitals due to the rural and remote setting of Discovery- Bay. 
This proposal should not be accepted without a proper re-provisioning proposal by the applicant to the satisfaction of all 
property owners of Discovery Bay.

10. I disagree the applicant's response in item (b) of UD&L, PlanD's comment in RtC that the proposed 4m wide 
waterfront promenade is an improvement to the existing situation of Area 10b. The proposed narrow promenade lacking 
of adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view of its rural and natural setting.

11. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is still unsatisfactory and I agree 
that the comments made by Architectural Services Department that "....The podium of the building blocks nos. L7 to L I4 
is about 250m in length that is too long and monotonous. Together with the continuous layouts of the medium-rise 
residential blocks behind, the development may have a wall-effect and pose considerable visual impact to its vicinity...." 
and by Planning Department that "....towers closer to the coast should be reduced in height to minimize the overbeanng 
impact on the coast" and that "....Public viewers from the southwest would experience a long continuous building mass 
abutting the coast. Efforts should be made to break down the building mass with wider building gaps...." are still valid 
after this revision.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for further review and comment, the 
] application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.

Name of 

Address;
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Town Planning Board

15/'l;, Nortli Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point
(Via email: <pbpd@plaiicl.^ov.l)k)

4614

D ear Sir,

Section 12A Application No. YAI-DB/3
Area IQb, Lot 385 R f & Ext fPart) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong 
看D 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 10b is in doubt, as the lot 
is now held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated
20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part of the "Service Area" as defined in the PDMC. 
Area 10b also forms part of either the "City Common Areas" or the "City 
Retained Areas" 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

⑩  pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b 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 is 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 Layout Plans or the 
approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from service area into
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rosidenlial 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 proposed reclamation and construction of a decking with a width of 9-34m 
pose environmental hazard to the immediate rural natural surrounding. There are 
possible sea pollution by the proposed reclamation, violation of the lease 
conditions, contravention of the Foreshore and Sea-bed (Reclamation) Ordinance, 
and encroachment on Government Lands etc. The submission has not 
satisfactorily addressed these issues and without any proper consultation with the 
co-owners.

5. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the 
underlying infrastructure 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 to other property owners in the vicinity should be 
properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

6. The proposed felling of 168 nos. mature trees in Area 10b 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.

7. I disagree the applicant's statement in item E.6 of RtC that the existing buses 
parks in Area 10b open space are "eyesores". We respect that Area 10b has been 
the backyard of Peninsula Village for years and are satisfied with the existing use 
and operation modes of Area 10b? and would prefer there will be no change to 
the existing land use or operational modes of Area 10b.

8. The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house the bus depot, 
the repair workshops, the dangerous goods stores including petrol filling station 
and RCP are unsatisfactory and would cause operational health and safety hazard 
to the workers within a fully enclosed structure, especially in view of those 
polluted air and volatile gases emitted and the potential noise generated within 
the coinpounds. The pr〇jx.)nent should carry out a satisfactory environmental
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im p ac t a s s e s s m e n t  to th e  o p e ra t io n a l  ttca llii and  s a fe ty  h ay au l 〇!' th e  w o rk e rs  

u i t l i in  th e  fu lly  e n c lo s e d  s i ru c tu re  a n d  p ro p o s e  s u iia b le  m itig a tio ti m e a s u re s  to 

m in im iz e  th e i r  e f fe c ts  to  the  w o r k e r s  an d  the  re s id en ts  n e a rb y .

9 . I he  p ro p o s e d  re m o v a l o f  h e l ip a d  fo r e m e rg e n c y  u se  from  A re a  1 0b  is 

u n d e s ir a b le  in v ie w  o f  its p o s s ib le  u rg e n t u se  for re s c u e  an d  t ra n s p o r ta tio n  o f  the 

p a tie n ts  to  th e  a c u te  h o s p ita ls  clue  to  the  ru ra l and  re m o te  s e tt in g  o f  D is c o v e ry  

B ay . This p ro p o s a l  s h o u ld  n o t  be  a c c e p te d  w ith o u t a p ro p e r  r c -p r o v is io n in g  

p ro p o s a l b y  th e  a p p l ic a n t  to th e  s a t i s fa c t io n  o f a l l  p ro p e r ty  o w n e rs  o f  D is c o v e ry  

B ay .

⑩

10. I disagree the applicant's response in item (b) of UD&I., PlanD's comment in 
RtC that the proposed 4m wide waterfront promenade is an improvemem to the 
existing situation of Area I Ob. The proposed narrow promenade lacking of 
adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view of its rural and natural 
setting.

11. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex 
A is still unsatisfactory and I agree that the comments made by Architectural 
Services Department that "….The podium of the building blocks nos. L7 to L14 
is about 250m in length that is too long and monotonous. Together with the 
continuous layouts of the medium-rise residential blocks behind, the 
development may have a wall-effect and pose considerable visual impact to its 
vicinity...." and by Planning Department that "....towers closer to the coast 
should be reduced in height to minimize the overbearing impact on the coast" 
and that "....Public viewers from the southwest would experience a long 
continuous building mass abutting the coast. Efforts should be made to break 
down the building mass with wider building gaps...." are still valid after this 
revision.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments 
for further review and comment, the application for Area 1 Ob should be withdrawn.

Orson Li 
Residenll
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T h e  S c o v t a i  i ； it

T o w n  P l a n n i n g  B o a r d  4 6 1 5

1 5 / F ,  N o r t h  P o i n t  G o v e r n m e n l  O H I c e s

3 3 3  J a \  a  R o a d ,  N o a h  P o i n t

( V i a  e m a i l :  f p l ) p c l f f l p l n i i d . i：o v . l i k ' )

D e a l - S i r ,

Section 12A A pplication  No. YA-DB/3 

A re a  10b, L o t 385 R P  A E xt (T art)  in D .D . 352, D is c o v e r  B ay

Q bjecrion  to the Subm ission by the A p p lica n t on 27 .10 .2016

I refer to the R esponse to Comments subm itted by the consultant o f  Hong Kong 

Resort ("H K R ,!), M asterplan Limited, to address the departm ental comm ents 

regarding the captioned application on 27 .10 .2016 .

K indly  please note that I strongly object to  the subm ission regarding the 

proposed developm ent o f  the Lot. My m ain reasons o f objection  on th is particular 

subm ission are listed as follow s:-

1. H K R  claim s that they  are the sole land ow ner o f  A rea 10b is in doubt, as the lot 

is now  held under the Principal D eed o f M utual C ovenant ("PD M C ') dated

20 .9 .1982 . A rea 10b form s part o f the "Service A rea" as defined in the PD M C . 

A rea  10b also form s part o f  either the "C ity Com m on Areas" o r the "City 

R e ta in ed  Areas" in the PDM C . Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I o f  the 

PD M C , every O w ner (as defined in the  PD M C ) has the right and liberty to  go 

pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes connected  with 

th e  p ro p er use and enjoym ent o f  the sam e subject to the  City Rules (as defined in 

tlie PD M C ). The applicant has failed to  consult or seek  proper consent from  the 

co-ow ners o f  the lot prior to this unilateral application . The property rights o f  the 

ex is ting  co-ow ners, i.e. all property ow ners o f  the Lot, should be considered, 

secured  and respected .

2. T he d isruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to  the 

im m ediate  residen ts and property ow ners nearby is substantial, and the 

subm ission  has not been addressed .

3. T here  is m ajor change to the developm ent concept o f  the Lot and a fundam ental 

dev ia tion  to the land use o f  tlie original approved M aster Layout Plans o r the 

approved  Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from service area into l
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residential area, and approval o f  il w ould be an undesirable precedent case from 

environm ental perspective and against the interest o f  all property  ow ners o f  the 

district.

4. The p roposed  reclam ation  and construction  o f a decking w ith a  w idth o f  9-34m  

pose env ironm en ta l hazard to the im m ediate rural natural surrounding . T here are 

possib le sea  po llu tion  by the proposed reclam ation, v io la tion  o f  the lease 

conditions, con traven tion  o f the Foreshore and Sea-bed (R eclam ation) O rdinance, 

and encroachm en t on G overnm ent Lands etc. The subm ission  has not 

sa tisfactorily  addressed  these issues and w ithout any proper consulta tion  w ith the 

co-ow ners .

5. T he o rig ina l stipu la ted  DB population  o f  25,000 should be fully respected as the 

underly ing  in frastructure  could not afford such substantial increase in population  

by the subm ission , and all DB property  ow ners w ould  have to suffer and pay for 

the cost o u t o f  this subm ission  in upgrading the surrounding  in frastructure  so as 

to p rov ide adequate  supply or support to the p roposed  developm ent, e .g . all 

required  road  netw ork  and related u tilities im provem ent w orks arised out o f  this 

subm ission  etc . T he proponent should consult and liaise w ith all p roperty  ow ners 

being affec ted  and undertake the cost and expense o f  all infrastructure out o f  this 

developm ent. Its disruption  to other property  ow ners in the v ic in ity  should be 

p roperly  m itigated  and addressed in the subm ission .

6. The p ro p o sed  felling  o f  168 nos. m ature trees in A rea 10b is an ecological 

d isaster, and poses a substantial environm ental im pact to the im m ediate  natural 

setting . T h e  p roposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree p reserva tion  plan or 

the tree  com pensa to ry  proposal are unsatisfactory .

7. I d isagree  the applicant's statem ent in item  E.6 o f  R tC  that the  ex is ting  buses 

parks in A rea  10b open space are "eyesores". We respect that A rea  10b has been 

the backyard  o f  P en insu la  V illage for years and are satisfied  w ith  the ex isting  use 

and operation  m odes o f  Area 10b5 and w ould prefer there  w ill be no change to 

the ex is tin g  land use or operational m odes o f  Area 10b. 8

8. The proposed  extensive  fully enclosed podium  structure to house the bus depot, 

the repair w orkshops, the dangerous goods stores includ ing  petro l filling  station 

and R C P  are unsatisfactory  and w ould cause operational health  and safety  hazard 

to the w orkers w ith in  a fully enclosed structure, especially  in v iew  o f  those 

pollu ted  a ir and volatile  gases em itted and the potential noise generated within 

the co jnpounds . T he proponent should ' carry out a satisfactory  environm ental

2 o f3



i m p a c t  a s s e s s m e n t  t o  t h e  o p e r a t i o n a l  h e a l t l i  a n d  s a f e t y  h a z a r d  o f  t h e  w o r k e r s  

w i t h i n  t h e  f u l l y  e n c l o s e d  s t r u c t u r e  a n d  p r o p o s e  s u i t a b l e  m i t i g a l i o n  m e a s u r e s  to  

m i n i m i z e  t l i e i r  e f f e c t s  t o  t h e  w o r k e r s  a n d  t h e  r e s i d e n t s  n e a r b y .

9. T he proposed  rem oval o f  helipad  for em ergency use from  Area 1 Ob is 

undesirab le  in v iew  o f  its possib le  urgent use for rescue and transportation  o f  the 

patien ts to  the acute hospitals due to the rural and rem o te  setting  o f D iscovery  

B ay . T h is p roposal should  no t be accepted w ithout a proper re -provisioning 

proposal by  the app lican t to the  satisfaction o f all p ro p e rty  ow ners o f D iscovery  

Bay .

10. I d isag ree  the app lican t's response in item (b) o f  U D & L , P lanD 's co m m en t in 

R tC  th at th e  p roposed 4m  w ide w aterfron t prom enade is an im provem ent to  the 

ex isting  situation  o f A rea  10b. The proposed n a rro w  prom enade lack in g  of 

adequate  landscap ing  o r shelters is unsatisfactory in v iew  o f its rural and na tura l 

setting .

11. T he rev is io n  o f  developm en t as indicated in the R ev ised  C oncept Plan o f  A nnex  

A  is still un sa tis fac to ry  and I ag ree  that the com m ents m ade by A rch itectu ra l 

Services D ep artm en t th a t " ....T he podium  o f  the b u ild in g  blocks nos. L 7 to  L14 

is abou t 2 5 0 m  in leng th  that is too long and m onotonous . Together w ith  the 

con tin u o u s layouts o f  the . m edium -rise  re siden tia l b locks b eh ind , the 

d ev elo p m en t m ay have a w a ll-e ffec t and pose considerab le  v isual im pact to  its 

v ic in ity ...."  and by P lann ing  D epartm en t that " ....tow ers c loser to th e  coast 

should  b e  reduced  in h e igh t to  m inim ize the o v erbearing  im pact on th e  coast" 

and th a t " ....Public  v iew ers from  the southw est w ou ld  experience a  long 

co n tinuous bu ild ing  m ass abu tting  the coast. E fforts should be made to  break 

dow n th e  bu ild ing  m ass w ith  w id er building gaps ...." are still valid a f te r  this 

revision .

U nless and un til the ap p lican t is ab le  to provide detailed responses to the com m ents 

for fu rther rev iew  and com m ent, th e  application  for A rea 10b should be w ithd raw n .



i J ta  Sirs, pis

Regards,

o



T h e  S ec re ta ria l

1'own Planning Board
1 5 / F ,  N o r t l i  P o i n t  G o v e r n m e n t  O f f i c e s

333 Java Road, Noith Point
( V i a  e m a i l :  fpbnct@pland.j>〇v-l»k o r  f a x :  2 8 7 7  0 2 4 5  /  2 5 2 2  8 4 2 6 )

Dear Sir,
Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/3 

A rea 10b, L ot 385 RP &  Ext (P a r f l in  D.D. 352, Discovery Bav

O bjection  to the Submission by the A pplican t on 27.10.2016

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant o f Hong Kong 

Resort (tcHK R55), M asterplan 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 o f the Lot. My m ain reasons o f  objection on this particular 

submission are listed as follows:-

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner o f Area 10b is in  doubt, as the lot 

is now held under the Principal D eed o f Mutual Covenant ("PDM C') dated 

20:9.1982. A rea 10b forms part o f  the "Service Area" as defined in the PDMC . 

Area 10b also forms part o f  either the "City Com mon Areas" or the "City 

Retained Areas" in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I o f  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 10b for all purposes connected w ith 

the proper use and enjoyment o f  the sam e subject to  the City R ules (as defined in 

the PDMC). T he applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from  the 

co-owners o f  the lot prior to this unilateral application . The property rights o f  the 

existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners o f  the Lot, should be considered, 

secured and respected.

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

imm ediate residents and property owners nearby is substantial, and the 

subm ission has not been addressed.

3. There is m ajor change to the developm ent concept o f  the Lot and a flindam ental 

deviation- to the land use o f the original approved M aster Layout Plans or the 

approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. fiom se rn c e  area into



residenlial area, and approval o f it would be an undesirable precedent case from 
environmental perspective and against Llie interest of all property  owners oi' the 
district.

4. The proposed reclamation and construction of a decking with a width of 9-34m 
pose environmental hazard to the immediate rural natural surrounding. There are 
possible sea pollution by the proposed reclamation, violation of the lease 
conditions, contravention of the Foreshore and Sea-bed (Reclama'.ion) Ordinance, 
and ' encroachment on Government Lands etc. The submission has not 
satisfactorily addressed these issues and without any proper consi ltation with the 
co-owners.

5. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the 
underlying infrastructure could not afford such substantial increase in population 
by the submission, and all DB property owners would have to suiTer and pay for 
the cost out o f 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 o f all infrastructure out of this 
development. Its disruption to other property owners in the vic.nity should be 
properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

6. The proposed felling of 168 nos. mature trees in Area 10b i? 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.

7. I disagree the applicant's statement in item E.6 of RtC that the existing buses 

parks in Area 10b open space are "eyesores". We respect that Area 10b has been 

the backyard o f Peninsula Village for years and are satisfied with the existing use 

and operation modes of Area 10b, and would prefer there will be no change to 
the existing land use or operational modes of Area 10b. 8

8. The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house the bus depot, 

the repair workshops, the dangerous goods stores including petrol filling station 

and RCP are unsatisfactory and would cause operational health and safety hazard 

to the workers within a fully enclosed structure, especially in view o f those 

polluted air and volatile gases emitted and the potential noise generated within 

the compounds. The proponent should carry out a satisfactory environmental
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i m p a c t  a s s e s s m e n t  10 t h e  o p e r a t i o n a l  h e a l t h  a n d  s a f e l y  h a z a ix !  〇j '  I h t  w o r k e r s  

w i t h i n  t h e  l u l l y  c n c S o s e d  s t r u c t u r e  a n d  p r o p o s e  s u i t a b l e  m i t i g a i i o i  m e a s u r e s  10 

m i n i m i z e  t h e i r  e f l e c i s  to  t h e  w o i ' k e r s  a n d  t h e  r e s i d e n t s  n e a r b y .

9. The proposed removal of helipad for emergency use from Area 10b is 
undesirable in view of its possible urgent use for rescue and transportalion of ihe 
patients to the acute hospitals due to the rural and remote setting of Discovery 
Bay. This proposal should not be accepted without a proper re-provisioning 
proposal by the applicant to the satisfaction of all property owners of Discovery 
Bay.

10. I d isagree the applicant's response in item  (b) o f  UD & L, P lanD 's com m ent in 

RtC th a t the  proposed 4m w ide w aterfront prom enade is an im pro 、 em en t to the 

existing situation o f  Area 10b. The proposed narrow  prom enade lack ing  o f 

adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in  view  o f  its rural an d  natural 

setting.

11. The rev is io n  o f  developm ent as indicated in  the R evised  C oncept P lan o f  Annex 

A is still unsatisfactory and I agree that the com m ents m ade by A rchitectural 

Services D epartm ent that "....The podium  o f  the build ing  blocks nos. L 7  to L14 

is about 250m  in length th at is too long and m onotonous . Together w ith  the 

con tinuous layouts o f  the  m edium -rise residential b locks beh ind , the 

developm ent m ay have a w all-effect and pose considerable v isual im pact to its 

v icinity ...." and by P lanning D epartm ent th a t "....tow ers closer to the co ast should 

be red u ced  in  he igh t to m inim ize the  overbearing im pact on the co<ist" and that 

" ....Public  v iew ers from  the  southw est w ould experience a long continuous 

. build ing  m ass abutting  the coast. E fforts should be m ade to  break  do w n  the 

build ing  m ass w ith w ider bu ild ing  gaps...." are still valid  after th is rev ision .

Unless and u n til the  applicant is able to  provide detailed responses to the com m ents 

for further re v ie w  and com m ent, the  app lication  for A rea 10b should be w ithdraw n .

Signature :________________________________________ Date: /  (y  ■—.—

Nam e o f  D isco v e ry  Bay O w ner /  R eg i^en tT  [上兔________

Address:
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t p b p d @ p l a n d  g o v .h k  

A p p l i c a t i o n  N o . V /l -D B /3 

J o v i a l 7E _ A p p h c a l i o n  N o . Y I-D B 3.p d f . p d f

Dear Sirs,

Please refer to attached with respect to the above quoted application. 

I am the owner of 

Regards,



T h e  Secrciariat 
T o w n  P l a n n i n g  Board 
15/]?, North Point Government Ofllccs 
333 Java Road, Norlh Point

Dear Sirs.
S e c t io n  1 2 A

l^Q t^SS  R P  &  E x t  (F a r t )  in D._D. 352^ D i s c o v c i y  B a y  

O b j e c t i o n  to i lye  S u b n i i s s io n  by  th e  A p p l i c a n t  o n  2 7 . 1 0 .2 0 1 6

I re fer  to  the R e s p o n s e  to C o m m e n t s  subm itted  by the consultcint o f  H o n g  K o n g  

R esor t  (“ H K R ”) ， M asterplan  L im ite d ,  to address  the  departm enta l c o m m e n t s  

regard ing  the  c a p t io n e d  app l ic a t io n  on 2 7 . 1 0 .2 0 1 6 .

K in d ly  p l e a s e  n o te  that I s tr o n g ly  objec t  to  the  su b m is s io n  regarding  the  

p r o p o s e d  d e v e lo p m e n t  o f  the L o t .  M y  m a in  rea s o n s  o f  o b je c t io n  on th is  part icu lar  

s u b m i s s io n  are  l i s t e d  a s  fo l lo w s : -

4 6 1 7

1. T h e  H K R  c la im  that they  are t h e  s o l e  land o w n e r  o f  A r e a  10b  is in d ou bt.  T h e  lot  

is n o w  h e ld  u n d e r  the P r in c ip a l  D e e d  o f  M u tu a l  C o v e n a n t  ( P D M C )  d a ted

2 0 . 9 . 1 9 8 2 .  A r e a  10b fo r m s  part o f  the  " S erv ice  Area"  a s  de f in ed  in the  P D M C .  

A r ea  1 0 b  a l s o  form s part o f  e ith er  the "C ity  C o m m o n  Areas"  or th e  "C ity  

R e ta in e d  A reas"  in the P D M C .  Pursuant  to  C la u s e  7 u n d er  S e c t io n  I o f  the  

P D M C ,  e v e i y  O w n e r  (as d e f in e d  in the P D M C )  h a s  th e  right and l iberty  to g o  

p ass  a n d  r e p a s s  o v e r  and a l o n g  and u s e  A r ea  1 0 b  fo r  all p u r p o s e s  c o n n e c t e d  w i t h  

the p r o p e r  u s e  a n d  e n j o y m e n t  o f  the  s a m e  su b je c t  to  the  C ity  R u le s  (a s  d e f in e d  in 

the P D M C ) .  T h i s  has e f f e c t iv e l y  granted  o v e r  t im e  an e a s e m e n t  that c a n n o t  b e  

e x t in g u i s h e d .  T h e  A p p l ica n t  h a s  fa i le d  to c o n s u l t  or  s e e k  proper  c o n s e n t  from  the  

c o - o w n e r s  o f  t h e  lo t  prior to  th i s  un ila tera l  a p p l ic a t io n .  T h e  property r ig h ts  o f  th e  

e x is t in g  c o - o w n e r s ,  i .e .  all p ro p er ty  o w n e r s  o f  th e  L o t ,  s h o u ld  b e  m a in ta in e d ,  

s e c u r e d  and  r e s p e c te d .

2 .  T h e  d i s r u p t io n ,  p o l lu t io n  a n d  n u i s a n c e  c a u s e d  by  th e  c o n s tr u c t io n  to the  

im m e c l ia le  r e s id e n t s  and p r o p e r ly  o w n e r s  nearby  is  and  w i l l  be  su bstantia l .  T h i s  

tlie s u b m i s s i o n  h a s  no t  a d d r e s s e d .

3 .  T h e  P r o p o s a l  i s  m a jo r  c h a n g e  to th e  d e v e l o p m e n t  c o n c e p t  o f  the  L ot  and  a 

fun c la m c n la i  d e v i a t io n  o f  the  land  u s e  from th e  o r ig in a l  a p p r o v e d  M a s te r  L a y o u t  

P la n a  a n d  Ihe a p p r o v e d  O u t l in e  Z o n i n g  P laii  in the  a p p l ic a t io n ,  i .e .  a c h a n g e  

from s e r v ic e  in to  res id en t ia l  area. A p p r o v a l  o f  it w o u ld  be an u n d e s ir a b le

i 〇n



picccdcul ca^c from cnvironmcntal perspeciivc and against t：ic imerest> 〇j' .•!!
resident and owners of the district.

4 .  7 h c  p r o p o s e d  land r e c la m a t io n  and c o n s i r i i d i o n  o t '〇\-er sea  d e c k i i i g  u i i h  a w id th  

o f  9 - 3 4 m  p o s e s  c n v i r o n m e m a l  liazard to the  i n im e d ia t e  rural n a tu ra l  su rr o u n d in g .  

T h e r e  are  p o s s i b l e  se a  p o l lu t io n  i s s u e s  p o s e d  b y  ih e  nropt^sed r e c la m a i io n .  ]h\< 
is a v i o la t i o n  o f  th e  l e a s e  c o n d i t io n s ,  in c o n i r a \ c n t i o n  01 i h e  F o ic ^ l ic r c  and  

S e a - b e d  ( R e c l a m a t i o n )  O r d in a n c e  lo y e th e r  w i th  e n c r o a c h n u -n t  o n  G o v e r n m c iu  

L a n d ,  a l o n g  w i t h  o i l i e r  t r a n sg r e s s io n s .  T h e  s u b m i s s io n  h a s  not s a t is l l ic io v i ly  

a d d r e s s e d  t h e s e  i s s u e s  a n d  has been c o m p l c l c d  w i ih o u t  \̂)y p i o p c r  c o n s u l t a t io n  

w i t h  th e  c o - o w n e r s .

5 .  T h e  o r ig in a i  s t ip u la te d  D13 p o p u la t io n  o f  2 5 , 0 0 0  s h o u l d  lx: f u l ly  rcs j 'c c tc d  a -  iho

u n d e r l y i n g  in fr a s tr u c tu re  c a n n o t  sti ind up  im dor  s u c h  a s u b s t a n t ia l  i”

p o p u l a t i o n  i m p l i e d  by the  s u b m i s s io n .  A l l  1)13 p r o p e r ly  ( jw n e r s  a n d  〇e \ :u ;v c ! s  

w o u l d  h a v e  to  s u f f e r  and  p a y  the  c o s i  o f  ih o  n e c e s s a r y  u p ^ ia d iu y  〇l' 

in fr a s tr u c tu r e  to  p r o v i d e  a d e q u a te  s u p p ly  or su p p o r t  to  tlie p r o p o s e d  d e v d o p m e n t .  

F o r  o n e  e x a m p l e  th e  r eq u ire d  road  n e t w o r k s  a n d  re la ted  u l i l i t i e s  c apac it>  u o i k s  

a r is in g  o u t  o f  th i s  s u b m i s s io n .  T h e  p r o p o n e n t  s h o u l d  c o n s u l t  a n d  l ia i s e  \ \ i ; h  all  

p r o p e r t y  o w n e r s  b e i n g  a f f e c t e d .  A t  m i n i m u m  u n d e i l a k c  th e  c o s t  a n d  e x p e n s e  oi 
all  in fr a s tr u c tu re  o f  a n y  m o d i f i e d  d e v e l o p m e n t  s u b s e q u e n t l y  a g r e e d  to  

D i s m p t i o n  to  a l l  r e s id e n t s  in th e  v i c i n i t y  s h o u l d  b e  p r o p e r ! )  m i t ig a i c d  j n d  

a d d r e s s e d  in th e  s u b m i s s i o n .

6.  T h e  p r o p o s e d  f e l l i n g  o f  1 6 8  m a tu r e  t r e e s  in  A r e a  1 0 b  is a n  o c o l o e i c a l  d i s a s t e r ,  

a n d  p o s e s  a s u b s ia n t ia l  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  im p a c t  to  th e  i m m e d i a t e  natura l s e l l i n g .  

T h e  projx>sal  is  u n a c c e p t a b l e  a n d  ih e  p r o p o s e d  tree  p r e s e r v a t i o n  p la n  or the  tree  

c o m p e n s a t o r y  p r o p o s a l s  arc totcillv u n s a t i s f a c t o r y .

7 .  W e  d i s a g r e e  w i t h  th e  a p p l ic a n t ' s  s t a t e m e n t  in i l e m  H .6  o f ' R t C  Thar th e  c x i s t i n y  

b u s e s  p a r k s  in A r e a  1 0 b  o p e n  s p a c e  are " e y e s o r e s " .  W c  r e s p e c t  that  A r e a  1 0 b  h a s  

b e e n  t h e  b a c k y a r d  o f  P e n in s u la  V i l l a g e  fo r  y e a r s  a n d  are  s a t i s f i e d  w i th  th e  

e x i s t i n g  u s e  a n d  o p e r a t io n  m o d e s  o f  A r e a  1 0 b .  a n d  w o u ld  p r e f e r  th e r e  w i l l  b e  n o  

c h a n g e  to  th e  e x i s t i n g  la n d  u s e  o r  o p e r a t io n a l  m o d e s  o f  A r e a  1 Ob.

8. T h e  p r o p o s e d  e x t e n s i v e  fu l ly  e n c l o s e d  p o d i u m  str u c tu r e  to  l i o u s e  th e  b u s  d e p o t ,  

t h e  r e p a ir  w o r k s h o p s ,  th e  d a n g e r o u s  g o o d s  s t o r e s  i n c lu d i n g  p e tr o l  f i l l i n g  s ta t io n  

a n d  R C P  arc  u n s a t i s fa c to r > , a n d  w o u l d  c a u s e  o p e r a t io n a l  l ie a l th  a n d  s a f e t y  h a z a r d  

t o  th e  w o r k e r s  w i t h i n  a  fu l ly  e n c l o s e d  s tr u c tu r e ,  e s p e c i a l l y  in v i e w  o f  t h o s e  

p o l l u t e d  a ir  a n d  v o l a t i l e  g a s e s  e m i t t e d  a n d  th e  p o te n t ia l  n o i s e  g e n e r a t e d  w i t h i n
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th e  c o m p o u n d s .  T h e  p r o p o n e n t  s l io u ld  e a r n  out  a 5 a i i s !a c ;o r v  cr^ v ir o n m c n ia !  

im p a c t  a s s e s s m e n t  to the  o p e r a t io n a l  I jcalih  and  s a f e n , h a z a r d  o f  t! ；e w o r k e r  

w ith in  th e  fu l ly  e n c l o s e d  s tru cru rc  and p v o p o s c  s u i t a b l e  m i l i e a l i o n  m e a s i i r o s  to 

m i n i m iz e  i h e ir c lT c c t s  to the  w o r k e r s  and th e  r e s id e i i i s  n e a r b v

9. T h e  p i 'o p o s e d  r e m o v a l  o f  h e l i p a d  tor  e m e r g e n c y  u s e  iroi'；i A r e a  1 Ob is

u n d e s ir a b le  in v i e w  o f  its p o s s i b l e  urgent u s e  for r e s c u e  a n d  ira n ^ p o r ta ; io n  o f t l i c  

p a t ie n ts  to  the  a c u te  h o s p i t a l s  d u e  to the rural a n d  r e m o i e  o l ' D i s c o \ o r \

B a y .  T h i s  p r o p o s a l  s h o u ld  n o t  b e  a c c c p i c d  w i i h o m  a pnvpci re-j^rov i s i o n i n ^  

p r o p o s a l  b y  the  a p p l ic a n t  to  s a t i s f a c l io n  o l ' i i l l  p i o p c n y  ow ners  〇 \' n isc <  \ c i )  B a \ .

10. W e  d i s a g r e e  w ith  i h e  : ippl ic:】m ’s rL、p(、usc 、 in i i n n  ( h )  I」 1 )& l  , P l、u 】 「 ).s

c o m m e n t  in R tC  that the  p r o p o s e d  4 m  u  kle  w a tc i  fVoni p r o m e m i d e  is  an  

im p r o v e m e n t  to  th e  e x i s t i n g  s i tu a t io n  o l'  A rea  ] 0 b .  T h e  p r o p o s e d  na r r o w  

p r o m e n a d e  la c k in g  o f  a d e q u a t e  l a n d s c a p i n g  or s h e i l e r s  is  uns^iiis ibcu^r) in  \  icw 
o f  its rural and natura l  se t t in g .

11. T h e  r e v i s io n  o f  th e  d e v e l o p m e n t  a s  in d ic a te d  in th e  R e v i s e d  C o n c e p t  F la n  o f  

A n n e x  A  is stil l  u n s a t i s f a c t o r y  a n d  w e  a g r ee  that th e  c o m m e n t s  m a d e  by  

A r c h i t e c m r a l  S e r v i c e s  D e p a r t m e n t  that " . . . .T h e  p o d i u m  o f  th e  b u i ld in g  b l o c k s  

n o s .  L 7  to  L 1 4  is  a b o u t  2 5 0 m  in  l e n g th  that i s  t o o  l o n g  a n d  m c n o i o n o u s .  

T o g e t h e r  w i t h  th e  c o n t i n u o u s  la y o u t s  o f  the m e d i u m - r i s e  r e s id e n t ia l  b l o c k s  

b e h in d ,  th e  d e v e l o p m e n t  m a y  h a v e  a w a l l - e f f e c t  a n d  p o s e  c o n s i d e r a b l e  \  isual  

im p a c t  to  its v i c i n i t y . . . . M

a n d  b y  P la n n in g  D e p a r t m e n t  that :

’’••••towers c lo s e r  to  the  c o a s t  s h o u ld  b e  r e d u c e d  in h e ig l i t  to  m i n i m i z e  the  

o v e r b e a r in g  im p a c t  o n  the  c o a s t"  a n d  that " . . . .P ub lic  v i e w e r s  f r o m  ihe  s o u t h w e s t  

w o u l d  e x p e r i e n c e  a  lo n g  c o n t i n u o u s  b u i ld in g  m a s s  a b u t t in g  th e  c o a s t .  l i lT orls  

sh o u ld  b e  m a d e  to  b reak  d o w n  t l ie  b u i ld in g  m a s s  w i th  w id e r  b u i ld in g  g a p s . . . ."  

are sti l l  v a l id  after  t h i s  r e v i s io n .

U n l e s s  and until  the a p p l ic a n t  is  a b le  to  p r o v id e  d e ta i le d  r e s p o n s e s  to  (he  c o m i n e n l s  

for  f u i lh e r  r e v i e w  and c o m m e n t ,  th e  a p p l ic a t io n  for  A r e a  1 0 b  s h o u ld  b e  w i t l td r a w n .
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I ho Sccivuiriat 4 6 1 3
T o w n  P l a n n i n g  l? o a r c !

1 5 / 1 \  N o r t h  P o i n t  G o v e r n m e n t  O f f i c e s  

3 3 3  J a v a  R o a d .  N o r 丨h  P o i n t

D e a r  S i r s ,

Section 12A Application
Aren ] 〇I)j_Lpt 385 RP_ & 11^1^352, Discovery

Objection to the Submission_bv (he Applicant on 27.10.20 16

1 refer to the Response lo Commems submitted by the consultant o fjio n g  ICong 
Resort ("'HKR''). Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments 
regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

礬
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:-

1. T he H K R  c la i m  that they  are the  s o l e  land  o\\Tier o f  A r e a  10b  is in d o u b t .  T h e  lot  

is n o w  h e ld  u n d e r  the P r in c ip a l  D e e d  o f  M u t u a l  C o v e n a n t  ( P D M C )  d a ted

2 0 . 9 .1 9 8 2 .  A r e a  10b  f o i i n s  part o f  th e  " S erv ice  Area"  a s  d e f in e d  in tl ie  P D M C .  

A rea  10b a l s o  f o r m s  part o f  e i th e r  the  "City C o m m o n  A reas"  or  tiie  "City  

R e ta in e d  A r ea s "  in  the P D V 1C . P u r su a n t  to  C l a u s e  7  u n d er  S e c t i o n  I o f  the  

P D iM C , e v e r y  Ov\nrier (as d e f i n e d  in the  P D M C )  h a s  th e  right a n d  l ib er ty  to  g o  

pass  a n d  r e p a s s  o v e r  and a l o n g  a n d  u s e  A r ea  1 0 b  fo r  all  p u r p o s e s  c o n n e c t e d  w i t h  

the p r o p e r  u s e  a n d  e n j o y m e n t  o f  th e  s a m e  su b je c t  to  the  C i ty  R u le s  ( a s  d e f in e d  in 

the P D M C ) .  T h i s  has  e f f e c t i v e l y  gra n ted  o v e r  l i m e  an e a s e m e n t  that c a n n o t  b e  

e x t in g u i s h e d .  T h e  A p p l i c a n t  has  f a i l e d  to  c o n s u l t  o i  s e e k  p ro p er  c o n s e n t  from  the  

c o - o w n e r s  o f  th e  l o t  prior to  this  u n i la te r a l  a p p l ic a t io n .  T h e  p r o p e r ty  r ig h t s  o f  the  

e x i s t in g  c o - o w n e r s ,  i.e .  a l l  p r o p e r ly  o w n e r s  o f  t h e  l . o t .  s h o u ld  b e  m a in t a in e d ,  

s e c u r e d  and r e s p e c t e d .

2 .  T h e  d i s r u p t io n ,  p o l lu t io n  a n d  n u i s a n c e  c a u s e d  by  th e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  to the  

i m m e d ia t e  r e s id e n t s  and p r o p e r ty  o w n e r s  n e a r b y  i s  a n d  w i l l  b e  s u b s ta n t ia l .  T h i s  

the  s u b m i s s i o n  h a s  no t  a d d r e s s e d .

3 .  T h e  P r o p o s a l  i s  m a jo r  c h a n g e  t o  th e  d e v e l o p m e n t  c o n c e p t  o f  th e  L o t  a n d  a  

fun dam entaL  d e v i a t i o n  o f  th e  la n d  u s e  from  th e  o r ig i n a l  a p p r o v e d  M a s t e r  L a y o u t  

Plan a  a n d  t l ie  a p p r o v e d  O u t l in e  Z o n i n g  P la n  in  th e  a p p l i a i t i o n ,  i . e .  a c h a n 明  

from  s e r v ic e  in to  r e s id e n t ia l  a r ea .  A p p r o v a l  o f  i l  \ v o u k l  be  a n  u n d e s i i a b l e
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4. H i e  p r o p o s e d  land r ec la m a t io n  and c u n s tru c l iu n  o l 'o v e r  sea  d e c k i n g  w i th  a u id th  

o f 9 - 3 4 m  p o s e s  c n v ir o n m e n ia l  hazard to the  im m e d ia te  rural natural su rrou n d in g .  

T h e r e  are  p o s s i b l e  se a  p o l lu t io n  i s s u e s  p o s e d  by the  p r o p o s e d  r e c la m a u o n .  T'his 

is a v io la t io n  o f  the l e a s e  c o n d i t io n s ,  in c o n tr a v e n t io n  ol' th e  l 'o r e s h o r e  and  

S ca-b ec l  ( R e c l a m a t i o n )  O rd in a n c e  to g e th er  with  c n c r o a c l i m e m  o n  G o v c r n m o m  

L a n d ,  a l o n g  w i th  o th e r  tr a n sg r es s io n s .  T h e  s u b m is s io n  l ias not sa t isn ic to r iN  

a d d r e s s e d  th e se  i s s u e s  anti lias been  c o m p l e l c d  w it l iou t  a n y  propci' c o n s u l u t i o n  

w ith  the  c o - o w n e i s .

5. T h e  o r ig in a l  s t ip u la le d  D B  jx ip u la i io n  o f  2 5 , 0 0 0  bhuuld be fu l ly  r e s p e c te d  as rhe 

u n d e r ly in g  infrastructui*c ca n n o t  s tan d  up  under  s u c h  a su b s ta n t ia l  in c r e a se  in 

p o p u la t io n  i m p l ie d  by the  s u b m is s io n .  A l l  D B  p roper ly  o w n e r s  a n d  o c c u p ie r s  

w o u l d  h a v e  to s u f f e r  and  p a y  the  c o s t  o f  the  n e c e s s a r y  u p y r a d in y  o f  

in frastruc tu re  to  p r o v id e  a d e q u a te  s u p p ly  or s u p p o i t  to  the  p r o p o s e d  d c v e lo p m e n i .  

F or  o n e  e x a m p l e  the  r eq u ire d  road n e t w o r k s  and re la ted  u t i l i t i e s  c a p a c i ty  w o r k s  

a r is in g  o u t  o f  th is  s u b m i s s io n .  T h e  p r o p o n e n t  s h o u ld  c o n s u l t  a n d  l ia i s e  w ith  all 

p r o p e r ty  o w n e r s  b e in g  a f f e c te d .  A t  m i n i m u m  u n d e r ta k e  th e  c o s t  a n d  e x p e r . s e  o f  

all in frastruc tu re  o f  a n y  m o d i f i e d  d e v e lo p m e n t  s u b s e q u e n t l y  a g r e e d  to . 

D i s r u p t io n  to a ll  r e s id e n t s  in the v i c i n i t y  s h o u ld  b e  p r o p e r ly  m i l i g a t e d  and  

a d d r e s s e d  in the  s u b m i s s io n .

6.  T h e  p r o p o s e d  f e l l i n g  o f  1 6 8  m ature  tr ee s  in  A r ea  10b is a n  e c o l o g i c a l  d isaster ,  

and  p o s e s  a su b s ta n t ia l  e n v ir o n m e n ta l  i m p a c t  to  t l ic  i m m e d i a i e  natural so i l in g .  

T h e  p r o p o s a l  is  u n a c c e p t a b le  a n d  the  p r o p o s e d  tree p r e s c r v a l io n  p la n  or  th e  tree  

c o m p e n s a t o r y  p r o p o s a ls  are to ta l ly  u n s a t i s fa c to r y .

7. W e  d i s a g r e e  w i t h  th e  a p p l ic a n t 's  s ta t e m e n t  in item  E .6  o f  R tC  that the  e x i s t in g  

b u s e s  p a r k s  in A r e a  1 0 b  o p e n  sp a c e  arc  " e y es o re s" .  W c  r e s p e c t  that A r e a  10b  h a s  

b e e n  t h e  b a c k y a r d  〇(* P e n in s u la  V i l l a g e  fo r  y e a r s  a n d  are  s a t i s f i e d  w i th  t!ie 

e x i s t i n g  u s e  a n d  o p e r a t io n  m o d e s  o f  A r e a  10b ,  a n d  w o u ld  p r e fe r  th e r e  w i l l  be n o  

c h a n g e  t o  tJie e x i s t in g  land use  or o p e r a t io n a l  m o d e s  o f  A r e a  10b .

8. T l ie  p r o p o s e d  e x t e n s i v e  fu l ly  e n c l o s e d  p o d i u m  structure  to  h o u s e  i h e  b u s  d e p o t ,  

the  r e p a ir  w o r k s h o p s ,  the  d a n g e r o u s  g o o d s  s to r e s  in c lu d in g  p e tr o l  f i l l i n g  s ta t ion  

and  R C P  are u n s a t i s f a c lo i y  a n d  w o u ld  c a u s e  o p e r a t io n a l  h e a l th  a n d  s a f e t y  hazard  

to  th e  w o r k e r s  w i t h i n  a  fu l ly  e n c l o s e d  structure ,  e s p e c ia l l y  in v i e w  o f  th o s e  

p o l lu te d  air a n d  v o la t i l e  g a s e s  e m it t e d  a n d  the  p o te n t ia l  n o i s e  g c n e r a i e d  w ith in

pivccdciu case from environmental pcrsj^ective and against the intciosts of ail
resident and owners of the district.
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t h e  c o m p o u i u l s .  T h e  p r o p o n e n t  s h o u l d  c a r r y  o u t  a  s a i i s i a c t o r y  e n v i r o n m c - n i a l  

i m p a c l  a s s e s s m e n t  t o  t h e  o p e r a t i o n a l  h c a l l h  a n d  s a f e t y  h a z a r d  o f  t h e  w o r k e r s  

w i t l i i n  t h e  1 ' i i l l y  e n c l o s e d  s t m c i i u . c  m u l  p r o p o s e  s u i t a b l e  m i t i g a t i o n  m e a s u r e s  l o  

m i n i m i z e  t l i c i r  e f f e c t s  t o  t h e  w o r k e r s  a n d  t h e  r e s i d e n t s  n e a r b y .

9. The proposed removal of helipad for emergency use [i.om Ai.ea 10b is 
undesirable in view o f its possible urgent use for rescue and transportation of the 
patients to the acute hospitals due to the rural and remote setting of D iscover 
Bay. 1'his proposal should not be accepted without a proper re-provisioning 
proposal by the applicant to satisfaction of all property owners of Discovery Bay.

10. We disagree wilh the applicant's response in item (b) of L'D&L, PlnnD's 
comment in RtC that the proposed 4m wide waterfront promenade is an 
improvement to the existing situation of Area 10b. The proposed narrow 
promenade lacking of adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view 
of its rural and natural setting.

11. T he  r e v i s io n  o f  th e  d e v e lo p m e n t  as in d ic a ted  in  the R e v i s e d  C o n c e p t  P la n  o f  

A n n e x  A  is st i l l  u n s a t i s fa c to r y  and w e  a g r ee  that th e  c o m m e n t s  m a d e  by  

A rch itectura l  S e n d e e s  D e p a r t m e n t  that " . . . .T he  p o d iu m  o f  th e  b u i ld in g  b l o c k s  

nos.  L 7  to \A4 is  a b o u t  2 5 0 m  in l e n g th  that is t o o  l o n g  and m o n o t o n o u s .  

T o g e t h e r  w i th  the  c o n t i n u o u s  la y o u t s  o f  the  m e d iu m - r i s e  r e s id e n t ia l  b l o c k s  

b e h in d ,  the  d e v e l o p m e n t  m a y  h a v e  a w a l l - e f f e c t  and  p o s e  c o n s id e r a b le  v i s u a l  

im p a c t  to  its v ic in i ty . . . ."

and b y  P la n n in g  D e p a r tm e n t  that :

" . . . . lo w e rs  c lo s e r  to  the  c o a s t  s h o u ld  b e  r ed u c ed  in h e ig h t  to  m i n i m i z e  the  

o v e r b e a r in g  im p a c t  o n  th e  co a st"  a n d  tl iat " . . . .Pub lic  v i e w e r s  fr o m  the  s o u t h w e s t  

w o u ld  e x p e r i e n c e  a l o n g  c o n t i n u o u s  b u i ld in g  m a s s  a b u t t in g  th e  c o a s t .  E f fo r t s  

s h o u ld  b e  m a d e  to  break  d o w n  th e  b u i ld in g  m a s s  w i th  w id e r  b u i ld in g  g aps . . . ."  

are st i l l  v a l id  a f ter  th i s  r e v i s io n .

U n l e s s  a n d  until  th e  a p p l ic a n t  is  a b le  to  p r o v id e  d e ta i le d  r e s p o n s e s  to  th e  c o m m e a l s  

f o r  further  r e v i e w  a n d  c o m m e n t ,  th e  a p p l ic a t io n  fo r  A r e a  1 0 b  s h o u ld  b e  w i t h d r a w n .
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Town Planning Board 
， i 1 15/F, North Point Government Offices
 ̂ , 333 Java Road, North Point

Dear Sirs, 
f
| Sect ion 1 2 A  Application N o . Y /l-D 巳/3

i： Area 1 0 b , Lot 3 8 5  R P  &  Ext (Part) in D .D . 352, D iscove ry  Bay  
Objection to the S u b m is s io n  by the Applicant on 2 7 . 1 0 . 2 0 1 6

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

27.10.2016.
〇

i Kinoiy 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:-

;
t， The HKR claim that they are the sole land owner of Area 10b is in doubt. The lot is now held under the
1 Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated 20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part of the "Service Area"

as defined in the PDMC. Area 10b also forms part of either the "City Common Areas" or the "City 
• Retained Areas" 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 10b 
for all purposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as 
defined in the PDMC). This has effectively granted over time an easement that cannot be extinguished.

» 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 maintained, secured and respected.

The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents and 
p r (^ r ty  ov^ners nearby is and will be substantial. This the submission has not addressed.

The Proposal is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation of the 
land use from the original approved Master Layout Plana and the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the 
application, i.e. a change from service into residential area. Approval of it would be an undesirable 
precedent case from environmental perspective and against the interests of all resident and owners of 
the district.

The proposed land reclamation and construction of over sea decking with a width of 9-34m poses 
environmental hazard to the immediate rural natural surrounding. There are possible sea pollution issues 
posed by the proposed reclamation. This is a violation of the lease conditions, in contravention of the 
Foreshore and Sea-bed (Reclamation) Ordinance together with encroachment on Government Land, 
along with other transgressions. The submission has not satisfactorily addressed these issues and has 
been completed without any proper consultation with the co-owners.

The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the unciei.lying infrastructure 
cannot stand up under such a substantial increase in population implied by the submission. All DB 
property owners and occupiers v/ould have to suffer and pay the cost of the necessary upgrading of
infrastructure to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed development. Fo「 one
required road netv^orks and related utilities capacity works arising out of this submission. The proponent 
should consutt and liaise wilh ail propeny owners being affected. At minimum undeitake the cost and



expense of all infrastructure of any modified development subsequently agioed 1o. Disruption to
residents ill the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

The proposed felling of 168 mature trees in Area 10b 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 proposals are totally unsatisfactory.

We disagree with the applicant's statement in item E.6 of RtC that the existing buses parks in Area 10b 
open space are "eyesores". We respect that Area 10b has been the backyard of Peninsula Village for 
years and are satisfied with the existing use and operation modes of Area 10b, and would prefer there 
will be no change to the existing land use or operational modes of Area 10b.

The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house the bus depot, the repair workshops, 
the dangerous goods stores including petrol filling station and RCP are unsatisfactory and would cause 
operational health and safety hazard to the workers within a fully enclosed structure, especially in view of 
those polluted air and volatile gases emitted and the potential noise generated within the compounds. 
The proponent should carry out a satisfactory environmental impact assessment to the operational 
health and safety hazard of the workers within the fully enclosed structure and propose suitable 
mitigation measures to minimize their effects to the workers and the residents nearby.

The proposed removal of heiipad for emergency use from Area 10b is undesirable in view of its posa|^)5 
urgent use for rescue and transportation of the patients to the acute hospitals due to the rural and 
remote setting of Discovery Bay. This proposal should not be accepted without a proper re-provisioning 
proposal by the applicant to satisfaction of all property owners of Discovery Bay.

We disagree with the applicant's response in item (b) of UD&L, PlanD's comment in RtC that the 
proposed 4m wide waterfront promenade is an improvement to the existing situation of Area 10b. The 
proposed narrow promenade lacking of adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view of its 
rural and natural setting.

The revision of the development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is still 
unsatisfactory and we agree that the comments made by Architectural Services Department that '...The 
podium of the building blocks nos. L7 to L14 is about 250m in length that is too long and monotonous. 
Together with the continuous layouts of the medium-rise residential blocks behind, the development may 
have a wall-effect and pose considerable visual impact to its vicinity...."

and by Planning Department th a t: ； ̂
"....towers closer to the coast should be reduced in height to minimize the overbearing impact on the 
coast" and that "....Public viewers from the southwest would experience a long continuous building mass 
abutting the coast. Efforts should be made to break down the building mass with wider building gaps...." 
are still valid after this revision.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for further review 
and comment, the application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.

Signature :GlANFRANCO BIGAZZI 
E-mail:
Date: 5 December 2016 … ■
Address:
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Objection to die Submission by Hong Kong Resort on Oct 27 2016 
SCN_0080.pdf

T o  w h o m  it m a y  concern,

： |  Please see attached sign e d  o b je c tio n  letter. 

R egards,
| D is c o v e ry  B a y  residents.
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The Secrcuu'iat

Io w a  Pla.nning Board 4 6 2 0

15/F, N orth Point G overnm ent Offices 

333 Java Road, North Point

(Via email: tnbnd@ nlaM d .〇ov.hk or fax: 2877 0245 /2 5 2 2  S42o)

Dear Six,

Section 12A A pplication  No. Y /l-D B /3 

A rea 10b, L o t 385 RP &  Ext (P a rt) in D .D . 352, O iscovet^ Kav

O b je d io n  to the Subm ission  bv the A p p lican t on 27.10.20U>

I refer to the R esponse to Com ments submitted by the consultant c f l lo n g  Kong 

Resort (“H K R ”) ， M asterplan Limited, to address the deparlmenuU comm ents 

regarding the captioned application on 27 .10 .2016 .

K indly please note that I strongly object to the subm ission regarding the 

proposed developm ent o f  the Lot. My m ain reasons o f  objection on this particular 

subm ission  are listed as follows:-

1. H K R  claims that they are the sole land ow ner o f  A rea 10b is in doubt, as the lot 

is now  held under the Principal Deed o f  M utual Covenant ("PD M C') dated

20 .9 .1982 . A rea 10b form s part o f  the "Service A rea" as defined in the PDMC . 

A rea  10b also form s part o f  either the "City C om m on Areas" or the "City 

R etained Areas" in the PDMC . Pursuant to  Clause 7 under Se. tion I o f  the 

PD M C , every O w ner .(as defined in  the PDM C) has the right and liberty to go 

pass and repass over and along and use A rea 10b for all purposes connected with 

the proper use and enjoym ent o f the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in 

the PDM C). T he applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the 

co-ow ners o f  the  lot prior to this unilateral application . The property rights o f  the 

existing co-ow ners, i.e. all property owners o f  the Lot, should be considered, 

secured and respected .

2. T he disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the 

im m ediate residents and property owners nearby is substantia], and the 

subm ission has not been addressed.

3. T here  is m ajor change to the developm ent concept o f  the Lot and a flmdamental 

deviation to the land use o f  tlie original approved M aster Layout Plans or the 

approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from service area into
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rcsulcntial area, and approval o f  it would be an undesirable precedent ease from 

environmental perspective and against the interest o f  all properly owners o f tlie 

district.

4. The proposed reclamation and construction of a decking with a width of 9-34m 
pose environmental hazard to the immediate rural natural surrounding. There are 
possible sea pollution by the proposed reclamation, violation of the lease 
conditions, contravention of the Foreshore and Sea-bed (Reclamav.ion) Ordinance, 
and encroachment on Government Lands etc. The submission has not 
satisfactorily addressed these issues and without any proper consultation with the 
co-owners.

5. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the 
underlying infrastructure 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 to other property owners in the vicinity should be 
properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

6. The proposed felling of 168 nos. mature trees in Area 10b is an ecological 
disaster, and poses a substantial environmental impact to the irmnediate natural 
setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan or 
the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

7. I disagree the applicant's statement in item E.6 of RtC that the existing buses 
parks in Area 10b open space are "eyesores". We respect that Area 10b has been 
the backyard of Peninsula Village for years and are satisfied with the existing use 
and operation modes of Area 10b, and would prefer there will be no change to 

the existing land use or operational modes of Area 10b. 8

8. The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house the bus depot, 
the repair workshops, the dangerous goods stores including petrol filling station 
and RCP are unsatisfactory and would cause operational health and safety hazard 

to the workers within a fully enclosed structure, especially in view of those 

polluted air and volatile gases emitted and the potential noise generated within 

the compounds. The proponent should carry out a satisfactory environmental
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附件：

ipbpOupland feov.hk
Objcai'-'1)'* the subnns.sion hiy iiK Rcsoit on Oci 27 2016 rc [^iscoveiy B;iy

4 6 2 1

Hease see attached my objection letter on above subject. ]：)lease do take it seriously!!

[long Konk： Resoit has been making Discovery Bay a mess ti7ing to profit themselves by expanding all sort of 
commercial activities in the tranquil environment of DB as a public traffic free, safe and pleasant community. As a result, 
die area is now becoming more polluted with heavy ti'affic with both villages shuttle buses and heavy trucks, delivery 
vans, HK resort's own fleet of private vans & outside taxi/coaches. On every other weekend and festival, DB area is 
Ixvoirung Stanley Miirkct & Ocean Park!

llic  key o f complains and objection o f further unnecessary projects in the area are those so called these projects are have 
hule to no actual benefits to ihe residents' living in DB . And in most cases, they bring more trouble and nuisance to our 
living life in DB.

B e n f l i  resident and owner of DB over 25 years, I have lived long enough here to tell the bad projects from the good 
which are primarily for their own pocket of Hong Kong Resoit.

Thanks for your attention.
Regards,



Town Planning Board 
15/F, North Point Government Offices 
333 Java Road, Norih Point
(Via em ail: <pl；p d @ p l：-i'id.^〇\.lik  or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

Dear Sir,
Section 12A A pnlication  No. Y /l-DB/3 

A ren 10b. L o t 385 R P  & Ext fF a rt)  in D .l). 352, D isc jv c n  \U \

O bjection  to the Subm ission  by (he A pplican t on 27.10.2016

I re fer to the Response to Com m ents submitted by the consultant o f  H ong Kong 
Resort (“H K R ”)， M asterplan Limited, to address the departmental com m ents 

regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

K indly  please note that I strongly object to the subm ission regarding the 

proposed developm ent o f  the Lot. M y m ain reasons o f objection on ：his particular 

subm ission are listed as foliows:-

1. H K R  claims that they are the sole land owner o f  Area 10b is in doubt, as the lot 

is n o w  held under the Principal D eed o f M utual Covenant ("PD M C ') dated

20 .9 .1982 . A rea 10b form s part o f  the "Service Area" as defined m the PDMC . 

A rea  10b also form s part o f  either the "City C om m on Areas" or the "City 

R etained Areas" in the PDM C . Pursuant to Clause 7 under Sec tion I o f the 

PD M C , every O w ner (as defined in the PDM C) has the right ana liberty to go 

pass and  repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes connected with 

the proper use and  enjoym ent o f  the sam e subject to the City Rules (as defined in 

the PD M C ). The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper cor,sent from  the 

co-ow ners o f the lot prior to this unilateral application . T he property rights o f the 

ex is ting  co-o\\Tiers, i.e. all property owners o f  the Lot, should be considered, 

secured  and respected .

2. T he disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the 

im m ediate residents and property owners nearby is substantial， and the 

subm ission  has n o t been addressed .

3. '['here is major change to the developm ent concept o f  the Lot and a fundam ental 

deviation  to the land use o f  the original approved M aster Layoui Plans or the 

approved Outline Z oning Plan in the application, i.e. from service area into
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r e s i d e n t i a l  a r e a ,  a i i d  a p p r o v a l  o f  i t  w o u l d  b e  a n  u n d e s i r a b l e  p r e c e d e n t  c a s e  t V o m  

e n v i r o n m e n t a l  p e r s p e c t i v e  a n d  a g a i n s t  t h e  i n t e r e s t  o f  a l l  p r o p e r t v  o w n e r s  o f  t h e  

d i s t r i c t .

4 .  T h e  p r o p o s e d  r e c l a m a t i o n  a n d  c o n s l r u c t i o n  o f  a  d e c k i n g  w i t h  a  \ v i d t h  o t '  9 - 3 4 m  

p o s e  e n v i r o n m e n t c n l  h a z a r d  t o  t h e  i m m e d i a t e  n i r a l  n a t u r a l  s u r r o u n d i n g .  T h e r e  a r c  

p o s s i b l e  s e a  p o l l u t i o n  b y  t h e  p r o p o s e d  r e c l a m a t i o n ,  \ i o l a t i o n  o f  t h e  l e a s e  

c o n d i t i o n s ,  c o n t r a v e n t i o n  o f  t h e  F o r e s h o r e  a n d  S e a - b e d  ( R e c l a m a t i o n )  O r d i n a n c e ,  

a n d  e n c r o a c h m e n t  o n  G o v e r n m e n t  L a n d s  e t c .  T h e  s u b m i s s i o n  h a s  n o t  

s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  a d d r e s s e d  t h e s e  is s u e s  a n d  w i t h o u t  a n y  p r o p e r  c o n s u l t a t i o n  w i t h  t h e  

c o - o w n e r s .

5. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be l'ully respected as ihe 
underlying infrastructure could nol afford such substantial increase in population 
by the submission, and all DB properly owners would have to suffer and pay lor 
the cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding infrastructure so as 
to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed development, c.g. all 
required road ne^o rk  and related utilities improvement works ar sed out of this 
submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise with all property o wners 
being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all infrastructure out of this 
development. Its disruption to other property owners in the viciniw should be 
properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

6. The proposed felling of 168 nos. mature trees in Area 10b is an ecological 
disaster, and poses a substantial environmental impact to tlie imi aediate natural 
setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan or 
the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

7. I disagree the applicant’s statement in item E.6 of RtC that the existing buses 
parks in Area 10b open space are "eyesores". We respect that Area 10b has been 
the backyard of Peninsula Village for years and are satisfied with the existing use 
and operation modes of Area 10b? and would prefer there will bo no change to 
the existing land use or operational modes of Area 10b.

8. The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house the bus depot, 
the repair workshops, the dangerous goods stores including petro. filling station 
and RCP are unsatisfactory and would cause operational health and safety hazard 
to the workers within a fully enclosed structure, especially in view of those 
polluted air and volatile gases emitted and the potential noise generated within 
the compounds. Ihe proponent should carry out a satisfactory environmental
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i m p a c t  a s s e s s m e n t  t o  ( h e  o p e r a ! i o n a l  l i e a l l h  a n d  s a f e t y  h a / M i \ l  (■[' t h e  w o r k e r s  

w i t h i n  i h c  i u l l y  e n c l o s e d  s l r u c t u r e  a n d  p r o p o s e  s u i t a b l e  m i t i g a l i c  n  m e a s u r e s  t o  

m i n i m i z e  t h e i r  e f i e c t s  t o  t h e  \ \ ro r k e r s  a n d  t h e  r e s i d e n t s  n c a j - b y .

9. The proposed rem oval o f helipad lo r em ergency use front A rea 10b is

undesirable in view  o f  its possible urgent use for rescue and transporta tion  ol the 

patients to the acuie hospitals due to the rural and rem ote setlinL of Discovery 

Bay. This proposal should not be accep ted  w ithout a p roper re-provisioning 

proposal by the applicant to the satisfaction  o f all property ow nen; o f  D iscovery 

Bay. ,

10. I disagree the applicant's response in item  (b) o f  U1D&L” P la n D ‘s com m ent hi 

R tC  that the p roposed  4m wide w aterfron t prom enade is an im provem en t to the 

ex isting  situation o f  Area 10b. The p roposed  narrow  p rom enade lacking o f  

adequate landscaping or shelters is unsa tisfac tory  in view  o f  its rural and natural 

setting .

11. T he revision  o f  developm ent as ind ica ted  in  the R ev ised  C o n cep t JMan o f  Annex 

A  is still unsa tisfac tory  and I agree th a t the  com m ents m ade by  A rchitectural 

Services D epartm ent that "....The p o d iu m  o f  tlie bu ild ing  b lo ck s nos. L7 to L14 

is about 250m  in length  that is too lo n g  and m onotonous . T ogether w ith  the 

con tinuous layouts o f  the m ed iu m -rise  residen tia l b lo ck s  b eh ind , the 

developm ent m ay h av e  a w all-effect an d  pose considerab le  v isual im pact to its 

v icin ity ....n and by  P lanning D epartm ent th a t " ....tow ers c loser to  the  coast should 

be  reduced in  h e ig h t to  m inim ize the o v erb earin g  im pact on  th e  coast" and  that 

’’..••Public v iew ers from  the sou thw est w o u ld  experience a  long  con tinuous 

bu ild in g  m ass ab u ttin g  the coast. E ffo rts  should  be  m ade to  b reak  d o w n  the 

b u ild ing  m ass w ith  w id er build ing  g a p s .. ..1' are still v a lid  a fter th is  rev is ion .

U n less and until the  ap p lican t is able to p ro v id e  deta iled  responses to  the co m m en ts

fo r flirther rev iew  and com m ent, the ap p lica tio n  for A rea  10b sh o u ld  be  w ithd raw n .
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The Secretariat

Town Planning Board 4 G 2 3
15/F, North Point Government Oftlces 
333 Java Road, North Point
(Via email: tpbpd@i)land.^ov,hk or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

Dear Sir,
Section 12A Application No. Y /t-PB/3 

Area 10b, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Parti in D.D. 352, D isc o v e r  Bay

Objection to rhe Submission by the A nnlicant on 27.10.2016

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant o f Hong Kong 

(3 ^  Resort (tcHKR,5), Mastciplan 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 foliows:-

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner o f  Area 10b is in doubt, as the lot 

is now held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated

20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part o f the "Service Area" as defined in the PDMC . 

Area 10b also forms part o f  either the "City Common Areasn or the "City 

Retained Areas" in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Stvtion I o f  the 

PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go 

i  pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes connected w ith

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 o f  the 

existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners o f  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 is substantial, and the 

submission has not been addressed.

3. There is major change to the development concept o f  the Lot and a fundam ental 

deviation to the land use o f  the original approved M aster Layout Plans or the 

approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from sei*vice area into 1
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residential area, and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent ease from 
environmental perspective and against the interest of all property owners of tlic 
district.

4. The proposed recltunation and construction of a decking with a width of 9-34m 
pose environmental hazard to the immediate rural natural surrounding. There arc 
possible sea pollution by the proposed reclamation, violation o f the lease 
conditions, contravention of the Foreshore and Sea-bed (Reclamation) Ordinance, 
and encroachment on Government Lands etc. The submission has not 
satisfactorily addressed these issues and without any proper consultation with the 
co-owners.

5. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully nispected as the 
underlying infrastructure could not ajfford 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 to other property owners in the vicinity should be 
properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

6. The proposed felling of 168 nos. mature trees in Area 10b is an ecological 
disaster, and poses a substantial environmental impact to the imrnediate natural 
setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree presei-vation plan or 
the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

7. I disagree the applicant's statement in item E.6 of RtC that the existing buses 
parks in Area 10b open space are "eyesores". We respect that Area 10b has been 
the backyard of Peninsula Village for years and are satisfied with tlie existing use 
and operation modes of Area 10b, and would prefer there will be no change to 
the existing land use or operational modes of Area 10b.

8. The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house the bus depot, 
the repair workshops, the dangerous goods stores including petrol filling station 
and RCP are unsatisfactory and would cause operational health and safety hazard 
to the workers within a fully enclosed structure, especially in view of those 
polluted air and volatile gases emitted and tlie potential noise geiierated within 
the compounds. The proponent should carry out a satisfactory environmental
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i m p a c t  a s s e s s m e n t  io  t l i e  o p e r a t io n a l  h e a l t h  a n d  s a f e t y  h c j z a i d  〇t u l e  w o r k e r s  

w i t h i n  ih c  f u l l y  e n c l o s e d  s t m e t u r e  a n d  p r o p o s e  s u i t a b l e  m i t i g a t i o j i  m e a s u r e s  t o  

m i n i m i z e  t h e i r  e f t ^ c t s  t o  th e  w o r k e r s  a n d  t h e  r e s i d e n t s  n e a r b y .

f )

9. The proposed removal of helipad for emergency use from  Area 10b is 

undesirable in view o f its possible urgent use for rescue and transporta tion  of the 

patients to the acute hospitals due to the rural and remote se tting  of Discovery 

Bay. Tliis proposal should not be accepted without a proper re-provisioning 

proposal by tlie applicant to the satisfaction of all property ow ners o f D iscovery 

Bay.

10. I disagree the applicant's response in item (b) of UD&L, P lanD 's com m ent in 

R tC  that the proposed 4m wide waterfront promenade is an im provem ent to the 

existing situation o f  Area 10b. The proposed narrow prom enade lacking o f  

adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view of its rural and natural 

setting.

11. The revision of development as indicated in  the Revised Concept Plan o f  Annex 

A  is still unsatisfactory and I agree that the comments made by  Architectural 

Services Department that "....The podium o f  the building blocks nos. L 7 to L I4 

is about 250m in length that is too long and monotonous. Together w ith the 

continuous layouts o f  the medium-rise residential blocks behind, the 

development may have a wall-effect and pose considerable v isual impact to its 

vicinity.."" and by Planning Department that "....towers closer to the  coast should 

be reduced in height to minimize the overbearing impact on the coast" and that 

"....Public viewers from  the southwest would experience a long continuous 

building mass abutting the coast. Efforts should be made to break dow n the 

building mass with w ider building gaps...." are still valid after th is revision .

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to  the comments 

for further review and comm ent, the application for Area 10b should be  withdrawn.

S ig n a tu re :

Nam e o f  Discovery Bay QWf^er / Resident: —

Address:
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Dear Sirs,

Please see attached signed obejction letter on above Discovery Bay project.

Regards,

tpbpd ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

寄件者： 

寄件曰期： 

收件者：

主 S :  
附件 ,•

0 M j l J U 2 0 1 o lt 10:47
tpbpJ@planiJ.gov.hk
Objection to the submission by HK Resort on Oct 27 re Area 10b 
SCN_0082.pdf

Sent from Mail for Windows 10

0

mailto:tpbpJ@planiJ.gov.hk


T\\o Secretarial
vr〇wa [Manning t3〇cuxl 
15/l\ North Point Government Ofllces 
333 Java Road, North Point
(Via email: tpbn<l@ nInncl.gov.hk or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

4 G 2 3

Dear Sir,
Section 12AApplication No. Y/l-DB/3

A rea 10b, L o t 385 RP &  Ext (T art) in D.D. 352, Discovery Kav

O bjection to the Submission by the A pplican t on 27.10.2016

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 o f the Lot. My main reasons o f objection on this particular 

submission are listed as follows:-

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner o f  Area 10b is in doubt, as the lot 

is now held under the Principal Deed o f M utual Covenant ("PDM C') dated

20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part o f the "Service Area" as defined in the PDMC . 

Area 10b also forms part o f either the "City Common Areas" or the "City 

Retained Areas" in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under S e a io n  I o f  the 

PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go

〇  pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b 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 o f the lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights o f the 

existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners o f  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 is substantial, and the 

submission has not been addressed.

3. 7'here is major change to the development concept o f the Lot and a fundamental 

deviation to the land use o f  the original approved M aster Layoui Plans or the 

approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from se n ic e  area into

l 〇f3
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ivsklcntial  a a \ i ,  and upproval o f  it would he an undesirable precedent case from 

ctivirotunontal pcrs|icctivo and against  tlic interest o f  all property owners o f  tlic 

district.

4. 1'hc proposed reclamation and construction o f a decking with a width of 9-34m 

pose cnvironmenlal hazard to the immediate rural natural surrounding. There are 

possible sea pollution by the proposed reclamation, violation o f  the lease 

conditions, contravention of the Foreshore and Sea-bed (Reclamation) Ordinance, 

and encroachm ent on Government Lands etc. The subm ission has not 

satisfactorily addressed these issues and without any proper consultation with the 

co-owners.

5. The original stipulated DB population o f 25,000 should be fully respected as the 

underlying infrastructure could not afford such substantial increase in population 
by the subm ission, and all DB property owners would have to suffer and pay for 

tlic cost out o f  this submission in upgrading the surrounding infrastructure so as 

to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed developm ent, e.g. all 

required road network and related utilities improvement works arised out o f  this 

subm ission etc. The； proponent should consult and liaise with all property owners 

being affected and undertake the cost and expense o f  all infrastructure out o f  this 

developm ent. Its disruption to other property owners in the vicinity should be 

properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

6. T he proposed felling o f 168 nos. mature trees in A rea 10b is an ecological 

disaster, and poses a substantial environmental impact to the im rrediate natural 

setting . The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan or 

the tree com pensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

7. I disagree the applicant's statement in item E.6 o f R tC  that the existing buses 

parks in Area 10b open space are "eyesores". We respect that Area 10b has been 

the backyard o f  Peninsula Village for years and are satisfied w ith the existing use 

and operation m odes o f  Area 10b, and would prefer there will be no change to 

the existing land use or operational modes of Area 10b. 8

8. The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house the bus depot, 

the repair workshops, the dangerous goods stores including petrol filling station 

and RCP are unsatisfactory and would cause operational health and safety hazard 

to the workers within a fully enclosed structure, especially in v iew  o f those 

polluted air and volatile gases emitted and the potential noise generated within 

the compounds. The jM'oponcnt should cairy out a satisfactory environmental
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assessment to the operational health and safety ha/.ard o f  the v/orkers 
wiihin ilie fully enciosed struclui-c and propose suitable mitigcilion measures Lo 
minimize their effects 'to the workers aiid the residents nearby.

9. The proposed removal o f helipad for emergency use from Area 10b is 
undesirable in view o f  its possible urgent use for rescue and ti'ansporcation o f  the 
patients to the acute hospitals due to the rural and remote setting o f  Discovery 

Bay. This proposal should not be accepted without a proper re-provisioning 
proposal by the applicant to the satisfaction o f  all property ow ners o f  Discovery 
Bay.

10. I disagree the applicant's response in item  (b) of UD&L, P lanD 's com m ent in 

R tC  that the proposed 4m wide waterfront prom enade is an im pro vem ent to the 

existing situation o f  Area 10b. The proposed narrow prom enade lacking of 

adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view  o f its ru ra l and natural 

setting.

11. The revision o f  development as indicated in  the Revised C oncept P lan  o f  Annex 

A  is still unsatisfactory and I agree that the  comments m ade b y  A rchitectural 

Services Department that "....The podium o f  the building blocks n o s . L7 to  L14 

is about 250m in length that is too long and  monotonous. T ogether w ith  the 

continuous layouts o f  the m edium -rise residential b locks behind, the 

development may have a wall-effect and pose  considerable v isu a l im pact to its 

vicinity...." and by Planning Department that "....towers closer to  th e  coast should 

be reduced in height to m inimize the overbearing im pact on the  coast" an d  that 

"....Public viewers from  the southwest w ould  experience a  lo n g  continuous 

building m ass abutting the coast. Efforts should be made to  b reak  d o w n  the 

building mass with w ider building gaps...." a re  still valid after th is  rev ision .

U nless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to  th e  com m ents 

for further review and com m ent, the application fo r Area 10b should b e  w ithd raw n .

Signature Date:
?〇  .1

N am e o f  Discovery Bay O w ner / Resident:

Address:

麵 _ —

3 of 3



0 5 t i l ：! ] 2 0 l  G T  乂丨 w - - ■丨」」 

tl'bl-vi^phukl nov.hk
OBJECTION - Hong Kong Kesoils' application to TPB for dcvelcpmeni of Discovery Bay Area 10b 
DBAica 10b ObKction doex

4 6

盥贤性：

Dear Sir/Madam,

Please find attached m y objection to the application from HKR for redevelopment of Area 10b at Discovery^ Bay. 

Yours Sincerely,

Huw Watkin

H u w  W atkin , C A M S
Head of Business  Intelligence -  Risk  Managed Services 
Vhorn?.o:i Ro'.iLers

S e ^ ^ r Governance, R isk  and Compliance Solutions at accelus.tliomsonreuters com

:

期
：

 ̂
H 
 ̂

: 件

珞
寄
收
生
w



The Secretarial
Ibwu Planning Board
I5/F, North Poiul Government Offices
333 Java Road, Nortli Point
(Via email: (pI)dcl@〇 Inncl.̂ ,0\r.hk or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

4 6 2 4

Dear Sirs,
Section 12A Application No. Y/l-DB/3 

A rea 10b, Lot 385 R P & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, D iscover\, Bay 
O bjection to the Subm ission by the  A pplicant on 27.10.2016

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant o f  Hong Kong 
Resort (“H K 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 subm ission regarding the 

proposed development o f  the Lot. My main reasons of objection on this particular 

submission are listed as follows:-

1. The HKR claim that they are the sole land owner o f  A rea 10b is in doubt. The lot

is now held under the Principal Deed o f  M utual Covenant (PDM C) dated

20.9.1982. Area 10b form s part o f  the "Service Area" as defined in  the PDM C . 

Area 10b also forms part o f  either the "City Com m on Areas" or the "City 

Retained Areas" in the PDM C . Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I o f  the 

PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDM C) has the right and liberty to go 

^  pass and repass over and along and use A rea 10b for all purposes connected with

^  the proper use and enjoym ent o f  the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in

the PDM C). This has effectively granted over tim e an easem ent that cannot be 

extinguished . The A pplicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from  the 

co-owners o f  the lot prior to this unilateral application . The property rights o f  the 

existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners o f  the Lot, should be  m aintained, 

secured and respected .

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

im m ediate residents and property owners nearby is and w ill be substantial. This 

the subm ission has not addressed .

3, The Proposal is m ajor change to the developm ent concept o f  the Lot and a 

fundamentaJ devicition o f  the land use from  the original approved M aster Layout 

Plana ajid the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. a change
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from service into residential area. Approval o f  it would be an undesirable 
precedent case from enviromncnlal perspective and against the interests of all 
resident and owners of (he district.

4. The proposed land reclam ation and construction o f  over sea decking w ith a width 

o f  9-34m  poses environm ental hazard to the im m ediate rural natural surrounding . 

There are possible sea pollution issues posed by the proposed reclam ation . This 

is a v io lation  o f  the lease conditions, in contravention o f the Foreshore and 

Sea-bed (R eclam ation) Ordinance together with encroachm ent on G overnm ent 

Land, along w ith o ther transgressions. The subm ission  has not satisfactorily  

addressed  these issues and has been com pleted w ithout any proper consultation  

w ith  th e  co-ow ners .

5. The original stipulated DB population  o f  25,000 should  be fully respected  as the ^

underly ing  infrastructure cannot stand up under such a substantial increase in 

p o p u lation  im plied  by the subm ission . A ll DB property  ow ners and occupiers

w ou ld  have to suffer and pay the cost o f  the necessary  upgrading o f  

infrastructure  to provide adequate supply  or support to the proposed developm ent.

For on e  exam ple the required road netw orks and related  u tilities capacity  w orks 

a ris ing  out o f  th is subm ission . The proponent should  consu lt and lia ise  w ith  all 

p ro p erty  ow ners being affected . A t m in im um  undertake the cost and expense o f  

all in frastructure  o f  any m odified  developm ent subsequently  agreed to .

D isrup tion  to all residents in the v icin ity  should  be properly  m itigated  and 

ad d ressed  in  the subm ission .

6. T he proposed  fe lling  o f  168 m ature trees in  A rea  10b is an eco log ical d isaster, ^

and p o ses a  substantia l environm ental im pact to  the im m ediate  natural setting . . 1 J
T he proposal is unaccep tab le  and the p roposed tree  p reserva tion  p lan  or the tree 

com p en sa to ry  proposals are totally  unsatisfactory .

7. W e d isagree  w ith  the applicant's sta tem ent in item  E .6 o f  R tC  that th e  existing  

buses parks in  A rea  10b open space are "eyesores" . We respec t that A rea  10b has 

been  the backyard  o f  Pen insu la  V illage for y ears and are sa tisfied  w ith  the 

ex is tin g  use and operation  m odes o f  A rea  10b, an d  w o u ld  p refer there  w ill be no 

change  to  the ex isting  land use or operational m odes o f  A rea  10b. 8

8. T he proposed, ex tensive fully  enclosed podium  structure  to house the  bus depot, 

the repair w orkshops, the dangerous goods stores includ ing  petrol filling  station  

and R C P  are unsatisfactory  and w ould cause operational health  and sa fe ty  hazaixi 

to the  w orkers w ith in  a fully enclosed structure, especially  in v iew  o f  those
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polluted air and volatile gases einilted and (lie poteniiui noise generated within 

the compounds . The proponeni should carry out a satisfactory environmental 

impact assessment io the operational health and safety hazard o f  the workers 
wilhin the fully enclosed structure and propose suitable mitigaiion measures to 

minimize their effects to the workers and the residents nearby.

9. T he p roposed  rem oval o f  helipad for em ergency use from  A rea 10b is 

u n desirab le  in view  o f  its possib le  u rgent use for rescue and transportation  o f  the 

p a tien ts to  the acute h osp ita ls due to the rural and rem ote setting  o f  D isco\'ery 

Bay . T h is  proposal should not be accepted w ithout a proper re-prov ision ing  

. p ro p o sa l by the applicant to sa tisfaction  o f all p roperty  ow ners o f  D iscovery  Bay.

10. W e d isag ree  w ith the app lican t's response in item  (b) o f  U D & L , PlanD 's 

co m m en t in RtC that the proposed  4m w ide w aterfront p rom enade  is an 

im p ro v em en t to the ex is ting  situation  o f A rea  10b. T he p ro p o sed  narrow  

p ro m en ad e  lacking o f  adequate  landscaping or shelters is un sa tis fac to ry  in v iew  

o f  its ru ra l and natural setting .

11. T he  rev is io n  o f  the dev elo p m en t as indicated in  the R evised  C o n cep t P lan  o f 

A n n ex  A  is still unsa tisfac to ry  and we agree that the  com m ents m ade by 

A rch itec tu ra l Services D epartm en t th a t "....The podium  o f  the b u ild in g  b locks 

nos . L 7  to  L14 is abou t 250m  in length th at is too long and m onotonous . 

T o g eth er w ith the con tinuous layouts o f the m edium -rise  residen tia l blocks 

b eh in d , th e  developm ent m ay  have a  w all-effect and po se  considerab le  visual 

im p ac t to  its vicinity ...."

an d  by  P lann ing  D epartm en t t h a t :

" ....to w ers  closer to the coast should  be reduced  in height to m in im ize  the 

o v e rb ea rin g  im pact on th e  coast" and that " ....Public v iew ers from  th e  southw est 

w o u ld  experience a  long con tinuous building m ass abutting  the coast. E fforts 

shou ld  b e  m ade to b reak  dow n  the building m ass w ith w ider b u ild in g  gaps...." 

a re  still va lid  after this rev is ion .

U nless and u n til the applicant is ab le  to provide deta iled  responses to  th e  com m ents 

for fa rth e r rev iew  and com m ent, the  app lication  for A rea  10b should be w ithdraw n .

Signature ：_______ Huw

—_______________________________ D a te :____ D ecem ber 5, 2016______

Nam e o f  D iscovery B ay O w ner / Resident: 

Waikin

Watkin

Huw
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The Secretarial

Town Planning Board

15/T, Nonh Point Government Offices
333 Java Road, North Point

(Via email: rphnd@ nland .t;〇v.hk or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

4G25

Dear Sirs,

Section 12A Application No. V7I-DB/3
Area 10b. Lot 385 RP & Ext rParf) in D .P, S52, Discovery Bay 
Objection to the Submission bv the A pplicant on 27.10.2016

I refer to the Response uo Comments submitted by the consultant for Hong Kong 
Resort (tiHKR,,)J Masterplan Limited (uMasterplan,,)J to address the departmental 
comments regarding the captioned applicarion on 27.10.2016.

Kindly please note that 1 strongly , object to the submission regarding the 

proposed development o f the lot. My main reasons o f objection on this particular 
submission are listed as follows:-

1. I reject the claim made in response to Paragraph #10 in the comments from the 
District Lands Office CDLO") that the applicant (HKR) has the absolute right to 
develop Area 10b.

Masterplan is wrong to assume that ownership o f undivided shares ipso facio  
gives the applicant the absolute right to develop Area 10b. The right o f the 
applicant to develop or redevelop any part of the lot is restricted by t±ie Land 

Grant dated 10 September, 1976; by the M aster Plan identified at Special 

Condition #6 o f the Land Grant; and by the Deed of Mutual Covenant (^DM C'1) 

dated 30 September, 1982.

Upon die execution o f  the DMC. the lot was divided into 250,000 equal 
undivided shares. To date, more than 100,000 o f these undivided shares have 

been assigned by HKR io other owners and to the Manager. Tlie rights and 

obligations o f all owners of undivided shares in the lot are specified, in the DMC. 

HKR has no rights separate from other owners except as specified in the DMC .

Area 10b fonns the "Service Area", as defined in the DMC and shov^Ti on the 

Master Plan. As per the DMC, the definition of City Common Areas includes the 

following:

" ...such part or parts o f the Service Area as shall be used fo r  the benefit o f  
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the dr)-: Tnese City Common Areas together those City Retained Areas 

as defined and thcs& City Common Facilitias as defined form  the entire 

“Reserved Portion" and ’’Minimum AssociGC&d Facilities" m entioned in the 

Conditions.n

Special Condition 10(a) of the Land Grant states that HKR may not dispose of 
any pan of the lot or the buildings thereon unless they have emered into a Deed 
of Mutual Covenant. Furthennore, Special Condition 10(c) stales：

tl(c) In the Deed o f  M utual Covenam referred to in (a) hereof, the Graniee 

shall:

(i) Allocate to the Reserved Portion an appropriate num ber o f  

undivided shares in ihe lor or, as the case may bet cause the same to be 

carved out from  the lot, which Reserved Portion the Grantee shall not 

assign, except as a whole to the Grantee's subsidiary com pany... n

⑬

As such, the applicant may not assign the Reserved Portion -  which includes the 
Service Area defined in the DMC and shown on the Master Plan -  except as a 
whole to the Grantee's (HKR's) subsidiary company. Thus, HKR has no right 
whatsoever to develop the Service Area (Area 10b) for residential housing 
for sale to third parties.

-It will also be noted from the foregoing that HKR may either allocate an 
appropriate number of undivided shares to the Reserved Portion, or carve same 
out from the lot. According to the DMC (Section III, Claiise 6), HKR shall 

• allocate Reserve Undivided Shares to the Service Area. However, there is no 
evidence in the Land Registry tliat HKR has allocated any Reserve Undivided 
Shares to the Service Area. Thxxs, it is moot whether HKR is actually the ltsole 
land owner55 of Area 10b. The entire proposal to develop Area 10b for sale or 
lease to third parties is unsound. The Town Planning Board should reject the 
application forthwith.

2. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the DMC, every Owner (as defined in the 
DMC) has the right and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use 
Area 10b for all purposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the 
same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the DMC). Tliis has effectively 
granted over time an easement that cannot be extinguished. The Applicant has 
failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-ovmers of the lot prior to t±ds ' 
unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all 
property owners of the lot, should be maintained, secured and respected.
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3. In response to DLO's com m cat #9, which advised "The Applicant shall prove 

dial rhere are sufficient undivided shares retained by iliem for allocation to the 

proposed development", Masterplan stated "The applicant has responded to 

District Lands Office directly via HKR's letter to DLO dared 3 Aug 2016."

As the lot is under a DMC, it is unsound for HKR to eommunicate in secret to 
ihe DLO and v.dthhold information on the allocation of undivided shares from 
the other owners. The otiier owners have a direct interest in the allocation, as any 
misallocation will directly affeci their property rights.

The existing allocation of undivided shares is far JSrom clear and must be 
reviewed carefaHy, At page 7 of the DMC, only 56,500 undivided shares were 

allocated to the Residential Development. With the completion of Neo Horizon 
Village in tlie year 2000, HKR exhausted all o f the 56,500 Residential 
Development undivided shares that it held under the DMC.

HKR has provided no account of the source o f the undivided shares allocated to 

all developments since 2000. In the case of the Siena Two A development, it 

appears from the Greenvale Sub-DMC and Siena Two A Sub-Sub DM C that 
Retained Area Undivided Shares were improperly allocated to the Siena Two A 
development. As such, the owners o f Siena Two A do not have proper title to 
their units under the DMC.

The Town Planning Board cannot allow HKR to hide behind claims of 

“commercial sensitivity” and keep details of the allocation o f undivided shares 
secret. If the applicant is unwilling to release its letter to the DLO dated 3 August, 
2016, for public comment, the Board should reject the application outright.

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

Immediate residents and property owners nearby is and will be substantial. This 
the submission has not addressed this point;. 5

5 The proposed land reclamation and construction of over sea decking with a wndth 
of 9-34m poses environmental hazard to the immediate rural natural 

surroundings. There are possible sea pollutioa issues posed by the proposed 

reclamation. The DLO's comment US advised that the proposed reclamation

p . no；̂
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6.

0

**panly falls wiihin the water previously gazened vide G.N. 593 cn 10.3.197S for 
ferry pier ana submarine ouifall/5 As such, the area has not been gazaned for 
reclamadon， contrary tcuhe claims made in the Application that all proposed 
reclamation had previously been approved. The Town Planning Board shcuJd 
reject the Application unless and uniil thus error is correcxed. The Tow . Planning 
Board should further specify the need for a full Environmencal impact 
Assessment as required under the Foreshore and Seabed (Reclamations) 
Ordinance (Cap. 127).

The Town Planning Board should note that the development approved under the 
existing Outline Zoning Plan (S/I-DB/4) would already see the population of DB 
rise to 25,000 or more. The current application would increase the population xo 
over 30,000. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully 
respected as the underlying infrastructure cannot support the substantial increase 
in population implied by the submission. Water Supplies Department and the 
Environmental Protection Department have raised substantive questions on the 
viability of the proposals on fresh water supply and sewage disposal contained in 
the Application, and HKR has not responded adequately to their concerns.

7. The proposed felling of 168 mature trees in Area 10b 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 proposals are totally unsatisfactory.

〇  S We disagree with the applicant's statement in item E.6 of RtC that the existing 

buses parks in Area 10b open space are "eyesores". We respect that Area 10b has 
been the backyard o f Peninsula Village for years and are satisfied .with the 
existing use and operation modes of Area 10b, and would prefer there will be no 
change to the existing land use or operational modes o f Area 10b.

9. The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house the bus depot, 
the repair workshops and RCP are unsatisfactory and would cause operational 
health and safety hazard to the workers within a fully enclosed structure, 
especially in view of those polluted.air and volatile gases emitted and the 
potential noise generated within the compounds. The proponent should carry out 
a satisfactory environmental impact assessment to the operational health and
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safety hazard o f the workers withLn the fullj1 enclosed s U'u crux c and propose 
suitable mirigadon measures to minimize iheir effects to Liie workers and the 

residems nearby.

10. The proposed removal o f helipad for emergency use from Area 】 Ob is

undesirable in view of its possible urgent use for rescue and transportation of the 
patients to die acute hospitals due to the rural and remote setting of Discovery 
Bay. This proposal should not be accepted without a proper re-provisioning 
proposal by the applicant to the satisfaction of all property owners of DB.

11. We disagree with the applicant's response in item (b) of UD&L, PlanD's 
comment in RtC that the proposed 4m wide waterfront promenade is an 
improvernent to the existing situation of Area 10b. The proposed narrow 
promenade lacking of adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view 
of its rural and natural setting.

12. The Application has not shown that the relocation of the dangerous good store to 
another part of the lot is viable. Any proposal to remove the existing dangerous 
goods store to another part of the lot should be accompanied by a full study and 
plan showiag that the relocation is viable.

瘳

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments 
for further review and comment, the application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.

Signarurs:

Address:

Name of Discovery Bay pwilef7 Resident:

5 〇fs
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The Secretariat 
Town Planning Board 462G
L5/F, Nortii Point Govemmeni; Offices 
333 Java Road, North Point
(Via email: tphncirSnland.^ov-bk or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

Dear Sirs,
Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/3
A rea 】 Ob、 Lot 385 RP Ext rPart) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bav
Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant for Hong Kong 
Resort (,iiPiKR,,)} Masterplan Limited (^Masterplan'1), to address the departmental

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 foliows>

1 _ I reject the claim made in response to Paragraph #10 in the comments from the 
District Lands Office (uDLO,') that the applicant (HKR) has the absolute right to 
develop Area 10b.

Masterplan is wrong to assume that ownership of undivided shares ipso facto 
gives the applicant the absolute right to develop Area 10b. The right of the 
applicani： to develop or redevelop any part of the lot is restricted by the Land

Condition #6 of tlie Land Grant; and by the Deed of Mutual Covenant (^DMC5) 
dated 30 September, 1982.

Upon the execution of the DMC, the lot was divided into 250,000 equal 
undivided shares. To date, more than 1003000 of these undivided shares have 
been assigned by HKR to other owners and to the Manager. The rights and 
obligations of all owners of undivided shares in the lot are spccified.m the DMC. 
HKR has no rights separate from other owners except as specified in the DMC.

Area 1 Ob fonns the "Service Area", as defined in the DMC and shown on the 
Master Plan. As per the DMC, the definition of City Comnnon Areas includes tlie 
following:

"...such part o r p an s  o f  The S e rv ice A r e a  a s shall be used for  ihe benefit of

o Grant dated 10 September, 1976; by the Master Plan identified at Special

lof 5
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⑩

the Cin\ Thess Cuy Common Areas together with those City Retained Areax 

as defined and ih&se City Common Faciliiits as defined form  the entire 
"ReservedPoriion" unci "Minimum Associated F acilities" menciomd in the 

Conditions."

Special Condition 10(a) of the Land Qrant states that HKR may not dispose of 
any part of the Jot or the buildings thereon unless they have entered into a Deed 
of Mutual Covenant. Funhermore, Special Condition 10(c) states:

Yc； In ihe D eed o f  M utual Covenant referred to in (a) hereof, rhe G r a n ts  

shall:

(i) A llocate ro the R eserved Portion an appropriate num ber o f  

undivided shares in the lo t or, as the case m ay be, cause the sam e 10 be 

carved o u ifrom  the lot, which Reserved Portion  the Grantee sha ll nor 

assign, except as a whole to the Grantee's subsid iary  co m p a n y ..."

As such, the applicant may not assign the Reserved Portion -  which includes the 
Service Area defined in the DMC and shown on the Master Plan -  except as a 
whole to the Grantee's (HKR's) subsidiary company. Thus, HKR has no right 
whatsoever to develop the Service Area (Area 10b) for residential housing 
for sale to third parties.

It will also be noted from the foregoing that HKR may either allocate an 
appropriate number of undivided shares to the Reserved Portion, or carve same 
out from the lot. According to the DMC (Section III, Clause 6), HKR shall 
allocate Reserve Undivided Shares to the Service Area. However, there is no 
evidence in the Land Registry that HKR has allocated any Reserve Undivided 
Shares to the Service Area. Thus, it is moot whether HKR is actually the "sole 
land owner,! of Area 1 Ob. The entire proposal to develop Area 10b for sale or 
lease to third parties is unsound. The Town Planning Board should reject the 
application forthwith.

2. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the DMC, every Owner (as defined in the 
DMC) has the right and liberty ro go pass and repass over and along and use 
Area 10b for all purposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the 
same subjeci to the City Rules (as defined in the DMC). This has effectively 
granted over time an easement that cannot be extinguished. 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-ouTiers, i.e. all 
property owners of the lot, should be maintained, secured and respected.

2 of 5



3, In response to DLO's comment ^9, which advised "The Applicant shall prove 
that there arc sufficient undivided shares retained by them for allocation to the 
proposed development", Masterplan stated "The applicant has responded to 
District Lands Office directly via HKR's letter to DLO dated 3 Aug 2016."

As the lot is under a DMC, it is unsound for HKR to communicate in secrei to 
the DLO and withhold information on the allocation of undivided shares from 
the other ouTiers. The other owners have a direci interest in the allocation, as any 
misallocation will directly affect their property rights.

Tlie existing allocation of undivided shares is far from clear and must be 
reviewed carefully. At page 7 of the DMC, only 56,500 undivided shares were 
allocated to the Residential Development. With the completion ofNeo Horizon 
Village in the year 2000, HKR exhausted all of the 56,500 Residential 
Development undivided shares that it held under the DMC.

HKR has provided no account of the source of the undivided shares allocated to 
all developments since 2000. In the case of the Siena Two A development, it 
appears firom the Greenvale Sub-DMC and Siena Two A Sub-Sub DMC that 
Retained Area Undivided Shares were improperly allocated to the Siena Two A 
development As such, the owners of Siena Two A do not have proper title to 
their units under.the DMC.

9

The Town Planning Board cannot allow HKR to hide behind claims of 
''commercial sensitivity55 and keep details of the allocation of undivided shares 
secret. If the applicant is unwilling to release its letter to the DLO dated 3 August, 
2016, for public comment, the Board should reject the application outright.

4. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the
immediate residents and property owners nearby is and will be substantial. This 
the submission has not addressed this point.

5. The proposed land reclamation and construction of oveT sea decking with a width 
of 9-34m poses environmental hazard to the immediate rural natural 
surroundings. There are possible sea pollution issues posed by the proposed 
rcclajination. The DLO's comment #5 advised that the proposed reclamation
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"panly falls within the water previously gazetted vide G.N. 593 on 103.1S78 for 
fern' pier and submarine outfall.As such, die area has noi been gazetted for 
reclamation' concrary to the claims made in the Application thai ajl proposed 
recla.mation had previously been approved. The Town Planning Board should 
reject the Application unless and until this error is corrected. The Town Planning 
Board should farther specify the need for a full Environmental Impact 
Assessment as required under the Foreshore and Seabed (Reclamations) 
Ordinance (Cap. 127).

6. The Town Planning Board should note that the development approved under .the 
existing Outline Zoning Plan (S/I-DB/4) would already see the population of DB 
rise ro 25,000 or more. The current application would increase the population to 
over 30,000. Ttie original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully 
respected as the underlying infrastructure cannot support the substantial increase 
in population implied by the submission. Water Supplies Department and the 
Environmental Protection Department have raised substantive questions on the 
viability of the proposals on fresh water supply and sewage disposal contained in 
the Application, and HKR has not responded adequately to their concerns.

7. The proposed felling of 168 mature trees in Area 10b is an ecological disaster, 
and poses a substantia] environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. 
The proposal is unacceptable and tlie proposed tree preservation plan or tlie tree 
compensatory proposals are totally unsatisfactory.

^  8. We disagree with the applicant's statement in item E.6 of RtC that the existing
buses parks in Area 10b open space are "eyesores". We respect that Area 10b has 
been the backyard of Peninsula Village for years and are satisfied with the 
existing use and operation inodes of Area 10b, and would prefer there will be no 
change to the existing land use or operational modes of Area 10b.

9. The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house the bias depox, 
the repair workshops and RCP are unsatisfactory and would cause operational 
health and safety hazard to the workers within a fully enclosed structure, 
especially in view of those polluted air and volatile gases emitted and the 
potential noise generated within the compoimds. The proponent should carr>, out 
a satisfactory environmental impact assessment to the operational health and
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safet>r hazaid o f the workers within [he fully enclosed siructure and propose 
suitable mitigation measures to minimize their effects to the workers and the 
residents nearby.

10. The proposed removal of helipad for emergency use from Area 10b is 
undesirable in view of its possible urgent use for rescue and transportation o f the 
patients to the acute hospitals due to the rural and remote setting of Discovery- 
Bay. This proposal should not be accepted without a proper re-provisioning 
proposal by the applicam to the satisfaction of all property owners of DB.

11. We disagree with the applicant's response in item (b) of UD&L, PlanD's 
comment in RtC that the proposed 4m wide waterfront promenade is an 
improvement to the existing situation o f Area 10b. The proposed narrow 
promenade lacldng of adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view 
of its rural and natural setting.

12. The Application has not shown that the relocation o f the dangerous good store to 
another part o f the lot is viable. Any proposal to remove the existing dangerous 
goods store to another part of the lot should be accompanied by a full study and 

plan showing that the relocation is viable.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments 
for .further review and comment, the application for Area 10b should be witl^drawn.

Address:

Signature 

Name of Discovery Bay Owner /

Date: . V ^

T O U L  P .〇05
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The Secretariat

Town Pkuming Board

15/F, North Point Government Offices 
333 Java Road, North Point
(Via email: tj)bjKi@phmd.iK>v.hk or fax: 2877 0245 /2522 8426)

Dear Sirs,

Section 12A Application No. Y /l-PB /3  

A rea 10b, L ot 385 RP & E xt (Part) in D .D. 352, Discovery Bay 

O bjection to the Subm ission by the A pplicant on 27.10.2016

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant o f Hong Kong 

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

Kindly please note that 1 strongly object to the submission regarding the 

proposed development of the Lot. M y main reasons of objection on this particular 

submission are listed as follows:-

1. The HKR claim that they are the sole land owner o f A rea 10b is in doubt. The lot 

is now held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated

20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part o fthe  "Service Area'1 as defined in the PDMC . 

Area 10b also forms part of either the "City Common Areas" or the "City 

Retained Areas" in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I o f  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 10b for all purposes connected with 

the proper use and enjoyment o f  the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in 

the PDM C). This has effectively granted over time an easement that cannot be 

extinguished. The Applicant has failed to consult or seek  proper consent from the 

co-owners o f  the lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights o f  the 

existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners o f  the Lot, should be maintained, 

secured and respected.

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

immediate residents and property owners nearby is and will be substantial. This 

the submission has not addressed.

3. The Proposal is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a

f账 lamental deviation land use fron“ he original approved M aster Layout

Plana and the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. a change

l 〇f3



from service into residential area. Approval of it would be an undc.sirablt; 
precedent ease from environmental perspective and against the interests o f all 
resident and owners o f the dislricl.

The proposed land reclamation and construction of over sea decking with a width 
o f 9-34m poses environmental hazard to the immediate rural natural surrounding. 
Tliere are possible sea pollution issues posed by the proposed reclamation. This 
is a violation of the lease conditions, in contravention of the Foreshore and 
Sea-bed (Reclamation) Ordinance together with encroachment on Government 
Land, along with other transgressions. The submission has not satisfactorily 

addressed these issues and has been completed without any proper consultation 
with the co-owners.

The original stipulated DB population o f 25,000 should be fully respected as the 
underlying infrastructure cannot stand up under such a substantial increase in 
population implied by the submission. All DB property owners and occupiers 

would have to suffer and pay the cost o f  the necessary upgrading of 

infrastructure to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed development. 

For one example the required road networks and related utilities capacity works 

arising out o f  this submission. The proponent should consult and liaise with all 

property owners being affected. At minimum undertake the cost and expense of 

all infrastructure o f any modified development subsequently agreed to. 

Disruption to all residents in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and 

addressed in the submission.

The proposed felling of 168 mature trees in Area 10b 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 

com pensatory proposals are totally unsatisfactory.

We disagree with the applicant's statement in item E.6 o f RtC that the existing 

buses parks in Area 10b open space are "eyesores". We respect that A rea 10b has 

been the backyard o f Peninsula Village for years and are satisfied w ith the 

existing use and operation modes o f Area 10b, and would prefer there will be no 

change to the existing land use or operational modes o f  Area 10b.

7 he proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house the bus depot, 

the repair workshops, the dangerous goods stores including petrol filling station 

and KCP arc unsatisfactory and would cause operational health and safety hazard 

to the workers within a fully enclosed structure, especially in view  o f  those
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p o l l u t e d  a i r  a n d  v o l a t i l e  g a s e s  e m i t t e d  a n d  ih c  p o t e n t i a l  n o i s e  g e n e r n t e d  w i t h i n  

t h e  c o m p o u n J s .  rI ' h c  p r o p o n e n t  s h o u l d  c a r r y  o u t  a  s a l i s f c i c t o r y  c i n M i o n m e n t a l  

i m p a c t  a s s e s s m e n t  t o  th e  o p e r a t i o n a l  h e a l t h  [m d  s a f e t y  h a z a n j  〇「 U iu  w o r k e r s  

w i t h i n  t h e  f u l l y  e n c l o s e d  s t r u c t u r e  a n d  p r o p o s e  s u i t a b l e  m i t i g a t i o n  m e a s u r e s  to  

m i n i m i z e  t h e i r  e f t e c t s  to  ( h e  w o r k e r s  a n d  t h e  r e s i d e n t s  n e a r b y .

9. The proposed removal o f  helipad for emergency use from Area I Ob is 

undesirable in view  of its possible urgent use for rescue and transportation o f the 

patients to the acute hospitals due to the rural and remote setting o f  Discovery 

Bay. This proposal should not be accepted without a proper re-provisioning 

proposal by the applicant to satisfaction o f  all property owners o f  Discovery Bay.

10. We disagree with the applicant's response in item (b) o f  UD&L, PlanD's 

comm ent in RtC that the proposed 4in wide waterfront prom enade is an 

improvement to the existing situation o f Area 10b. The proposed narrow 

promenade lacking o f adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view 

o f  its rural and natural setting.

11. The revision o f the  development as indicated in the R evised Concept Plan of 

Annex A is still unsatisfactory and we agree that the com m ents made by 

Architectural Services Department that "....The podium o f the  building blocks 

nos. L7 to L14 is about 250m in length that is too long and m onotonous. 

Together with the  continuous layouts o f  the m edium -rise residential blocks 

behind, the developm ent may have a wall-effect and pose considerable visual 

impact to its v icin ity""”

and by Planning Departm ent th a t :

"....towers closer to  the coast should be reduced in height to m inim ize the 

overbearing im pact on the coast" and that "....Public viewers from the southwest 

would experience a long continuous building mass abutting the c o a s t  Efforts 

should be made to  break down the building mass with w ider building gaps..,." 

are still valid after this revision.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments 

for further review an^Tcohiment, the application for Area 10b should be withdrawn .

3 of 3
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1 The Secretariat
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Town Planning Board

I5/F, North Point Government Offices 

333 Java Road, North Point

Dear Sirs,

4 G 2 8

S e c ^ ^  12A Application No. Y/l-DB/3

Area 10b, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay 

Objection to  th e  Subm ission by the  Applicant on 27 .10 .2016

1 I re fe r to  th e  Response to  C om m ents subm itted  by th e  consu ltan t of Hong Kong Resort (、'HKR〃 ), M asterp lan  
| Limited, to  add ress  th e  d ep artm en ta l com m ents regarding th e  cap tioned  application on  27 .10 .2016 .

s

Kindly p lea se  no te  th a t  I strongly  object to  th e  subm ission  regarding th e  proposed d e v e lo p m en t of th e  Lot. My 
m ain reaso n s  of ob jection  on th is particular subm ission  are listed as follows:-

The HKR claim  th a t th e y  are  th e  sole land o w n er o f  Area 10b is in doub t. The lot is now  held  u n d e r th e  Principal 
D eed of M utua l C ovenant
(PDMC) d a te d  20 .9 .1982 . Area 10b form s p a rt o f th e  "Service Area" as defined in th e  PDMC. Area 10b also 
fo rm s p a rt o f  e ither th e  "City Com mon Areas" o r th e  "City R etained Areas" in the PDMC. P u rsu an t to  C lause 7 
u n d e r  S ec tion  I of th e  PDMC, every O w ner (as de fin ed  in th e
PDMC) has th e  right an d  liberty  to  go pass and rep ass  over and along and use  Area 10b fo r all p u rp o ses co n n ec ted  
w ith th e  p ro p e r  use an d  en jo y m en t of th e  sam e  su b je c t to  th e  City Rules (as defined in th e  PDMC). This has 
effectively  g ran ted  o v e r tim e  an e asem en t th a t  c a n n o t be ex tinguished . The Applicant h a s  failed to  co n su lt or seek  
p ro p e r  c o n se n t from th e  co-ov^ners of th e  lot p rio r to  th is unilateral application . The p ro p e rty  rights o f th e  
existing co-ov^ners, i.e. all p ro p e rty  ow ners o f th e  Lot, should be  m ain ta ined , secured an d  re sp ec ted .

The d is ru p tio n , pollution and  nuisance caused  by th e  co n stru ctio n  to  th e  im m ediate  re s id e n ts  and p ro p e rty  
o w n e rs  n e a rb y  is and will be substan tia l. This th e  subm ission  h as no t addressed .
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The  Proposal is m ajor change to  the developm ent concept of the  Lot and a fundam ental deviation  of tho tcuid us<̂  
from  the  original approved  M aster Layout Plana and the  approved  Outline  Zoning Plan in the  application, Le. a 
change  from  set vice  into residentia l area.
Approval of it would  be an undesirable  precedent case from  environm ental perspective  and against the  interests 
o f  all resident and ow ners  o f  the  district.

The proposed land reclamation and construction of over sea decking with a width of 9-34m poses environmental 
hazard to the immediate rural natural surrounding. There are possible sea pollution issues posed by the proposed 
reclamation. This is a violation of the lease conditions, in contravention of the Foreshore and Sea-bed 
(Reclamation) Ordinance together with encroachment on Government Land, along with other transgressions.
The submission has not satisfactorily addressed these issues and has been completed without any proper 
consultation with the co-owners.

The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying infrastructure cannot 
stand up under such a substantial increase in population implied by the submission. All DB property owners a 、 
occupiers would have to suffer and pay the cost of the necessary upgrading of infrastructure to provide 
adequate supply or support to the proposed development. For one example the required road networks and 
related utilities capacity works arising out of this submission. The proponent should consult and liaise with all 
property owners being affected. At minimum undertake the cost and expense of all infrastructure of any modified 
development subsequently agreed to.
Disruption to all residents in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

The proposed felling of 168 mature trees in Area 10b 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 proposals are totally unsatisfactory.

sp^ : eWe disagree with the applicant's statement in item E.6 of RtC that the existing buses parks in Area 10b open 
are Meyesoresn. We respect that Area 10b has been the backyard of Peninsula Village for years and are satisfied 
with the existing use and operation modes of Area 10b7 and would prefer there will be no change to the existing 
land use or operational modes of Area 10b.

The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house the bus depot, the repair workshops, the 
dangerous goods stores including petrol filling station and RCP are unsatisfactory and would cause operational 
health and safety hazard to the workers within a fully enclosed structure, especially in view of those polluted air 
and volatile gases emitted and the potential noise generated within the compounds. The proponent should carry 
out a satisfactory environmental impact assessment to the operational health and safety hazard of the workers 
within the fully enclosed structure and propose suitable mitigation measures to minimize their effects to the 
workers and the residents nearby.

” The proposed removal of helipad for emergency use from Area 10b is undesirable in view of its possible urgent
k ur-〇 for ;uv! trrjrr.port^tirni pntients lo the nruto hospitals duo to t;h(̂  rural and remote setting of
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satlsfau. -,n of all property owners of Discovery Bay.

We disagree with the applicant's response in item (b) of UD&L, PlanD's comment in RtC that the proposed 4m
wide waterfront promenade is an improvement: to the existing situation of Area 10b. The proposed narrow 
promenade lacking of adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view of its rural and natural setting.

The revision of the development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is still unsatisfactory and we 
agree that the comments made by Architectural Services Department that "....The podium of the building blocks 
nos. L7 to L14 is about 250ni in length that is too long and monotonous. Together with the continuous layouts of 
the medium-rise residential blocks behind, the development may have a wall-effect and pose considerable visual 
impact to its vicinity...."

an Planning Department th a t :

"....towers closer to the coast should be reduced in height to minimize the overbearing impact on the coast" and 

that "....Public viewers from the southwest would experience a long continuous building m ass abutting the coast. 

Efforts should be made to break down the building mass with w ider building gaps...." are still valid after this 

revision.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the com m ents for further review and 
comment, the application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.

Signature :Nicoletta Nunziati

Date: 5 December 2016
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The ScaotaruU
Town Planning Board
15/F, Nonh Point Government Offices
333 Java Road, North Point
(Via email: tpbpd@pland.eov.hk or fax: 2877 0245 /2522 $426) 

Dear Sirs,
Section 12A Applicatiop No. Y^-DB/3
Area 10b, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay
Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant ofllon^
KoMjResort ( "HKjR" ), MasterplanLimitcd. to address the departmental comments i；：: /  '■；：• 
capiP ied  application on 27.10.2016.

Kindly please note that I strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed dcvelopmerit C'f the L ''.  NV. 
main reasons of objection on this particular submission are listed as follows:-

1. The HKR claim that they are the sole land owner of Area 10b is in doubt. The lot is now heii unde: :hc 
Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated 20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part of Lhe "Service A ;-^' .v. ,;c： ：：icd 
in the PDMC. Area 10b also forms part of either the "City Common Areas" or the "City R ela ted  A rC sis'1 ：n :ne 
PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDNIC) the r.^ht and 
liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes connected wirh the r k y r  u:、c' and 
enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). This has effectively grar/.ed over :,me 
easement that cannot be extinguished. The Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from lhe c .>-〇>». r.f： s 
of the lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. ill proper.：. s of 
the Lot, should be maintained, secured and respected.

2. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents and propertv c- Aners 
nearby is and will be substantial. This the submission has not addressed.

3. The Proposal is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation of the land 
use from the original approved M aster Layout Plana and the approved Outline Zoning Plan m the application, i.e. a 
change from service into residential area. Approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from environmental 
perspective and against the interests o f all resident and owners of the district.

4. The proposed land reclamation and construction of over sea decking with a width of 9-34m posesenvii-onmental 
hazard to the immediate rural naturalsurrounding. There are possible sea pollution issues posed by the proposed 
reclamation. This is a violation of the lease conditions, in contravention of the Foreshore and Sea-bed (Reclamation) 
Ordinancetogether with encroachment on Government Land, along with other transgressions. The submission has not 
satisfactorily addressed these issues and has been completed without any proper consultation with the co-owners. 5

5. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying infrastructure cannot 
stand up under such a substantial increase in population implied by the submission. All DB property owners and
occupiers would have to suffer and pay the cost of the necessary 叩grading o f infrastructure to provide adequate

mailto:tpbpd@pland.eov.hk


supply or support to the proposed development. For one example ihe required road networks and related 
utilities capacity works arising out of this submission.The proponent should consult and liaise with all properly 
owners being affected. At minimum undertake the cost and expense of all mfrastiucture of any 
modified development subsequently agreed to. Dismption to all residents in the vicinity should be properly mitigated 
and addressed in the submission.

6. The proposed felling of 168 mature trees in Area 10b 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 proposals are totally unsatisfactory.

7. We disagree with the applicant's statement in item E.6 of RtC that the existing buses parks in Area 10b open space 
are "eyesores". We respect that Area 10b has been the backyard of Peninsula Village for years and are satisfied wuh 
the existing use and operation modes of Area 10b, and would prefer there will be no change to the existing land use 
or operational modes of Area 10b.

8. The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house the bus depot, the repair
workshops, the dangerous goods stores including petrol filling station and RCP are unsatisfactory and would cause 
operational health and safety hazard to the workers within a fully enclosed structure, especially in view of 
those polluted air and volatile gases emitted and the potential noise generated within the compounds. The p ro p o i|ll 
should caixy out asatisfactory environmental impact assessment to the operational health and safety haz^ird of the 
workers within the fully enclosed structure and propose suitable mitigation measures to minimize their effects to the 
v/orkers and the residents nearby.

■9. The proposed removal of helipad for emergency use from Area 10b is undesirable in view of its possible urgent 
use for rescue and transportation of the patients to the acute hospitals due to the rural and remote setting of 
Discovery Bay. This proposal should not be accepted without a proper re-provisioning proposal by the applicant to 
satisfaction of all property owners of Discovery Bay.

10. We disagree with the applicant's response in item (b) of UD&L, PlanD's comment in RtC that the proposed 4m 
wide waterfront promenade is an improvement to the existing situation of Area 10b. The proposed narrow promenade 
lacking of adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view of its rural and natural setting.

11. The revision of the development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is still unsatisfactory 
we agree that the comments made by Architectural Services Department that "....The podium of the building blocRs 
nos. L7 to L14 is about 250m in length that is too long and monotonous. Together with the continuous layouts of the 
medium-rise residential blocks behind, the development may have a wall-effect and pose considerable visual impact 
to its vicinity...."

and by Planning Department that :
"....towers closer to the coast should be reduced in height to minimize the overbearing impact on the coast" and that 
"•…Public viewers from the. southwest would experience a long continuous building mass abutting the coast. Efforts 
should be made to break down the building mass with wider building gaps...." are still valid after this revision.

| |  Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for further review and comment, the 
application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.
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V/I-DB/3

The Secretariat
Town Planning Board
15/1% North Point Government Offices
333 Java Road, North Point
(Via email)

Dear Sirs,
Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/3
Area 10b. Lot 385 RP & Ext (Parf) in D.D. 352. Discovery Bay
ObiectioD to the Submission bv the Applicant on 27.10.2016

®  I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong
Kong Resort ( "HKR" ), MasteiplanLimited, 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. The HKR claim that they are the sole land owner of Area 10b is in doubt. The lot is now held 
under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated 20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part o f the 
"Service Area" as defined in the PDMC. Area 10b also forms part of either the "City Common Areas" 
or the "City Retained Areas" in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the PDMC, every 
Owner (as defmed in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and 
use Area 10b for all purposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the

^  • City Rules (as defmed in the PDMC). This has effectively granted over time an easement that cannot
W  be extinguished. The Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners o f 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 maintained, secured and respected.

2. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents and 
property owners nearby is and will be substantial. This the submission has not addressed.

3. The Proposal is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental 
deviation of the land use from the original approved Master Layout Plana and the approved Outline 
Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. a change from service into residential area. Approval of it would 
be an undesirable precedent case from environmental perspective and against the interests of
all resident and owners of the district.

4. The proposed land reclamation and construction of over sea decking with a width of 9-34m 
posesenvironmental hazard to the immediate rural naturalsurrounding. There are possible sea 
pollution issues posed by the proposed reclamation. This is a violation of the lease 
conditions, in contravention of the Foreshore and Sea-bed (Reclamation) Ordinancetogether with 
encroachment on Government Land, along with other transgressions. The submission has not



satisiactonly addressed tliesc issues and has been compldccl withuul any proper consulUition v/Uh ti 
co-ow tiers.

5. The original stipulated Dl> jiopulalion of 25,000 sliould be fully respected as the underlying
infrastructure cannot stand up under such a substantial increase in population implied by the
submission. All D B  property owners and occupiers would have to suffer and pay the
cost oftlw necessary upgrading of infrastructure to provide adequate s 叩 ply or supportto the
proposed development. For one example the required road networks and related

utilities capacity works arising out of this submission.The proponent should consult and liaise with all
property owners being affected. At minimum undertake the cost and expense of all infrastructure of
any modified development subsequently agreed to. Disruption to all residents in the vicinity should be

properly mitigated and addressed in tlie submission.

6. The proposed felling of 168 mature ti'ees in Area 10b 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 proposals are totally unsatisfactory.

7. We disagree with the applicant's statement in item E.6 of RtC that the existing buses parks in Area
10b open space are "eyesores". We respect that Area 10b has been the backyard of Peninsula Village 1 If)
for years and are satisfied with the existing use and operation modes of Area 10b, and would prefer 
there will be no change to the existing land use or operational modes of Area 10b.

8. The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house the bus depot, the repair 
workshops, the dangerous goods stores including petrol filling station and RCP are unsatisfactory and 
would cause operational health and safety hazard to the workers within a fully enclosed structure, 
especially in view of those polluted air and volatile gases emitted and the potential noise generated 
within the compounds. The proponent should carry out asatisfactory environmental impact assessment 
to the operational health and safety hazai'd of the workers within the fully enclosed structure and 
propose suitable mitigation measures to minimize their effects to the workers and the residents 
nearby.

9. The proposed removal of helipad for emergency use from Area 10b is undesirable in view of its 
possible urgent use for rescue and transportation of the patients to the acute hospitals due to the rural ^  
and remote setting of Discovery Bay. This proposal should not be accepted without a proper re
provisioning proposal by the applicant to satisfaction of all property owners of Discovery Bay.

10. We disagree with the applicant's response in item (b) of UD&L, PlanD's comment in RtC that the 
proposed 4m wide waterfront promenade is an improvement to the existing situation of Area 10b. The 
proposed narrow promenade lacking of adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view of 
its rural and natural setting.

11. The revision of the development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is still 
unsatisfactory and wc agree that the comments made by Architectural Services Department tliat 
"....The podium of the building blocks nos. L7 to L14 is about 250m in length that is too long and 
monotonous. Together with the conlinuous layouts of the medium-rise residential blocks behind, the 
development may have a wall-effect and pose considerable visual impact to its vicinity...."

and by Planning De.partmcnt. th a t:
"....towers closer to the coast, should he reduced in height to minimize tlie overbearing impact on the 
coast" and that "....Public viewers from the southwest would experience a long continuous building



mass abutting the coasr. Hflbits should be made to break down the building nia：̂ s v/ith v/ider building 

gaps...." are still valid after tfiis revision.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for funher review 

and coniment, the application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.

4 6 3 0

Glenda Wateifield 
Permanent ID Card Holder

Address:
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10b, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352. Discovery Bay Objecuon to ihc Submission by the

The Secretariat
Town Planning Board
15/F, North Point Government Offices
333 Java Road, North Point
(Via email: tDbpd@pland.gov.hk or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

Dear S k ，
Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/3
Area 10b, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part~) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay
Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

I refe^to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant for Hong Kong Resort ( "HKR" ), Masterplan 
Lirfi^d ( ^Masterplan" ), to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned application on27.10.2016.

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 .1 reject the claim made in response to Paragraph #10 in the comments from the District Lands Office 
( ^DLO" ) that the applicant (HKR) has the absolute right to develop Area 10b.

Masterplan is wrong to assume that ownership of undivided shares ip so  facto gives the applicant the absolute right to 
develop Area 10b. The right of the applicant to develop or redevelop any part of the lot is restricted by the Land 
Grant dated 10 September, 1976; by the Master Plan identified at Special Condition #6 of the Land Grant; and by the 
Deed of Mutual Covenant ( "DMC" ) dated 30 September, 1982.

Upon the execution of the DMC, the lot was notionally divided into 250,000 equal undivided shares. To date, more 
100,000 of these undivided shares have been assigned by HKR to other ownersand to the Manager. The rights 

and obligations of all owners of undivided shares in the lot are specified in the DMC. HKR has no rights separate 
from other owners except as specified in the DMC.

Area 10b forms the "Service Area", as defined in the DMC and shown on the Master Plan. As per the DMC, the 
definition of City Common Areas includes the following:

* -such p a n  o r parts o f  the Service A rea as shall be used fo r the benefit o f  the City. These C ity Com m on A rea s 

together with those C ity  Retained A reas a s defined and these C ity  Com m on Facilitie s a s defined form  the entire 

"Reseiyed  Portion " a n d  "M inim um  A ssociated  Facilitie s" m entioned in  the Cond itions."

Special Condition 10(a) of the Land Grant states that HKR may not dispose of any part o f the lot or the buildings 
thereon unless they have entered into a Deed o f Mutual Covenant. Furthermore, Special Condition 10(c) states:

(c ) In  the D eed  o f  M utual Covenant referred to in (a) hereof, the Grantee shall:

(i) Allocate to the Reserved Portion an appropriate num ber o f  undivided shares in  the lo t or, as the case  m ay  

be, cause the sam e to be carved out from  the lot, which Reserved  Portion the Grantee sh a ll not assign, except 

as a whole to the Grantee' s subsid iary com pany ■ •"

mailto:tDbpd@pland.gov.hk


As su^h. the ;ipplK'；ml may no! assu：n the RcsL'rval Porlion which includes th。Su-vicc. Arn.i dchnai m ■ ’）VI(.’
and shown on llic Masln- Tlan exccpl as a whole lo Ihc (jrantce' * s (11KR' s) subsidiary company. 'I bus, I IKK. 
has no fipjit whalsocvcr to develop the Service Area (Area I Oh) for rcsidcntia! housing for sale to Uiird j)；irncs.

U will >.Uso lx、 noted t.i.oin t.he foregoing that IiK R  may either allocate an 叩propriatc number of und̂  
llic Reserved Portion, or carve same out from ihe lot. According to the D M C  (Section III, Clause 6), IIK R  shall 
allocate Reserve Undivided Shares to (he Service Area. However, there is no evidence in the Land Registry that I IK K  
Ikis  allocated any Reserve Undivided Shares to the Service Area. Tims, it is moot vvhelher H K R  is actually the soic 
land owner" of Area 10b. The entire proposal to develop Area 10b for sale or lease to third parlies is unsound. The 
Tow-n Planning Board should reject the application forthwith.

2. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Secdon I of the DM C, every Owner (as defined in tlie D M C ) has the right and 
libeily to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes connected with the proper use and 
enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the DMC). This has effectively granted over time 
an easement that cannot be extinguished. The Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from ihc 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 maintained, secured and respected.
n

3. In response to DLO' s comment #9, which advised "The Applicant shall prove that there are sufficient 
undivided shares retained by them for allocation to the proposed development", Masterplan stated "The applicant 
has responded to Disti'ict Lands Office directly via HKR's letter to DLO dated 3 Aug 2016."

As the lot is under a DMC, it is unsound for HKR to communicate in secret to the DLO and withhold infonnation on 
the allocation of undivided shai'es from the other owners. The other owners have a direct interest in the allocation, as 
any misallocation will directly affect their property rights.

The existing allocation of undivided shares is far from clear and must be reviewed carefully. At page 7 of the DMC, 
only 56,500 undivided shares were allocated to the Residential Development. With the completion of Neo Horizon 
Village in the year 2000, HKR exhausted all of the 56,500 Residential Development undivided shares that it held 
under the DMC.

HKR has provided no account of the source of the undivided shares allocated to all developments since 2000. In m e  
case of the Siena Two A development, it appears from the Greenvale Sub-DMC and Siena Two A Sub-Sub 
DMC that Retained Area Undivided Shares were improperly allocated to the Siena Two A development. As such, the 
ov/ners of Siena Two A do not have proper title to their units under the DMC.

The Town Planning Board cannot allow HKR to hide behind claims of "commercial sensitivity" and keep details 
of the allocation of undivided shares secret. If the applicant is unwilling to release its letter to the DLO dated 3 
August, 2016, for public comment, the Board should reject the application outright. .

个 The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents and property 
ov/ners nearby is and will be substantial. This submission has not addressed this point. 5

5. The proposed land reclamation and construction of over sea decking with a width o f 9-34m poses 
environmental hazard to the immediate rural natural surroundings. There arc possible sea pollution issues posed 
by the proposed reclamation. The DLO’ s comment #5 advised that the proposed reclamation ''partly falls 
within the v/ater previously gazetted vide G.N, 593 on 10.3.1978 for ferry pier and submarine oinfall." As such,



fhe area has noi been gazctlci.l for reclamation, contrary to the claims made in the App!ic;ui〇i： ihai all proposed 
.damation had previously been approved. The Town Planning Eoard should reject the ApphcaiUin unless ar.d 

until this ciror is con'ected. The Town Planning Board should fanher specify the need for a lull F.nvironrritr.ial 
Impact Assessment as required under the Foreshore and Seabed (Reclamations) Ordinance (Cap. 127).

6. The Town Planning Board should note that the development approved under the existing Outline Zoninj： Plan 
(S/I-DB/4) would already see the population of DB nse to 25,000 or more. The current application would 
increase the population to over 30,000. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected 
as the underlying infrastructure cannot support the substantial increase in population implied by the 
submission. Water Supplies Department and the Environmental Protection Department have raised ^ub$tan*a\e 
questions on the viability of the proposals on fresh water supply and sewage disposal contained in the 
Application, and HKR has not responded adequately to their concerns.

7. The proposed felling of 168 mature trees in Area 10b is an ecological disaster, and poses a subsuantm】 

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

8. We disagree with the applicant's statement in item E.6 of RtC that the existing buses parks m Area 10b opt-'n 
space are "eyesores". We respect that Area 10b has been the backyard of Peninsula Village for years and are 
satisfied with the existing use and operation modes of Area 10b, and would prefer there will be no change to the 
existing land use or operational modes of Area 10b.

9. The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house the bus depot, the repair workshops and RCI1 
are unsatisfactory and would cause operational health and safety hazard to the workers within a fully enclosed 
structure, especially in view of those polluted air and volatile gases emitted and the potential noisegenerated 
within the compounds. The proponent should carry out a satisfactory environmental impact assessment to the 
operational health and safety hazard of the workers within the fully enclosed structure and propose suitable 
mitigation measures to minimize their effects to the workers and the residents nearby.

10. The proposed removal of helipad for emergency use from Area 10b is undesirable in view of its possible 
urgent use for rescue and transportation of the patients to the acute hospitals due to the rural and remote setting of 
Discovery Bay. This proposal should not be accepted without a proper re-provisioning proposal by the 
applicant to the satisfaction of all property owners of DB.

11. We disagree with the applicant's response in item (b) of UD&L, PlanD's comment in RtC that the proposed 
4m v/ide waterfront promenade is an improvement to the existing situation of Area 10b. The proposed narrow 
promenade lacking of adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view of its rural and natural setting.

12. rfhe Application has not shown that the relocation of the dangerous good store to another part of the lot is 
viable. Any proposal to remove the existing dangerous goods store to another part of the lot should be 
accompanied by a full study and plan showing that the relocation is viable.

Discovery Bay resident
4 S 3 1
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Tou p. Planum^ Board

15/1-. NV'ith Foiiil Ci〇\ernmcnt Offices

. 1 ' Java R〇；id, North Point
(,\'ia email: tpbpd@pIand.fiov.hk or fax: 2877 0245 12522  8426)

Dc\ir Sirs.
Sccdcn 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/3
Area 10b, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay
Obiecpon to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong
Kc;>|Sesort ( "HKR" ), MasterplanLimited, to address the departmental comments regarding the
c a p p e d  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. The HKR claim that they are the sole land owner of Area 10b is in doubt. The lot is now held under the 
Pnncipal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated 20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part of the "Service Area" as defined 
in Lhe PDMC. Area 10b also forms part of either the "City Common Areas" or the "City Retained Areas" in the 
FDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and 
liberty ro go pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes connected with the proper use and 
enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). This has effectively granted over time an 
easement that cannot be extinguislied. The Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners
of *iie lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of lhe existing co-owners, i.e. all propeity owners of 

^  Lot, should be maintained, secured and respected.

2. Tne disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents and propeity owners 
nearby is and will be substantial. This the submission has not addressed.

3. The Proposal is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation of the land
from the original approved Master Layout Plana and the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. a 

•±iu-gt from service into residential area. Approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from environmental 
perspective and against the interests of all resident and owners of the district.

** The proposed land reclamation and construction of over sea decking with a width of 9-34m posesenvivonmental 
hazard to the immediate rural naturalsurrounding. There are possible sea pollution issues posed by the proposed 
rKl.imaiion. This is a violation of lhe lease conditions, in contravention of the Foreshore and Sea-bed (Reclamation) 

v/nh encroachment on ( iovernment Land, along with other tmnsgi'cssions. The  submission has not 
addressed these issues and has been completed without any proper consultation with the co-owncrs.

a ! ：-" sfipu'aipd [)['> population of 25,()(>0 should l>c fully respalcd as the underlying intiastmetua' oannol

:、e.tnd up ur“i(:r s1乂h a substantial m aca叱 in ix)pul;Uioin^

have t.'i v.iffer and p;iy the cos! ul the necessary upgrading c't inliastmcture to provule adaiiKUc

r n W ： M I 5 .
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supply or suppoil lo llie propi\sal development. For one example, llic required road nctv/orks and related
utilitii'S iMpa^U.S' wotks arising 
ownci.N Iving alltMcd. At mm 
mouirk'd ik'U'lopmcnl sul\scqi 
and addi'cssod in the suhmissic

oul t>f this submission.The proponent should consuk and liaise v/ilh all property
inum uiKlcrtake the cost and expense of all infrastructure of any
cntly a£ix:cd lo. Disruption lo all residents in the vicinity should be properly mitigated

11.

6. The proposed fclliiii； of 168 mature trees in Ai'ea 10b is an ecological disaster, and poses a substantial 
om nonmcntal impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree 
pivservaiiou plan or the tree compensatory proposals are totally unsatisfactory.

7. W'o disagree with the applicant's statement in item E.6 of RtC that the existing buses parks in Area 10b open space
；U'e "eyesores". We respect that Area 10b has been the backyard of Peninsula Village for years and are satisfied v/ith 
ihe existing use and operation modes of Area 10b, and would prefer there will be no change to the existing land use 
or operational modes of Ai'ea 10b. . •

S. The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house the bus depot, the repair
workshops, the dangerous goods stores including petrol filling station and RCP are unsatisfactory and would cause
operational health and safety hazard to the workers within a fully enclosed structure, especially in view of
those polluted air and volatile gases emitted and the potential noise generated within the compounds. The proponlj)
should can-y out asatisfactory environmental impact assessment to the operational health and safety hazard of the
workers within the fully enclosed structure and propose suitable mitigation measures to minimize their effects to the
workers and the residents nearby.

9. The proposed removal of helipad for emergency use from Area 10b is undesirable in view of its possible urgent 
use for rescue and transportation of the patients to the acute hospitals due to the rural and remote setting of 
Discovery Bay. This proposal should not be accepted without a proper re-provisioning proposal by the applicant to 
satisfaction of all property owners of Discovery Bay.

10. We disagree with the applicant's response in item (b) of UD&L, PlanD's comment in RtC that the proposed 4m 
wide waterfront promenade is an improvement to the existing situation of Area 10b. The proposed narrow promenade 
lacking of adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view of its rural and natural setting.

11. The revision of the development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is still unsatisfactory s：T \  
we agree that the comments made by Architectural Services Department that "....The podium of the building blocks 
nos. L7 to L I4 is about 250m in length that is too long and monotonous. Together with the continuous layouts of the 
medium-rise residential blocks behind, the development may have a wall-effect and pose considerable visual impact 
to its vicinity...."

and by Planning Department th a t :
"....towers closer to the coast should be reduced in height to minimize the overbearing impact on the coast" and that 
"....Public viewers from the southwest would experience a long continuous building mass abutting the coast. Efforts 
should be made to break down the building mass with wider building gaps...." are still valid after this revision.

T.lrfvs an<] until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for further review and comment, the 
pri;> for Area 10b should hr. v/ilhdrav/n.

[■
j Signature:. hoocl Date: Dec 2016

Narr-e 〇 ! r>r^〇 very B：iy Owner jiimcs hood



A d d r e s .
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Town Planning Board
15/F, Norih Point Goverm'nent Offices
333 Java Road, Nordi Point
(Via email: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

Dear Sirs,
Section 12A A卩卩Iication No. Y/I-DB/3
Area 10b, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, PiscoveiT Bay 
Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong
Kong Resort (tlHKR,,)J MasterplanLimited, to address the departmental comments re
garding 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. The HKR claim that they are the sole land owner of Area 10b is in doubt. The 
lot is now held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated
20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part of the "Service Area" as defined in the PDMC. 
Area 10b also forms part of either the "City Common Areas" or the "City 
Retained Areas" 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 10b for all purposes connected with 
the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in 
the PDMC). This has effectively granted over time an easement that cannot be 
extinguished. 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 maintained, 
secured and respected.

2. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the 
immediate residents and property owners nearby is and will be substantial. This 
the submission has not addressed.

3. The Proposal is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a 
fundamental deviation of the land use from the original approved Master Layout 
Plana and the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. a change from 
service into residential area. Approval of it would be an undesirable precedent 
case from environmental perspective and against the interests of all resident and 
owners of the district.

4. The proposed land reclamation and construction of over sea decking with a 
v/idth of 9-34jn posesenvironmental hazard to the immediate

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
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rural naturalsurrountling. There are possible sea pollution issues posed by the 
proposed reclamation. 7'his is a violation o f the lease conditions, in contravention 
ot'thc l'oreshore and Sea-bed (Reclamation) Ordinancetogether wiih 
encroachment on Government Land, along with other transgressions. H ie 
submission has not satisfactorily addressed these issues and has been 
completed without any proper consultation with the co-owners.

5. The original stipulated DB population o f 25,000 should be fully respected as 
the underlying infrastructure cannot stand up under such a substantial increase in 
population implied by the submission. All DB property owners and 
occupiers would have to suffer and pay the
cost o f the necessary upgrading o f infrastructure to provide adequate supply or 
support to the proposed development. For one example the required road 
networks and related utilities capacity works arising out of this submission.The 
proponent should consult and liaise with all property owners being affected. At 
minimum undertake the cost and expense o f all infrastructure o f any 
modified development subsequently agreed to. Disruption to all residents in the 
vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

6. The proposed felling o f 168 mature trees in Area 10b 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 proposals are totally unsatisfactory.

7. We disagree with the applicant's statement in item E.6 of RtC that the existing 
buses parks in Area 10b open space are "eyesores". We respect that Area 1 Ob has 
been the backyard o f Peninsula Village for years and are satisfied with the 
existing use and operation modes o f Area 10b, and would prefer there will be no 
change to the existing land use or operational modes o f Area 10b.

8. The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house the
bus depot, the repair workshops, the dangerous goods stores including petrol 
filling station and RCP are unsatisfactory and would cause operational health and 
safety hazard to the workers within a fully enclosed structure, especially in view 
o f those polluted air and volatile gases emitted and the potential noise generated 
within the compounds. The proponent should carry out asatisfactory 
environmental impact assessment to the operational health and safety hazard o f 
the workers within the fully enclosed structure and propose suitable mitigation 
measures to minimize their effects to the workers and the residents nearby.

9. The proposed removal of helipad for emergency use from Area 10b is 
undesirable in view o f its possible urgent use for rescue and transportation o f  the 
patients to the acute hospitals due to the rural and remote setting of 
Discovery Bay. This proposal should not be accepted without a proper re
provisioning proposal by the applicant to satisfaction o f all property owners o f 
Discovery Bay.

10. We disagree with the applicant's response in item (b) o f
UD&L, PlanD's comment in RtC that the proposed 4m wide waterfront 
promenade is an improvement to the existing situation o f Area 10b. The proposed 
narrow promenade lacking o f adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory 
in view o f its rural and natural setting. 11

11. The revision o f the development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan o f 
Annex A is still unsatisfactory and we agree that the comments made 
by Architectural Services Department that "....The podium o f  the building blocks



n o s .  L 7  l o  1 . 1 4  is  a b o i u  2 5 0 m  i n  l e n g t h  L h a t is  t o o  l o n e  a n d  i ^ o n o t o n o u s .  T o g e t h e r  

w i t h  [he  c o n t i n u o u s  h i y o u i s  o f  t h e  m e d i u m - r i s e  r e s i d e n t i a l  b l o c k s  b e h i n d ,  i l i c  

d e v e l o p m e n t  m a y  h n v c  a  w a l l - e f f e c i  a n d  p o s e  c o n s i d e r a b l e  v i s u a l  i m p a c i  t o  i t s

a n d  b y  P l a n n i n g  D e p a r t m e n t  t h a t :

" . . . . t o w e r s  c l o s e r  t o  t h e  c o a s t  s h o u l d  b e  r e d u c e d  i n  h e i g h t  t o  m i n i m i z e  t h e  

o v e r b e a r i n g  i m p a c t  o n  t h e  c o a s t "  a n d  t h a t " … . P u b l i c  v i e w e r s  f r o m  t h e  s o u i l w e s t  

w o u l d  e x p e r i e n c e  a  l o n g  c o n t i n u o u s  b u i l d i n g  m a s s  a b u t t i n g  t h e  c o a s t .  E f f o r t s  

s h o u l d  b e  m a d e  t o  b r e a k  d o w n  t h e  b u i l d i n g  m a s s  w i t h  w i d e r  b u i l d i n g  g a p s . . . . "  a r e  

s t i l l  v a l i d  a f t e r  t h i s  r e v i s i o n .

U n l e s s  a n d  u n t i l  t h e  a p p l i c a n t  is  a b l e  t o  p r o v i d e  d e t a i l e d  r e s p o n s e s  l o  t h e  c o m m e n t s  

f o r  f u r t h e r  r e v i e w  a n d  c o m m e n t ,  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  A r e a  1 0 b  s h o u l d  b e  w i t h d r a w n .

Signature : Caroline hood D a t e :  4 D e c  2016

N a m e  o f  D i s c o v e r y  B a y  O w n e r  :___________ j a m e s  h o o d

Address:
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To  w hom  it may concern ,

I strongly object what HK Resort s submission cf suDject app lcaton. Piease rev；ew

re ga rd s,
Residen t o f Discovery 巳ay

o



T o n v i i  P l a n n i n g  B o a r d

1 5 / F ,  N o r t h  P o i n i  G o v c m m e n l  O f h c e s

333 Java Road, N orth Poijit

(Via email: tpbncl(?i)plam l.a〇v.hk or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

D ear Sir,

Section 12A Application No. Y/l-DB/3 
Area 10b, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352. Discovery Bav

Objection to the Submission by the Anplicant on 27.10.2016

I refer to the R esponse to Com m ents subm itted by the  consultant o f  H ong K ong 

R esort (“H K R ”)， M asterp lan  Lim ited, to  address the  departmenUd com m ents 

regarding the captioned application on 27 .10 .2016 .

K indly please note that I strongly object to the subm ission regarding the 

p roposed developm ent o f  the Lot. My m ain  reasons o f  objection on  this particu lar 

subm ission are listed as follow s:-

1. H K R  claim s th a t they  are the sole land  ow ner o f A rea  10b is in doubt, as the lot 

is now  held under the Principal D eed  o f  M utual C ovenant ("P D M C ) dated

20 .9 .1982 . A rea  10b forms part o f  th e  "Service A rea" as defined in the  PD M C . 

A rea 10b also form s part o f  either the "City C om m on A reas" or the "City 

Retained A reas" in  the PDMC . Pursuant to  Clause 7 under Section I o f  the 

PD M C, every O w ner (as defined in the  PDM C) has the right and liberty  to go 

pass and repass over and along and use  A rea 10b for all purposes connected  wath 

the proper use and enjoym ent o f  the sam e subject to the City R ules (as defined  in 

the PDMC). T he applicant has failed to  consult or seek  proper consent from  the 

co-owners o f  the  lot prior to this unilateral application . The properly righ ts o f  the  

existing co-ow ners, i.e. all property ow ners o f  the Lot, should be considered , 

secured and respected .

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

immediate residents and property owoiers nearby is substantial, and the  

subm ission has not been addressed.

3. There is m ajor change to .the developm ent concept o f  the Lot and a fundam ental 

deviation to tlie land use o f  the original approved N4aster Layoiu P lans or the 

approved O utline Zoaing Plan in l:hc application, i.e. from service area into

l  〇f3



residential area, and approval o f it would be an undesirable precedent ease l'roni 

environm cnlal perspective and against Ihe interest o f  all properly ow ners of' the 

district.

4. The proposed reclam ation and construction o f  a decking with a w id th  o f 9-34m 

pose environm ental hazard to the immediate rural natural surrounding . There arc 

possib le sea pollution by the proposed reclam ation, violation o f  the lease 

conditions, contravention o f  the Foreshore and Sea-bed (R eclam ar.ion) Ordinance, 

and • encroachm ent on G overnm ent Lands etc. T he subm ission  has not 

satisfactorily  addressed these issues and without any proper consulta tion  with the 

co-ow ners .

5. The original stipulated DB population o f 25,000 should be fully respected  as the 

underly ing  infrastructure could not afford such substantial increase in population 

by th e  subm ission, and all DB property owners w ould have to su ；fe r and pay for 

the co.st out o f  this subm ission in upgrading the surrounding infrastructure so as 

to p rov ide adequate supply or support to the proposed developm ent, e.g. all 

requ ired  road netw ork and related utilities im provem ent works arised  out o f  this 

subm ission  etc. The proponent should consult and liaise w ith all p roperty  ow ners 

being  affected and undertake the cost and expense o f  all infrastructure  out o f  this 

developm ent. Its disruption to other property ow ners in the v ic in ity  should be 

p roperly  m itigated and addressed in  the submission .

6. T he proposed felling o f  168 nos. m ature trees in A rea  10b is an ecological 

disaster, and poses a substantial environm ental im pact to the inv ned ia te  natural

. setting . T he proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree p reserva tion  p lan  or 

the tree  com pensatory proposal are unsatisfactory .

7. I d isag ree  the applicant's sta tem ent in item E .6 o f  R tC  that th e  ex isting  buses 

p a rks in A rea 10b open space are "eyesores". We respect that A rea  10b has been 

the  backyard  o f  Peninsula V illage fo r years and are satisfied w ith  the existing use 

and operation  m odes o f  A rea 10b, and would prefer there  w ill be  no  change to 

the ex is ting  land  use or operational m odes o f  Area 10b.

8. The proposed extensive folly enclosed podium  structure  to house tlie bus depot, 

the repair w orkshops, the dangerous goods stores including petro l filling  station 

and R C P are unsatisfactory and w ould cause operational health  and safety hazard 

to the  w orkers w ithin a fully  enclosed structure, especially  in v iew  o f  those 

po llu ted  air and volatile gases em itted and the po ten tial noise generated  w ithin 

the com pounds . The proponent should carry out a sa tisfactory  environm ental

2 of 3
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impact assessm ent to the operational health  and safety hazard o ' tlie w o rk cs 

w ithin the iully enclosed structure and propose suitable mitigcuioa m easures to 

minim ize their effects to the workers and the residents nearby.

9. The proposed removal o f helipad for emergency use from Area 10b is 

undesirable in view  o f its possible urgent use for rescue and transporta tion  of the 

patients to Uie acute hospitals due to the rural and remote setting o f Discovery 

Bay. This proposal should not be accepted w ithout a proper re-provisioning 

proposal by  the applicant to the satisfaction o f ail property owaiers o f  D iscovery 

Bay.

10. I disagree the applicant's response in item (b) o f  UD&[>, PkuiD 's com m ent in 

R tC  that the proposed 4m  wide waterfront prom enade is an im provem ent to the 

existing situation o f A rea 10b. The proposed narrow  prom enade lacking o f 

adequate landscaping o r shelters is unsatisfactory in view  o f its rural an d  natural 

setting .

11. T he rev ision  o f  developm ent as indicated in  the Revised C oncept Plan o f  Annex 

A  is still unsatisfactory  and I agree that the com m ents m ade by  A rchitectural 

Services D epartm ent th a t "....The podium  o f  the building blocks nos. L 7  to L14 

is about 250m  in leng th  that is too long  and m onotonous . T ogether w ith  the 

con tinuous layouts o f  the m edium -rise residential b locks b eh in d , the 

developm ent m ay  have a  wall-effect and pose considerable v isual im p ac t to its 

vicinity ...." and by P lanning D epartm ent th a t "....towers closer to  th e  co as t should 

be reduced  in height to  m inim ize the overbearing  im pact on the c,«ast" and  that 

" ....Public view ers from  the southw est w ould  experience a long continuous 

build ing  m ass abutting the coast. E fforts should be m ade to break d o w n  the 

bu ild ing  m ass w ith  w ider build ing  gaps...." are still valid after th is  uevision .

U nless and un til the applicant is ab le to p rov ide detailed responses to the com m ents

for fu rther rev iew  and com m ent, the application for A rea 10b should be  \/ith d raw n .
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1'iie Secretarial

T o w n  P l a n n i n g  B o a r d

1 5 / F ,  N o r l h  P o i n t  G o v e r n m e n t  O f U c e s

3 3 3  J a v a  R o a d ,  N o r t h  P o i n t

( V i a  e m a i l :  j p 丨) 丨)邮 、p k m (丨. w v • 丨 o r  f a x :  2 8 7 7  0 2 4 5  /  2 5 2 2  8 4 2 6 )

Dear Sirs,

Section 12A A m >lication No. Y /l-D B /3 

A rea  10b, L o t  385 R P  &  Ex( f P a »-〇 in D .D . 352, Discovei-y l ^ y  

ObjectioH the Subm ission  bv tlie A p p n can t cm 27 .10 .2〇j6

[ refer to the R esponse to Com m ents submiUed by the consultant o f  H ong Kong 

R esort (VTasterpIan Lim ited, to  address the deparlm ental com m ents

reg ard m g th e  captioned application on 27 .10 .2016 .

Kindly please no te  that 1 strongly ob ject to the subjnission regarding the 

proposed developm ent o f  the Lot. M y m ain reasons o f  objection on this particular 

subm ission  are listed as follow s:-

1. T he HKR claim  th a t they are the  sole land ow ner o f  A rea l Ob is in doubt. The lot 

is now  held under the Principal D eed o f  M utual C ovenant (PD M C ) dated

20 .9 .1982 . A rea 10b form s part o f  th e  rlService A rea" as defined  in th e  PDM C . 

A rea  ]〇b also fo rm s part o f  either the  "City C om m on A reas" or the  "City 

R etained Areas" in the PD M C . P u rsu an t to C lause 7 under Section 1 o f  the 

PD M C , every O w n er (as defined in the  PDM C) has th e  right and liberty  to go 

pass and repass o v e r and along and use A rea 10b for all purposes connected  with 

the  proper use and  enjoym ent o f  the sam e subject to the C ity R u les (as defined in 

th e  PD M C ). T h is has effectively  granted  over tim e an easem en t that cannot be 

extinguished . T h e  A pplicant has failed to  consult o r seek  proper consen t from the 

co-ow ners o f  the lot prior to th is unilateral application . T he property rig h ts  o f  the 

ex isting  co-ow ners, i.e. all property  ow ners o f  the L ot, should be m aintained, 

secured  and respected .

2 . T h e  disruption, pollution and nu isance  caused by the co nstruction  to the 

im m ediate residen ts and property  o w n ers nearby is and will be  substantia l. T h is 

the subm ission h as not addressed . ■

3. T h e  Proposal is m ajor change to the developm ent concept o f  Ihe L ot and a 

fundamenLijI dev ia tion  o f  the land use from  the original approved  M aster Layout 

P lana and the approved  O utline  Z o n in g  Plan in the app lication , i.e . a ch an g t
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iro m  .ser v ice  in io  r e s id e n tia l  <\rc3. A p p r o v a l uf' it w o n  id be im u m ic s i ia b lc  

p r e c e d e n t  e a s e  from  e n v ir o n m e n la l  p e r s p e c t iv e  a n d  i ig a in s t  the in l e r c s l s  o f'r ill  

r c s id c n U u id  o w n e r s  o l’ U ie d is tr ic t .

I'he p r o p o s e d  lan d  r e c丨⑴ n a t io n  a n d  c o n s tr u c t io n  o 「 o v e r  s e a  d e c k in g  vW lh a w id th  

o f  9 -3 4 m  p o s e s  e n v ir o n m e n ta l  h a z a r d  to  th e  im m e d ia te  rural natural su r r o u n d in g .  

I l i e r e  a re  p o s s ib le  se a  p o l lu t io n  i s s u e s  p o s e d  b y  th e  p r o p o s e d  r e c la m a t io n . T h is  

is  a v io la t io n  o f  the l e a s e  c o n d it io n s ,  in c o n tr a v e n t io n  o f  th e  F o r e s h o r e  a n d  

S e a -b e d  (R e c la m a t io n )  O r d in a n c e  to g e th e r  w ith  e n c r o a c lim e n t  on  G o v e r n m e n t  

L a n d ， a lo n g  w ith  o th e r  t r a n s g r e s s io n s .  T h e  s u b m is s io n  h a s  not s a t i s f a c t o r i ly  

a d d r e s s e d  Ih e se  i s s u e s  a n d  h a s  b e e n  c o m p le te d  w ith o u t  a n y  p ro p er  c o n s u lt a t io n  

w ith  th e  c o - o w n e r s .

T h e  o r ig in a l  s t ip u la te d  D B  p o p u la t io n  o f  2 5 ,0 0 0  sh o u ld  b e  fu lly  r e s p e c te d  a s  t lie  

u n d e r ly in g  in fr a s tr u c tu r e  c a n n o t  sta n d  u p  u n d e r  su c h  a su b s ta n tia l  in c r e a s e  in  

p o p u la t io n  im p lie d  b y  th e  s u b m is s io n .  A l l  D B  p r o p e r ty  o w n e r s  a n d  o c c u p ie r s  

w o u ld  h a v e  to  s u f fe r  a n d  p a y  th e  c o s t  o f  th e  n e c e s s a r y  u p g r a d in g  o f  

in fr a s tr u c tu r e  to  p r o v id e  a d e q u a te  s u p p ly  o r  s u p p o r t  to  th e  p r o p o s e d  d e v e lo p m e n t .  

F o r  o n e  e x a m p le  th e  r eq u ire d  r o a d  n e tw o r k s  a n d  r e la te d  u t i l i t ie s  c a p a c i t y  w o r k s  

a r is in g  o u t  o f  th is  s u b m is s io n .  T h e  p r o p o n e n t  s h o u ld  c o n s u lt  a n d  l i a i s e  w ith  a ll  

p r o p e r ty  o w n e r s  b e in g  a f f e c t e d .  A t  m in im u m  u n d e r ta k e  th e  c o s t  a n d  e x p e n s e  o f  

a ll  in fr a s tr u c tu r e  o f  a n y  m o d i f ie d  d e v e lo p m e n t  s u b s e q u e n t ly  a g r e e d  to .  

D is r u p t io n  to  a l l  r e s id e n ts  in t h e  v ic in i t y  s h o u ld  b e  p r o p e r ly  m i t ig a t e d  a n d  

a d d r e s s e d  in  th e  s u b m is s io n .

T h e  p r o p o s e d  f e l l in g  o f  1 6 8  m a tu r e  t r e e s  in  A r e a  10b  is  a n  e c o l o g i c a l  d is a s te r ,  

a n d  p o s e s  a  su b s ta n t ia l  e n v ir o n m e n ta l  im p a c t  t o  th e  im m e d ia te  n a tu r a l s e t t in g .  

T lie  p r o p o s a l is  u n a c c e p ta b le  a n d  th e  p r o p o s e d  tr e e  p r e se r v a t io n  p la n  o r  th e  tr e e  

c o m p e n s a to r y  p r o p o s a ls  a re  t o t a l ly  u n sa t is fa c to r y .

W e d is a g r e e  w ith  th e  a p p lic a n t 's  s ta te m e n t  in  ite m  E .6  o f  R tC  th at t h e  e x i s t in g  

b u s e s  p a rk s in  A r e a  1 0 b  o p e n  s p a c e  are  ' 'e y e s o r e s " .  W e r e s p e c t  th a t A r e a  10b  h a s  

b e e n  th e  b a c k y a r d  o f  P e n in s u la  V i l la g e  fo r  y e a r s  a n d  are  s a t i s f i e d  w ith  th e  

e x i s t in g  u se  a n d  o p e r a t io n  m o d e s  o f  A r e a  1 0 b ,-a n d  w o u ld  p r e fer  th e r e  w i l l  b e  n o  

c h a n g e  to  th e  e x is t in g  la n d  u s e  o r  o p e r a t io n a l m o d e s  .o f  A r e a  ] 〇b.

T h e  p r o p o s e d  e x t e n s iv e  fu l ly  e n c lo s e d  p o d iu m  str u c tu r e  to  h o u se  t h e  b u s  d e p o t ,  

th e  rep a ir  w o r k s h o p s ,  th e  d a n g e r o u s  g o o d s  s t o r e s  in c lu d in g  p e tro l f i l l i n g  s ta t io n  

a n d  R C P  a r e  u n sa t is fa c to r y  a n d  w o u ld  c a u s e  o p e r a t io n a l h e a lth  a n d  s a f e t y  h a z a r d  

to  th e  w o r k e r s  w ith in  a fu l ly  e n c lo s e d  s tr u c tu r e , e s p e c ia l ly  in  v i e w  o f  t h o s e
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p o l l u t e d  a i r  a n d  v o l a t i l e  g a s e s  e m i U e c l  a n d  t h e  p o t e f U i a l  n o is e  g e n e r m e d  w i l l i i "  

t h e  c o m p o u n d s .  T h e  p r o p o n e n t  s l i o u l d  c a r r y  o u t  a  s a l i s f a c l o r y  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  

i m p a c t  a s s e s s m e n l  t o  t h e  o p e r a t i o n a l  h c a l l h  c in d  s a f e t y  h a z e i r d  〇「 Ih e  w o r k e r s  

w i t h i n  th e  f u l l y  e n c l o s e d  s l r u c l u r e  a n d  p r o p o s e  s u i l a b l e  m i t i g a t i o n  m e a s u r e s  t o  

m i n i m i z e  t h e i r  e lT c c t s  t o  ( h e  w o r k e r s  a n d  t h e  r e s i d e n t s  n e a r b y .

9. The proposed removal o f  helipad for emergency use from Area I Ob is 

undesirable in view o f  its possible urgent use for rescue and transportation o f  ihe 

patients to the acute hospitals due to the rural and rem ote setting o f  Discovery 

Bay. This proposal should not be accepted w ithout a proper re-provisioning 

proposal by the applicant to satisfaction o f  all properly owners o f  Discovery Bay.

10. We disagree with the applicant's response in item (b) o f  UD&L, PlanD 's 

comment in RtC that the proposed 4m wide w aterfront prom enade is an 

im provem ent to the existing situation o f  A rea I Ob. The proposed narrow  

prom enade lacking o f  adequate landscaping or shelters is uasatisfactory in view  

o f  its rural and natural setting.

11. The revision o f  the developm ent as indicated in the Revised C oncept Plan o f  

A nnex A is still unsatisfactory and we agree that the com m ents m ade by 

A rchitectural Services D epartm ent that "....The podium  o f  the building b locks 

nos. L7 to L I 4 is about 250m  in length that is too  long and m onotonous . 

Together w ith the continuous layouts o f the m edium -rise  residential b locks 

behind, the developm ent m ay have a w all-effect and pose considerable v isual 

im pact to its vicinity ...," 

and by Planning D epartm ent t h a t :

""••towers closer to  the coast should be reduced in height to m inim ize the  

overbearing im pact on the coast'1 and that " ....Public view ers from  the southw est 

would experience a  long continuous building m ass abutting the coast. E fforts 

should be m ade to  break down the building m ass w ith  w ider building gaps ...." 

are still valid after this revision . '

U nless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the com m ents 

fo r  further review  and com m ent, the application for A rea 10b should be w ithdraw n .

S ignature : Date:

N am e o f  D iscovery B ay O w ne丨. Resident 
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The S e a  e taria t 5 D ecem ber 2016

Town P lanning  Hoard

15/b', N orth  Point G o v ern m en t O fllces

333 Ja \ a R oad , N orth  Point

(by em ail)

Dear Sir,

Application No. Y/I-PB/3
Area 10b, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Tart) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

I refer to th e  R esp o n se  to C o m m ents subm itted  b y  the co n su ltan t o f  H ong  K ong 

R esort (“ H K R ”)， M aste rp lan  L im ited ， to  address the d ep artm en ta l com m ents 

regarding th e  cap tio n ed  ap p lic a tio n  on 27 .10 .2016 .

K indly p lea se  note th a t I s tro n g ly  ob jec t to  the su b m iss io n  reg ard in g  th e  p ro p o sed  

developm ent o f  the Lot.

The cu rren t su b m issio n  ad d resses the p rov ision  o f  sew age  and  w a te r  b u t d o es not 

present the  p ro p o sed  d ev e lo p m en t as a  w hole a n d  it is th erefo re  im p o ssib le  to 

com m ent o n  h o w  th e  w a te r  and sew ag e  re sp o n ses ac tu a lly  in te g ra te  in to  the 

developm ent.

For instance  it appears th a t th e  outfalls are now  th ree  tim es  the size  o f  the ex is ting  

outfalls into the  sea  in  o rd e r to  address the  increased  ru n o ff  fro m  the  e x ten siv e  paved  

areas. T h ere  is no a tta ch ed  en v ironm en ta l assessm en t to d e te rm in e  an y  d e trim en t to 

the p lanned  rec lam a tio n  a rea  o r  the loca l beach  and bay .

The loca tion  o f  the p lan n ed  sew ag e  p lan t is a t the b a se  o f  tw o  ro ads th a t s lo p e  tow ards 

it. In h eav y  d ow n  p o u rs  th e  P en n in su la  R oad  w h e re  it jo in s  M arin a  D riv e  regu larly  

floods and th e  su b m issio n  d o es  not ad dress any ch an g es th a t w ill be necessai-y to  the 

existing  ro ad s  and d ra in ag e  in  D iscovery  B ay  to re d u ce  th e  lik e lih o o d  o f  f lo o d in g  in 

this area . N o r does the  c u rre n t response  ad eq u a te ly  ad d ress  th is r isk  item  fo r  the 

supply o f  w ater and sew ag e  and like ly  co n tam in a tio n  i f  the P u m p in g  S ta tio n  is 

flooded .

\ have oh jec ted  (o MKR prev io u s subm issions an d  note tliat w h ilst H K R  are now 

responding to  t[ic iriisfiing d e ta il regarding w ater an d  sew ag e , it is not ap p aren t i f  the 

version now  p resen ted  is the Scenario  2 p rev iously  no ted  in su b m issio n s , b u t for



whicli no detail was provided at that time.

1'he other m issing subm issions that I comm ented on previously, rem ain excluded from 

the proposed developm ent. It is not apparent how the developm ent deals with these 

missing items.

In order to be specific my m ain reasons o f objection on this particular subm ission are 

listed as follows:-

1. HKR claim  that they are the sole land ow ner o f A rea 10b is in doubt, as the lot is 

now  held under the Principal Deed o f  M utual C ovenant ("P D M C 1) dated

20 .9 .1982 . A rea 10b forms part o f  the "Service Area" as defined in the PDM C . 

A rea 10b also fom is part o f either the "City Com m on Areas" or the "City 

Retained Areas" in the PDMC . Pursuant to C lause 7 under Section I o f  the 

PDM C, every Ow ner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go 

pass and repass over and along and use A rea 10b for all purposes connected  with 

the proper use and enjoym ent o f  the sam e subject to the City R ules (as defined in 

the PDM C). The applicant has failed to consult o r seek proper consent from  the 

co-owners o f  the lot prior to this unilateral application . The property  rights o f  the 

existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners o f the Lot, should be considered, 

secured and respected . I own 10 A  Jovial Court and have not been consulted on 

the developm ent subm ission subm itted by HKR .

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

im m ediate residents and property owners nearby is substantial, aiid the 

subm ission has not been addressed.

3. There is m ajor change to the developm ent concept o f  the Lot and a  fundam ental 

deviation to the land use o f the original approved M aster L ayout P lans or the 

approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from  service area into 

residential area, and approval o f it would be an undesirable precedent case from 

environm ental perspective and against the interest o f  all property  ow ners o f  the 

district.

4. The original stipulated DB population o f  25,000 should be fully respec ted  as the 

underlying infrastructure could not afford such substantial increase in  population 

by the subm ission, and all DB property owners w ould have to suffer and pay for 

the cost out o f  this submission in upgrading the surrounding infrastructure  so as 

to provide adeejuate supply or support to the proposed developm ent, e.g. all
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f l l» i l lW f f f ia E a K ' ® in .? » ! j a i i  a.^M'  r ,n  in.i i . t  u i m t  H i

r e q u i r e d  r o a d  n e t w o r k  a n d  r e l a l c d  l U i l i t i e s  i m p r o v e m e n t  v / o r k s  a r i s i n g  o u l  o f  t h is  

s u L m i i s s i o n  e t c .  T h e  |丌〇j w n ⑶ I. s h o u l d  c o n s u l t  a n d  l i a i s e  w i t h  a H  p r o p e r t y

b e i n g  a f t e c l e d  a n d  u n d e r t a k e  I h e  c o s l  a n d  e x p e n s e  o f  a l l  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  o u t  o f  t h i s  

d e v e l o p m e n t .  I t s  d i s r u p t i o n  l o  o t h e r  p r o p e r t y  o w n e r s  i n  t h e  v i c i n i t y  s h o u l d  b e  

p r o p e r l y  m i t i g a t e d  a n d  a d d r e s s e d  i n  t h e  s u b m i s s i o n .

5. T he proposed  felling o f 168 m ature trees in A rea  10b poses a substan tia l 

env ironm ental im pact to the  im m ediate  natural setting . The p ro p o sa l is 

unaccep tab le  and the p roposed  tree  p reservation  p lan  or the tree com p en sa to ry  

proposal axe unsatisfactory .

6. I d isagree  tlie applicant's sta tem en t in item  E .6 o f  R tC  that the e x is tin g  buses 

parks in  A rea  10b open space are "eyeso res '1.1 re sp ec t that A rea 10b h as been  the 

backyard  o f  Peninsula V illage fo r years and are sa tisfied  w ith  the  e x is tin g  use 

an d  o p era tio n  m odes o f  A rea  10b, and w ould  p re fe r  there  w ill be no  change  to 

th e  ex is tin g  land use o r operationa l m odes o f  A rea  10b.

7. T h e  p ro p o sed  reclam ation  and  constru c tio n  o f  a d eck in g  w ith  a w id th  o f  9-34m  

po se  env ironm enta l hazard  to  the  im m edia te  rural n a tu ra l su rround ing . T h e re  are 

p ossib le  sea  po llu tion  by th e  p ro p o sed  rec lam atio n , v io la tion  o f  th e  lease 

co n d itio n s, con traven tion  o f  th e  F o resh o re  and S ea-b ed  (R eclam ation ) O rd in an ce , 

an d  encro ach m en t on  G o v ern m en t L ands e tc . T he  su b m issio n  h a s  no t 

sa tis fac to rily  addressed  these  issu es and w ithout an y  p ro p e r co n su lta tio n  w ith  the 

co -ow ners .

8. T h e  p ro p o sed  reclam ation  an d  co n stru c tio n  o f  a d e ck in g  w ith  a w id th  o f  9-34m  

p o se  env ironm en ta l haza rd  to  th e  im m edia te  m ra l n a tu ra l su rround ing . T h e re  are 

p o ss ib le  sea  p o llu tion  by th e  p ro p o sed  rec lam a tio n , v io la tion  o f  th e  lease 

co n d itio n s, con traven tion  o f  th e  F o re sh o re  and S e a -b ed  (R eclam atio n ) O rd in an ce , 

a n d  en cro ach m en t on  G o v e rn m en t L ands e tc . T h e  su b m iss io n  h a s  n o t 

sa tis fac to rily  addressed  these  issu e s  and  w ith o u t any  p ro p e r co n su lta tio n  w ith  the 

co -o w n ers .

9. T h e  p ro p o se d  ex tensive  fu lly  e ac lo sed  p o d ium  s tru c tu re  to house th e  b u s  depot, 

th e  rep a ir w orkshops, the d a n g ero u s  g o o d s sto res  in c lu d in g  petrol f i ll in g  station  

and  F<CP are  unsatisfaclory  and  w o u ld  cau se  o p e ra tio n a l health  and sa fe ty  hazard  

to  Ihe w o rk e rs  w ith in  a fu lly  e n c lo sed  s tru c tu re , e sp ec ia lly  in v ie w  o f  those  

p o liu lcd  a ir  and vo latile  g a se s e m itte d  and the p o ten tia l no ise  g e n e ra te d  w ith in  

the co m p o u n d s . T he p ro p o n en t sh ou ld  carry  o u t a sa tisfac to ry  e n v iro n m en ta l 

im pact assessm en t to the o p e ra tio n a l health  and  sa fe ty  hazard  o f  the  w ork ers



w i t h i n  U ic  f u l l y  e n c l o s e d  s t r u c t u r e  a n d  p r 〇] x i s e  s u i t a b l e  m i t i g a t i o n  m e a s u r e s  lo  

m i n i m i z e  t h e i r  e f f e c t s  t o  t h e  w o r k e r s  a n d  t h e  r e s i d e n t s  n e a r b y .

10. In addition  to the last point, the dangerous goods store and petrol filling station 

w ill pose a serious risk to residents should an incident occur.

11. T he p roposed  rem oval o f  helipad for em ergency use from  A rea 10b is 

undesirab le  in view  o f  its possible urgent use for rescue and transporta tion  o f  the 

p a tien ts  to the acute hosp itals due to the rural and rem ote se tting  o f  D iscovery 

Bay . M y e lderly  father resides w ith m e, and the helipad is a great co m fo rt should 

he need  spec ia lis t em ergency care that is not currently  p rov ided  by the local 

h o sp ita l. T h is proposal should not be accepted  w ithout a proper re -p rov ision ing  

p ro p o sa l by th e  app lican t to satisfaction  o f  all property ow ners o f  D iscovery  Bay.

12. I d isag ree  w ith  the app lican t's response in  item  (b) o f  U D & L, P lan D 's  com m ent 

in  R tC  that th e  p roposed  4m  w ide w aterfron t prom enade is an im p ro v em en t to 

th e  ex is ting  situation  o f  A rea 10b. T he p roposed  narrow  p ro m en ad e  lack ing  o f 

ad eq u a te  landscap ing  o r shelters is unsatisfac to ry  in v iew  o f  its ru ra l and natural 

se tting .

13. T h e  rev is io n  o f  dev elo p m en t as ind ica ted  in  the R evised  C oncep t P lan  o f  A nnex  

A  is still unsa tis fac to ry  and I ag ree  th a t the  com m ents m ade b y  A rch itectu ra l 

S e rv ice s  D epartm en t th a t " ....The p o d iu m  o f  the b u ild ing  b locks n o s . L 7 to L I 4 

is ab o u t 2 5 0 m  in len g th  that is too  lo n g  and m ono tonous . T o g e th e r w ith  the 

co n tin u o u s  layouts o f  the m ed iu m -rise  residen tial b locks beh ind , the 

d e v e lo p m en t m ay  h ave  a  w all-e ffec t and  pose  considerab le  v isu a l im p ac t to  its 

v ic in ity ...."  an d  by P lan n in g  D epartm en t th a t " ....tow ers c loser to  th e  co ast should  

b e  red u ced  in  h e ig h t to  m in im ize  the  o v erbearing  im p ac t on th e  coast"  and th at 

" . . . ；P u b lic  v iew ers  fro m  the so u th w est w ould  experience  a lo n g  co n tin u o u s 

b u ild in g  m ass ab u tting  the  coast. E fforts should  be m ade  to  b re a k  d o w n  the 

b u ild in g  m ass w ith  w id e r b u ild ing  gaps ...." are still v a lid  after th is  rev is io n .

U n less and  un til th e  ap p lican t is ab le  to  p ro v id e  sa tisfac to ry  re sp o n ses  to  all p rev ious 

co m m en ts  and  to  these  co m m en ts , fo r fu rth er rev iew  an d  c o m m e n t, and  for the 

ap p lican t to  p re sen t a w h o le  su b m issio n  ra th e r than  a  j ig  saw  o f  p a r ts  th a t canno t be 

v iew ed  h o lis tic a lly  th e  ap p lica tio n  fo r A rea  10b should  be w ith d raw n .

Susan  H o
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Dear Siis,

Please find enclosed signed objections to the Town Planning Applications in Discovery 巳ay for Areas 
1 0 t> and Area 6F. The way in which HKR are currently operating Discovery Bay should be considered a 
disgrace, I have been a resident for the past 21 years and whilst some changes have been for the better, 
the only single motive for HKR moving forward is financial gain, they do not care about the well-being of 
residents or for that matter the enviro门ment and public safety.

With the increase in traffic it is only a matter of time before there are regular serious accidents involving 
pedestrians and vehicles. The condition of the road surface along the main road is dangerous with 
significant potholes causing major obstructions to golf carts and cyclists, The speed of construction 
vehicles is frightening with simple disregard to speed limits, visitors simple assume rules do not apply to 
D i^v e ry  Bay as it is a private area.

Kind Regards

Lee

Lee leronimo 
Technical Director
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Find c u t m ore  ab o u t w h a t  w e do and how  we d o  it -  w w w .atk inseIobaI.com

____________________________________ _̂____________________________ _______________________________

This email and any attached files are confidential and copyright protected. If you are not the addressee, any dissemination of this communication is striclty prohibited. 
Untess ct^er^se expressly agreed in writing, nothing slated in this communication shall be legally binding.

6  reg丨stored as Atkins China Limited 阿特金斯甜問有限公司  in Hong Kong. The ultimate parent company of the Atkins Group 丨sW S  Atkins p丨c. Registered in 
Eng：arKi f-J〇. 1&355&6. Registered Office Woodcote Grove, Ashley Road, Epsom, Surrey KT18 5BW. A list of wholly owned Atkins Group companies registered in the 
United Kingdom and locati。门s around the world can he found at http://vAvw.atkinsQlobal.com/site-services/qroup-companv-registration-details

Considef the en/ironment. P lease  don't print this e-mail unless you really need to.
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15/F, North Point G overnm ent Offices 

333 Java R oad, North Point

(Via e m a il :… h |K!0)()l:iiiiJ.!KivJik  or fax: 2877 0245 /  2522 8426)

Dear Sirs,

Section 12A Annlication No. Y/I-DB/3 
A rea 10b, L o t 385 RP & Ext： (Tart) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay 

O bjection to the Submission bv the A pplicant on 27.10.2016

I refer to the R esponse to Com m ents submitted by the consu ltan t for H ong K ong 

Resort (“ H K R ”) ， M asterp lan  Lim ited (“ M asterplan”) ， to add ress the departm ental 

com m ents regarding  th e  captioned application on 27 .10 .2016 .

Kindly please note that 1 strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed 
development o f the lot. My main reasons o f objection on this particular submission are 
listed as follows:-

1. I reject the claim made in response to Paragraph #10 in the comments from the 
District Lands Office (tlDLO,5) that the applicant (HKR) has the absolute right to 
develop Area 10b.

Masterplan is wrong to assume that ownership of undivided shares ipso facto  gives 
the applicant the absolute right to develop Area 10b. The right of the applicant to 
develop or redevelop any part of the lot is restricted by the Land Grant dated 10 
September, 1976; by the Master Plan identified at Special Condition #6 of the Land 
Grant; and by the Deed of Mutual Covenant (“DMC”） dated 30 September, 1982.

Upon the execution of the DMC, the lot was notionally divided into 250,000 equal 
undivided shares. To date, more than 100,000 of these undivided shares have been 
assigned by HKR to other owners and to the Manager. The rights and obligations 
of all owners of undivided shares in the lot are specified in the DMC. HKR has no 

rights separate from other owners except as specified in the DMC.

Area 10b forms the "Service Area", as defined in the DMC and showni on the 

Master Plan. As per the DMC, the definition of City Common Areas includes the 

following:

" . . .s u c h  pari or parts o f  the S erv ice  A rea  as shall be u se d  for the benefit o f  

the  City. These City Common A rea s toge ther w ith  (hose City R e ta in e d  A rea s



as dcjhwd and these City Common Facilities as dcfuicd form the entire 
^Reserved Portionn and ''Minimum Associated Facili(ies,f mentioned in the 
Conditions. "

Special Condition 10(a) of the Land Grant states that MKR may not dispose of any 
part of the lot or the buildings thereon unless they have entered into a Deed of 
Mutual Covenant. Furthermore, Special Condition 10(c) stales:

lt(c.) In the D e ed  o f  M utual Covenant referred to in (a) hereof, the G rantee  

shall:

(i) A llocate to the R eserved Portion an appropriate num ber o f  undivided  

shares in the lot or, as the case m ay be, cause the sam e to be ca rved  out 

fro m  the  lot, which R eserved Portion the G rantee shall not assign, 

except a s  a w hole to the Grantee rs subsid iary  co m p a n y . . . "

A s such, the  applicant m ay not assign the R eserved Portion  -  w hich includes the 

Service A rea  defined in the DM C and show n on the M aster P lan  -  except as a 

w hole to the G ran tee ’s (H K R ’s) subsidiary com pany . T hus， H K R  has no right 

w hatsoever to develop  the Service A rea (A rea 10b) fo r residential housing for sale 

to third parties.

It w ill a lso be no ted  from  the foregoing that H K R  m ay either a llocate  an 

appropria te  num ber o f  undivided shares to the R eserved Portion , or carve sam e 

out from  the  lot. A ccord ing  to the DM C (Section III? C lause 6), H K R  shall allocate 

R eserve U nd iv ided  Shares to the Service A rea. H ow ever, there  is no ev idence  in 

the  L and  R egistry  that H K R  has allocated any R eserve  U nd iv ided  Shares to  the 

Service  A rea . T hus, it is m oot w hether H K R  is actually  the “ so le  land o w n er” o f  

A rea 10b. T he en tire  proposal to develop A rea 10b fo r sale o r lease  to th ird  parties 

is unsound . The T ow n Planning B oard should reject th e  app lication  forthw ith .
©

2. P ursuan t to C lause 7 under Section I o f  the D M C , ev ery  O w ner (as defined  in the 

D M C ) has the righ t and liberty to go pass and repass o v er and a long  and use  A rea 

10b fo r all pu rposes connected  w ith the p roper use and  en joym en t o f  the  sam e 

sub ject to the  C ity  R ules (as defined in the D M C ). T h is  has e ffectively  granted 

over tim e an  easem en t that cannot be ex tinguished . T h e  A p p lican t has fa iled  to 

consu lt or seek p ro p e r consent from  the co-ow ners o f  th e  lot p rio r to this unilateral 

app lication . The p ro p erty  rights o f  the ex isting  co -o w n ers , i.e. all property  ow ners 

o f  the lot, should b e  m ain tained , secured and respected .
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3. In resptMisc to DLO's cornmeni #9, which advised "The Apj^licsnt sh：i'i p i-〇v c  tirj； 
tlicrc are sufllcient undivided shares retained by them for allocatioii i〇 iiic 
proposed developmem", Masterplan stated "The applicant has responded 10 

District Lands Office directly via HKR's letter io DLO dated 3 Aug 2016."

As the lot is under a DMC, it is unsound for HKR io communicate in secret to the 
DLO and withhold information on the allocation of undivided shares jrom the 
other ov\mers. The other owners have a direct interest in the allocation, as any 
misallocation will directly affect their property rights.

The existing allocation of undivided shares is far from clear and must be reviewed 
carefully. At page 7 of the DMC, only 56,500 undivided shares were allocaied to 
the Residential Development. With the completion of Neo Horizon Village in the 
year 2000, HKR exhausted all of the 56,500 Residential Development undivided 
shares that it held under the DMC.

HKR has provided no account of the source of the undivided shares allocated to 
all developments since 2000. In the case of the Siena Two A development, it 
appears from the Greenvale Sub-DMC and Siena Two A Sub-Sub DMC that 
Retained Area Undivided Shares were improperly allocated to the Siena Two A 
development. As such, the owners of Siena Two A do not have proper title to their 
units under the DMC.

The Town Planning Board cannot allow HKR to hide behind claims of 
“commercial sensitivity” and keep details of the allocation of undivided shares 
secret. If the applicant is unwilling to release its letter to the DLO dated 3 August, 
2016, for public comment, the Board should reject the application outright.

4. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate 
residents and property owners nearby is and will be substantial. This submission 
has not addressed this point.

5. The proposed land reclamation and construction of over sea decking with a width 
of 9-34m poses environmental hazard to the immediate rural natural surroundings. 
There are possible sea pollution issues posed by the proposed reclamation. The 
DLO's comment #5 advised that the proposed reclamation "partly falls within the 
water previously gazetted vide G.N. 593 on 10.3.1978 for ferry pier and submarine 
outfall.5, As such, Ihe area has not been gazetted for reclamation, contrary to the



claims made in ihe Ap|)lication that all proposed reclamation had previously been 
approved. I'hc I'own Planning lioard should reject the Application unless and until 
this error is corrected. The Town Planning Board should further specify the need 
for a full Environmental Impact Assessment as required under the Foreshore and 
Seabed (Reclamations) Ordinance (Cap. 127).

6. T h e  T ow n P lann ing  B oard  should note that the developm ent approved u nder the 

e x is tin g  O u tlin e  Z on ing  P lan  (S /I-D B /4) w ould  a lready see the popu lation  o f  DB 

rise  to  25 ,000  o r m ore . T he current app lication  w ou ld  increase  the population  to 

o v e r 30 ,000 . T he orig ina l stipulated DB popu lation  o f  25 ,000 should  be fully- 

re sp ec ted  as th e  u n d erly in g  infrastructure cannot support the substan tia l increase 

in  p o p u la tio n  im plied  by the subm ission . W ater S u p p lies D epartm ent and the 

E n v iro n m en ta l P ro tec tio n  D epartm ent have raised  su bstan tive  questions on the 

v iab ility  o f  the  p ro p o sa ls  on  fresh w ater supply  and sew ag e  d isposal con ta ined  in 

th e  A p p lica tio n , and H K R  has not re sponded  ad equate ly  to their concerns .

7. The proposed felling of 168 mature trees in Area 10b 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 proposals are totally unsatisfactory.

8. We disagree with the applicant's statement in item E.6 of RtC that the existing 
buses parks in Area 10b open space are "eyesores". We respect that Area 10b has 
been the backyard of Peninsula Village for years and are satisfied with the existing 
use and operation modes of Area 10b, and would prefer there will be no change to 
the existing land use or operational modes of Area 10b.

9. The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house the bus depot, 
the repair workshops and RCP are unsatisfactory and would cause operational 
health and safety hazard to the workers within a fully enclosed structure, especially 
in view of those polluted air and volatile gases emitted and the potential noise 
generated within the compounds. The proponent should carry out a satisfactory 
environmental impact assessment to the operational health and safety hazard of 
the workers within the fully enclosed structure and propose suitable mitigation 
measures to minimize their effects to the workers and the residents nearby.
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代 37
10. The proposed removal of helipad for emergency use fron] Area 1 Ob is

in view of its possible urgent use for rescue and iransponation of the patients to 
the acute hospitals due to the rural and remote setting of Discovery Bay. This 
proposal should not be accepted without a proper re-provisioning proposal by the 
applicant to the satisfaction of all property owners of DB.

11. We disagree with the applicant's response in item (b) of UD&L, PlajnD's commeni 
in RtC that the proposed 4m wide waterfront promenade is an improvement to the 
existing situation o f Area 10b. The proposed narrow promenade lacking of 
adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view of its rural and natural 
setting,

12. T h e  A p p lica tio n  has n o t show n that the re lo ca tio n  o f  the  dangerous good  sto re  to 

a n o th e r  p a r t  o f  the lo t  is viable . A ny p ro p o sa l to rem ove the ex is tin g  dang ero u s 

g o o d s  s to re  to an o th e r p a r t o f  th e  lot sh o u ld  be  accom panied  by  a fu ll study  and 

p la n  sh o w in g  that th e  re lo ca tio n  is viable .

U n less an d  u n til the a p p lic an t is able to  p rov ide d e ta iled  resp o n ses to  th e  co m m en ts  for 

fu rth er re v ie w  an d  c o m m en t, th e  app lication  fo r  A re a  10b shou ld  be w ithd raw n .

S ig n a tu re  : D ate: $

N am e o f  D isc o v e ry  Bay O w n e r  /  R esident:

A d d ress :
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The Secretariat 5 December 2016

Town Planning Board

IS / ] %  N o r t h  P o i n t  G o v e r n m e n t  O f f i c e s

333 Java R oad, N orth Point

Via Email

Dear Sir,

Annlication No. V/l-DB/3
Area 10b, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Pari) in D.D. 352. Discovery Bav

Objection (o the Submission hy the Api)licant on 27.IU.2U16

I refer to the  R esponse (o C om m ents subm itted by the consultant o f  Hong Kong 

Resort (tlH K R ,,)) M asterplan L im ited , to address the departm ental com m ents 

regarding the  captioned application  on 27 .10 .2016 .

I live w ith  m y  daughter (the O w ner o f  10A Jovial C ourt) in Pen insu la  V illage and I 

strongly ob jec t to the subm ission  regard ing  the p roposed developm ent o f  the Lot.

The cu rren t subm ission  addresses the prov ision  o f  sew age and w ater but do es not 

present the p roposed  developm ent as a w hole and it is therefore im possib le  to 

com m ent o n  ho w  the w ater and  sew age responses actually  in tegrate in to  the 

developm ent.

I have o b jec ted  to H K R  prev ious subm issions and note th at w hilst H K R  are  now 

U  responding to  the  m issing  detail reg ard in g  w ater and sew age, it is not apparen t i f  the

version no w  p resen ted  is the S cenario  2 p rev iously  noted in  subm issions, bu t for 

w hich no de ta il w as p rov ided  at th a t tim e .

The o th er m iss in g  subm issions th a t I com m ented  on previously , rem ain ex c lu d ed  from  

the p ro p o sed  developm en t. It is not apparent how  the developm en t d eals w ith  these 

m issing  item s .

In o rder to b e  specific  m y m ain reasons o f  ob jec tion  on  th is particu lar sub m issio n  are 

listed as fo llo w s :-

1. H K R  c la im  that they  are the  sole land ow ner o f  A rea  10b is in doubt, as the  lot is 

no w  h e ld  under the Principal D eed o f  M utual C ovenant ("P D M C ) dated

20 .9 .1 9 8 2 . A rea  10b form s part o f  the " S e m c e  A rea" as defined in ihe PD M C . 

A rea 10b also form s part o f  e ither the "C ity C oirunon  Areas" or ihe "City
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Kelaiuud Areas" in the PDFvlC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section 1 〇r ihe 
c\ery Owner (as deilned in tlie FDMC) has the right and liberty to go 

pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes connected with 
the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined m 
the PDMC). The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the 
co-owners of the lot prior to this unilateral application, including my daughter. 
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 is 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 Layout Plans or the 
approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from service area 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, including my daughter.

4. The proposed reclamation and construction of a decking with a width of 9-34m 
pose environmental hazard to the immediate, rural natural surrounding. There are 
possible sea pollution by the proposed reclamation, violation of the lease 
conditions, contravention of the Foreshore and Sea-bed (Reclamation') Ordinance, 
and encroachment on Government Lands etc. The submission has not 
satisfactorily addressed these issues and without any proper consultation with the 
co-owners.

5. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the 
underlying infrastructure 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 arising out of this 
submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise with all properly owners 
being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all infrastructure out of this 
development. Its disruption to other property owners in the vicinity should be 
properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

6. The proposed felling of 168 mature trees in Area 10b poses a substantial
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t 'n v iio m n c m a l im p ac l to the im n ie d ia le  n;ilural .setting . T h e  p ro posa l is 

u n a c c c p la b lc  and (lie p ro p o sed  Itcl' p rc se rv a lio n  p lan  o r (he (rce co n ip cn sa lu ry  

p ro p o sa ls  lire u n sa tis fac to ry .

7. 1 am SO years old, have acute illnesses, and Lhe proposed removal o f the helipad

for emergency use from Area 10b is undesirable in view o f  its possible urgent 

use for rescue and transportation o f the patients, including possibiy me, to ilie 

acute hospitals due to the rural and remote setting of Discovery Bay. This 

proposal should not be accepted without a proper re-provisioning proposal by lhe 

applicant to satisfaction o f all property owners of Discovery Bay.

8. I disagree with the applicant's response in item (b) o f UD&L, PlanD's comment 

in RtC that the proposed 4m wide waterfront promenade is an improvement lo 

the existing situation o f  Area 10b. The proposed naiTow promenade lacking o f  

adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view o f its rural and natural 

setting. I spend a great deal o f  time pottering in this area as it is close to my 

home, the withdrawal o f this area from easy public use and access would 

seriously impact my quality o f  life and independent access to this rural and 

natural setting.

9. The revision o f development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan o f  Annex 

A is still unsatisfactory and I agree that the comments made by Architectural 

Services Department that "....The podium o f  the building blocks nos. L7 to LI4 

is about 250m in length that is too long and monotonous. Together with the 

continuous layouts o f  the medium-rise residential blocks behind, the 

development may have a wall-effect and pose considerable visual impact to its 

vicinity...." and by Planning Department that "....towers closer to the coast should 

be reduced in height to minimize the overbearing impact on the coast" and that 
"....Public viewers from the southwest would experience a long continuous 

building mass abutting the coast. Efforts should be made to break down the 

building mass with wider building gaps...." are still valid after this revision.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide satisfactory responses to all previous 

comments (including mine) and to these comments, for further review and comment, 

and for the applicant to present a whole submission the application for Area 10b 

should be withdrawn.

Daniel Kennedy
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Dear Sears, 4 6  4 0

Here aitached my objection to the Subnussion by the Applicant on 27/10/2016 : 
Area 10b - Discovery bay.

Please find two Objections; Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

T. Lesaffre



i n o  S e c r c t a r i a f  

T o w n  P l a n n i n g  B o a r d  

) 5 / l \  N o r t h  P o i n l  G o v e r n m e n t  OHlces 

J a v a  R o a d ,  N o r t h  l :' o i n t

( V i a  e m a i l :  o r  ( a x :  2 8 7 7  0 2 4 5  /  2 5 2 2  8 4 2 6 )

D e a r  S i r s ,

S e c t i o n  1 2 A  A | ) t ) l i c u r ? 〇[) N o .  Y / I - 0 B / 3  

A r e n  1 0 L \  L » o t  3 S 5  R l )  &  E x f  ( P a r f : )  i n  1 ) / D .  3 5 2 ,  j ) i s c o v e i T  

O b j e c t i o n  f a  f l比 S i山 m i s s i o n  b y  H i e A p p l i c i i n t  o n  2 7 . 1 0 . 2 0 K )

f refer to the Response to C o i^en ts subrnitted by the consultant of Hong Kong 
Resort ("HKR55), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments 
regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

Kindly please note that I slrongly 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. The HKR claim that they are the sole land owner of Area 10b is in doubt. The lot 
is now held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated
20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part of the "Service Area" as defined in the PDMC. 
Area 10b also forms part of either the "City Common Areas” or the "City 
Retained Areas" in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section 1 of the 
PDMC, eveiy Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go 
pass and repass over and along and use Area ]〇b for all purposes connected with 
the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in 
the PDMC). This has effectively granted over time an easement that cannot be 
extinguished. 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 maintained, 
secured and respected.

2. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the 
immediate residents and property owners nearby is and will be substantial. This 
the submission has not addressed. •

3. The Proposal is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a 
fundamental deviation of the land use from the original approved Master Layout
Plaria and the approved Outline Zoning Plan in llie app丨ication, i.e. a change



i. ^ i J ' i . i i M  l « l  #f /*/■/tf .7/ >/M i j  / f / f  f  ，—

from service inio rcsidcnlial nrca. Approvtil 〇 (' il would be an undesirable 
precedent case from environrncnlal perspective and ogainst ihe interests o f all 
resident and owners o fihc  district.

I. The proposed land recla丨加lion and construction o「ovei- sea decking with a wiclth 
of9-34m poses environmental hnzard to the immedinte rural natural surrounding. 
There are possible sea pollution issues posed by the proposed reclamalion. This 
is a violation o f 【he lease conditions, in contravention of the Foreshore and 
Sea-bed (Reclamation) Ordinance together with encroachment on Government 
Land, along with other transgressions. The submission has not satisfactorily 
addressed these issues and has been completed without any proper consultation 
with the co-owners.

5. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the 
underlyiag infrastructure cannot stand up under such a substantial increase in 
population implied by the submission. All DB property owners and occupiers 
would have to suffer and pay the cost o f the necessary upgrading of 
infrastructure to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed development. 
For one example the required road networks and related utilities capacity works 
arising out of this submission. The proponent should consult and liaise with all 
property owners being affected. At minimum undertake the cost and expense of 
all infrastructure of any modified development subsequently agreed to. 
Disruption to all residents in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and 
addressed in the submission.

6 . The proposed felling of 168 mature trees in Area 10b 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 proposals are totally unsatisfactory.

7. We disagree with the applicant's statein'ent in item E.6 of RtC that the existing 
buses parks in Area 1 Ob open space are "eyesores'*. We respect that Area 1 Ob has 
been the backyard of Peninsula Village for years and are satisfied with the 
existing use and operation inodes of Area 10b,-and would prefer there will be no 
change to the existing land use or operational modes .of Area 10b.

g. The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium sti'iicture to house the bus depot, 
the repair workshops, the dangerous goods stores including petrol filling station 
and RCPare urisatisfacl.017 and would cause operational health aud safety hazard 
to the workers within a fully enclosed struclure, especially in view of those
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poltuled air and Vvilaiile gases emitted and me polL-p.n'ai noise ge；̂r..\cci 

ihc compoiincls. T h e 「wc小'onent shoukl cp—「 「y out a sa[isi'aci〇「y ciuironireuta! 

imprict assessment to ihc operational heallh and safety hazard of :hc workers 

within ihc fully enclosed structure and propose suiiable iriiti^arion ir：c.：st:r?s lo 

minimize their effecL-s to ilie workers and the residents nearby.

9. The proposed removal o f helipad for emergency use fr〇i*n Area lOb 

undesirable in vievv o f hs possible urgem use for rescue t狀i u.:)n.spcrUid̂ ^̂  

palienl.s to the acute hospitals due io ihe i*ura! and reinvHe selling 〇!' lDisco\cr> 

Bay. This proposal should not be accepted wiihoui a proper re-pro\ )>ioiiing 

proposal by the applicant to satisiaclion ol all [iroperly owners of Discovery Ba>.

10. We disagree with the applicant's response in iiem (b) of U Ia v1:I.., P!anl!)'s 

comment in RtC that the proposed 山 11 wide waicrlront promcna(1c is ;in 

improvement to the existing sitimtion o f Area 10b. The piopo.^eci narrow 

promenade lacking ofadequalc landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in vicu 

o f  its rural and natural setting.

11. The revision of the development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan ot 
Annex. A is still unsatisfactory and we agree that ihe cominents made by 
Architectural Services Department that "....The podium of the building blocks 
nos. L7 to L14 is about 250m in length that is too long and monotonous. 
Together with the continuous layouts of the medium-rise residential blocks 
behind, the development may have a wall-effect and pose considerable \isual 
impact to its vicinity....n
and by Planning Department that:

.towers closer to the coast should be reduced in height to minimize the 
overbearing impact on the coast" and that "....Public viewers froni the southw est 
would experience a long continuous building mass abutting the coast. UlTorts 
should be made to break down the building mass with wider building gaps. . ./ 1 

are still valid after this revision.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to Ihe commenis
for further review and comment, the application lor Area I Ob should be vviihdrawn.

Signature:__________

Name of

Address
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The Secretariat

Town P lanning Board

15/F, N orth Point G overnm ent O ffices

333 Java R oad, N orth  Point

(Via em ail: (p b i)d@ plnncl.gQ v .hk or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

6 D ecem b er 2016 

D ear Sirs,

Section  12A A p p lica tio n  No. Y /I-D B /3 

A re a  10b , L o t 385 R P  &  E x t  (P a r t)  in D .D . 352 , D iscovery  B ay 

O b je c tio n  to th e  S u b m iss io n  by th e  A p p lic a n t on 27 .10 .2016

I refer to the  R esponse to C om m ents subm itted by the consultant o f  H o n g  K ong 

R esort (“H K R ”) ， M asterplan L im ited , to address the departm ental com m ents 

regarding the  cap tioned  application  on  27 .10 .2016 .

K indly  p lease  note that I s tro n g ly  o b jec t to the  subm ission regard ing  the 

p roposed developm ent o f  the Lot. M y  m ain  reasons for objection on  this particu lar 

subm ission  are as follow s:-

1. T he H K R  claim  that they are the  sole land ow ner o f  A rea 10b is in doubt. T he lot 

is now  held  under the P rincipal D eed o f  M utual Covenant (PD M C ) dated

20 .9 .1982 . A rea 10b form s p art o f  the "Service A rea" as defined in the  PD M C . 

A rea 10b also fo n n s  part o f  e ither the  "City C om m on Areas" or th e  "City 

R etained  A reas" in  the PD M C . P ursuan t to C lause 7 under S ection  I o f  the 

PD M C , every  O w ner (as defined  in the PD M C ) has the right and liberty  to go, 

pass and  repass over and a long and  use A rea 10b fo r all purposes con n ec ted  w ith 

the p roper use and enjoym ent o f  the sam e, subject to the City R ules (as defined 

in the PD M C ). This has effec tive ly  gran ted  over tim e an easem ent that can n o t be 

ex tinguished . The A pplican t has failed to  consult or seek proper consen t from  the 

co -ow ncrs o f  the lot prior to th is unilateral application . T he property righ ts o f  the 

ex isting  co-ow ncrs, i.e. all p roperty  ow ners o f  the Lot, should be m ain tained , 

secured and respected .

mailto:d@plnncl.gQv.hk


I'hc disruption, pollution aiul nuisance caused by the conslruction i〇 die 
immeciialv； residents ;md properly owners nearby is and will be substanlial. Ih is  
ihc submission has not addressed.

3. I hc IMoposal is a m ajor change to the developm ent concept o f  the I.ot and a 

fundam ental deviation o f  the land use from the original approved M aster Layout 

Tlan and tlie approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. a change from 

ser\ ice into residential area. Approval o f  it would be an undesirable precedent 

case from  an environm ental perspective and against the in terests o f  all residents 

and ow ners o f  the district.

4. The proposed  land reclam ation  and construction o f  over sea decking w ith a w idth 

o f  9-34m  poses an  environm ental hazard to the im m ediate rural natural 

surroundings . T here are possible sea pollution issues posed  by the  proposed 

reclam ation . T his is a violation o f the lease conditions, in contravention  o f  the 

Foreshore and Sea-bed (R eclam ation) O rdinance together w ith  encroachm ent on 

G overnm ent Land, along with other transgressions. T he subm ission  has not 

sa tisfactorily  addressed  these issues and has been com pleted w ithout any proper 

consu lta tion  w ith the  co-ow ners .

5. T he orig inal stipulated  D B population o f  25,000 should be fu lly  respected  as the 

underly ing  in frastructure  cannot cope w ith further increases, should  there be 

such  a substan tia l increase  in population  as im plied by the subm ission . All DB 

property  ow ners and  occupiers w ould have to suffer and  pay  the cost o f  the 

necessary  upgrad ing  o f  infrastructure to  provide adequate supply  or support to 

the p roposed  developm ent. One exam ple is the required  road  netw orks and 

re la ted  u tilities capacity  w orks arising out o f  this subm ission . T he proponent 

should  co nsu lt and lia ise  w ith all p roperty  ow ners being  affected . A t m inim um  

the D eveloper shou ld  undertake the cost and expense o f  a ll in frastruc tu re  o f  any 

m od ified  d evelopm en t subsequently  agreed to. D isruption  to all residen ts in the 

v icin ity  should  be p ro p e rly  m itigated  and addressed  in the subm ission .

6. T he proposed  fe llin g  o f  168 m ature trees in  A rea 10b is an  eco log ica l disaster, 

and poses a  substan tia l environm ental im pact to the im m edia te  natural setting . 

T he proposal is unaccep tab le  and the p roposed tree p reserv a tio n  p lan  or the tree 

com p en sa to ry  p ro posa ls are to ta lly  unsatisfactory . 7

7. Wc accep t the app lican t's  statem ent in item  E .6 o f  R tC  that the  ex is ting  buses 

p arks in A rea 10b open space are "eyesores" . H ow ever, th is  p ro v ides an  excellent 

ex am p le  of how  the  D eveloper has little regard for the su rro u n d in g  art\ns. We
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respect I'aat Area 10b has been llic backyard o f Peninsul;i Village ibr yectrs and 
aa 、 satisHed u.ith Uie existing use and operation modes of. Area 10b， arid would, 
prefer there will be no change to ihe existing land use or operational modes (jf 
Area 10b.

The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house the bus depot, 

the repair workshops, the dangerous goods stores including petrol filling station 

and RCP are unsatisfactory and w ould cause operational health and safety hazard 

to the w orkers w ithin a fully enclosed structure, especially  in v iew  o f  those 

polluted a ir and volatile gases em itted and the potential noise generated within 

the com pounds . The proponent should carry ou t a satisfactory environm ental 

im pact assessm ent to the operational health and safety hazard o f  the w orkers 

w ith in  the fully enclosed stm eture and propose suitable m itigation m easures to 

m in im ize their effects to the w orkers and the residents nearby .

9. The p roposed  rem oval o f  helipad for em ergency u se  from  A rea  10b is 

undesirab le  in v iew  o f  its possib le urgent use for rescue and transporta tion  o f  the 

patien ts to  the acute hosp itals due to the rural and  rem ote  setting o f  D iscovery  

Bay. T h is p roposal should  no t be accepted  w ithout a  proper re -p rov ision ing  

p roposal b y  the app lican t to  sa tisfaction  o f  all p roperty  ow ners o f  D isco v ery  Bay.

10. We d isag ree  w ith  the applicant's response in  item  (b) o f  U D & L , P lanD 's 

com m ent in  R tC  that the  p roposed  4m  w ide  w aterfron t p rom enade is an 

im provem en t to the ex is ting  situation  o f  A re a  10b. The p roposed  na rro w  

p ro m en ad e  lacking o f  adequate  landscap ing  or shelters is unsatisfactory  in  v iew  

o f  its ru ra l and natural setting .

11. T he rev is io n  o f  the  d ev elopm en t as ind icated  in  the R ev ised  C o ncep t P la n  o f 

A n nex  A  is still unsa tisfac to ry  and  w e ag ree  that th e  com m ents m ad e  by 

A rch itec tu ra l Serv ices D ep artm en t th a t " ....T he p o d iu m  o f  the b u ild in g  b lo ck s 

nos. L7 to  L I 4 is abou t 250m  in leng th  th a t is too long and m on o to n o u s . 

T ogether w ith  the  co n tinuous layouts o f  the  m ed ium -rise  residen tia l b lo ck s 

beh ind , th e  dev elo p m en t m ay  have a  w a ll-e ffec t and p o se  co nsiderab le  v isual 

im p ac t to  its  vicin ity ...."

and  by P lan n in g  D ep artm en t t h a t :

" ....to w ers  c loser to the  coast shou ld  be red u ced  in  h e ig h t to m in im ize  the 

o v e rb ea rin g  im pact on the coast" and  that " ....P u b lic  v iew ers  from  th e  so u th w est 

w ould  e x p erien ce  a long  co n tin u o u s b u ild ing  m ass ab u ttiag  the coast. E ffo rts 

shou ld  be m ade io b reak  dow n  the bu ild in g  m ass w ith w ider bu ild in g  gaps ...."



are still valid after this revision.

4641

Ihiless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the com m cnls 

tor further review and com m ent, the application for A rea 10b should be w itlidraw n .

Signature :__ ___________________________ _________ Date: 6 D ecem ber 2016

Name o f Discovery Bay Owner: FUNG M an Yu

A ddress：

ID

(D
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Town Planning Board

15/F, North Point Government Offices
333 Java Road, North Point

(Via email: t|)bi)d@ .pland.gov.bk or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

6 December 2016 

Dear Sirs，

Section 12A A pplication No. Y/I-DB/3 

A rea 10b, Lot 385 RP & E x t (P art) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay 

O bjection  to the Subm ission by the A pplican t on 27.10.2016

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant o f  H ong Kong 

Resort (“HKR” ） ， Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comm ents 

regarding the captioned application on  27.10.2016.

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

proposed development o f  the Lot. M y main reasons for objection on this particular 

submission are as follows:- 1

1. The HK R claim  that they are the sole land owner o f  Area 10b is in doubt. The lot 

is now held under the Principal Deed o f M utual Covenant (PD M C ) dated

20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part o f the "Service Area" as defined in the  PDM C . 

Area 10b also forms part o f either the "City Com m on Areas" or the  "City 

Retained Areas" in the PDMC . Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I o f  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 10b for all purposes connected with 

the proper use and enjoyment o f  the same, subject to  the City Rules (as defined 

in the PDM C). This has effectively granted over tim e an easem ent that cannot be 

extinguished . The Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from  the 

co-owners o f  the lot prior to this unilateral application . The property rights o f  the 

existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners o f  the Lot, should be m aintained, 

secured and respccled.



4. The proposed land reclam ation  and construction o f  over sea  deck in g  w ith  a w idth 

o f  9-34m  poses an environm ental hazard to the  im m ed ia te  rural natural 

surroundings. T here are possible sea pollution issues p o sed  by the proposed 

reclam ation . This is a violation  o f  the lease conditions, in  con traven tion  o f  the 

F oreshore  and Sea-bed (R eclam ation) O rdinance to gether w ith  encroachm en t on 

G overnm ent Land, along w ith other transgressions . T he sub m issio n  has not 

sa tisfactorily  addressed  these issues and has been co m p le ted  w ith o u t any  proper 

co nsu lta tion  w ith the co-ow ners .

I t

5. T he o rig inal stipu la ted  DB population  o f  25,000 sh o u ld  be  fu lly  re sp ec ted  as the 

und erly in g  in frastructure  cannot cope w ith  fu rther in creases , sh o u ld  th ere  be 

such  a substan tia l in crease  in popu lation  as im p lied  by th e  su b m issio n . A ll DB 

p ro p erty  ow ners and occupiers w ould  have to suffer an d  p a y  th e  co st o f  the 

n ecessa ry  upgrad ing  o f  in frastructure  to p rov ide ad eq u a te  su p p ly  o r su p p o rt to  

the  p roposed  developm en t. O ne exam ple is th e  req u ired  ro ad  n e tw o rk s  and 

re la ted  u tilities capacity  w orks a rising  out o f  th is  su b m iss io n . T h e  p ro p o n en t 

shou ld  co nsu lt and lia ise  w ith  all p roperty  ow ners b e in g  a ffec ted . A t m in im u m  

the  D ev elo p er shou ld  undertake  the  cost and exp en se  o f  a ll in fra s tru c tu re  o f  any  

m o d ified  d ev elopm en t subsequen tly  agreed  to . D isru p tio n  to  a ll re s id en ts  in  the 

v ic in ity  should  be  p ro p e rly  m itigated  and  ad d ressed  in  th e  su b m iss io n .

6.

7.

T h e  p ro p o sed  fe llin g  o f  168 m atu re  trees in A rea  10b is a n  e co lo g ica l d isaster, 

and  p o ses  a sub stan tia l en v ironm en ta l im pact to  th e  im m e d ia te  n a tu ra l se tting . 

T h e  p ro p o sa l is u n accep tab le  and  the p ro p o sed  tree  p re se rv a tio n  p lan  o r th e  tree 

co m p en sa to ry  p ro p o sa ls  are to ta lly  unsatisfactory .

W e accej3l the  ap p lic an t's  sta tem en t in  item  E .6  o f  R tC  th a t  th e  e x is tin g  b u se s  

p a rk s  in  A rea  10b o p en  space  are "eyesores" . H o w ev e r, th is  p ro v id e s  a n  ex ce llen t 

e x am p le  o f  h o w  th e  D ev elo p er h as little  regard  fo r th e  s u rro u n d in g  a reas . W c
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The dismption, polluliun and nuisance emised by (lie co/i.slruclion lo lijc 
immcdialc residents anti properly owners nearby is and will be substantial. 'Ihis 

ihc sulMnission has not addressed.

The Proposal is a major change to ihc development concept o f the Lot and a 
fundamental deviation o f the land use from the original approved Master Layout 
Plan and the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. a change from 
service into residential area. Approval of it would be an undesirable precedent 
case from an environmental perspective and against the interests o f all residents 

and owners o f the district.



a'spcct that Area I Ob lias been the backyard o f Peninsula Village： for years an(i 
are satisfied with (lie existing use and opei'alion modes oJ Area 1 Ob, and would 

prefer there will be no change Lo the exisliiig land use or operational m odes of 

A rea 10b.

8 . The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium stixicture to house the bus depot, 
the repair workshops, the dangerous goods stores including petrol filling station 
aiid RCP are unsatisfactory and would cause operational health and safely hazard 
to the workers within a fully enclosed structure, especially in view of those 
polluted air and volatile gases emitted and the potential noise generated within 
the compounds. The proponent should carry out a satisfactory enviroamenial 
impact assessment to the operational health and safety hazard of the workers 
within the fully enclosed structure and propose suitable mitigation measures lo 
minimize tlieir effects to the workers and the residents nearby.

9. The proposed removal of helipad for emergency use from Area 10b is 
undesirable in view of its possible urgent use for rescue and transportation of the 
patients to the acute hospitals due to the rural and remote setting of Discovery 
Bay. This proposal should not be accepted without a proper re-provisioning 
proposal by the applicant to satisfaction of all property owners of Discovery Bay.

10. We disagree with the applicant's response in item (b) of UD&L, PlanD's 
comment in RtC that the proposed 4m wide waterfront promenade is an 
improvement to the existing situation of Area 10b. The proposed narrow 
promenade lacking of adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view 
of its rural and natural setting.

11. The revision of the development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of 

Annex A is still unsatisfactory and we agree that the comments made by 
Architectural Services Department that "....The podium of the building blocks 
nos. L7 to L I4 is about 250m in length that is too long and monotonous. 
Together with the continuous layouts of the mediuni-rise residential blocks 

behind, the development may have a wall-effect and pose considerable visual 

impact to its vicinity...."

and by Pkmning Department th a t :

"….towers closer (o the coast should be reduced in height to minimize the 

overbearing impact on the coast" and that "....Public viewers from the southwest 

would experience a long continuous building mass abutting the coast. Efforts 

should he made lo break clown the building mass with wider building gaps....M

^ 〇n
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46 4 2
a r c  . s t i l l  v a l i d  a f t e r  t l i i s  i v v i s i t ^ n .

Uttlcss and unlil ihc  applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments 
for tinthcr review and commcnl, tlic apiTlicafion for Area 10b should be withdrawn.;

Signature :__________________________________ Date: 6 December 2016

N am e o f  D isco v ery  B ay R esident: S tew art A L D C R O F T

A ddress : 戀 : 幾

T)

O
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香港北角沄華堉3 W铳北角政府合署US垲 

•' .'>S ?7  0 2 4 5 g i2 S 2 2 K 4 2 6  
笾郵：tpb.orti^pland.giov.hk

敬敔者：
第 12A條-規E 申請編號Y/I-DB/3 

公眾意見-支持愉景灣第1此區發展計以巷用珍貴土地資源

就上iilt規5伸請現正收集公眾葸見，本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

_  • 新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施，令出人更万便"
®  • 計割已考慮基礎設施、視踅、交通及社區方面因素及承擔能力，設計亦與周邊

環境及景觀更為融合。

群絡 (電郵/傳冥/ 地址) : t t H A E U O S H ^

砰 洲 永 安 街 印  It A 69A, Wing 〇 n Street, Peng Chau.
突話了EL: (S52) 29S3 0790, 2983 0220 傳其 FAX (852) 2983 022G t 子郵件E-MAIL: pcngchaurc@yahoo.com

mailto:pcngchaurc@yahoo.com
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l'own Planiiiag Board
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333 Java R oad, North Point

(Via email: t p b p c l l a n d .g o v .h l c  o r fax: 2877 0245 / 25 2 2  8426)

D ear Sir,

S ection  12A A p p lica tio n  No. Y /I-D B /3

A rea  10b, L o t 385 R P  &  E x t (T arQ  in  D .D . 3 5 2 , D iscovery  B ay

O b jec tio n  to th e  S u b m iss io n  by  th e  A p p lic a n t on 27 .10 .2016

I re fe r to th e  R esponse to C om m ents subm itted  by  th e  consultant o f  H o n g  K ong 

R esort (“H K R ” )，M aste rp lan . L im ited , to address the  departm ental co m m en ts  

regard ing  the captioned application  on  27 .10 .2016 .

K indly  p lease  note that I s trong ly  object to th e  subm ission  reg ard in g  the 

p roposed  developm ent o f  the Lot. M y  m ain  reasons o f  objection on this p a rticu la r 

subm ission are  listed as follow s

1. H K R  c la im s that they  are the so le  land ow ner o f A re a  10b is in doubt, a s  the lot 

is now h e ld  under the  P rin c ip a l D eed o f  M utual C ovenant ("P D M C 1) dared

20 .9 .1982 . Area 10b forms p a r t  o f  the "Service A rea"  as defined in th e  PD M C . 

A rea 10b also form s part o f  e ither the  "City C o m m o n  A reas'' or th e  "City 

R etained A reas" in  the PD M C . Pursuant to C lause  7 under Section I o f  the 

PD M C , every  O w ner (as defined  in the PD M C ) h a s  the rig h t and lib e r ty  to go 

pass and repass over and along and. use A rea 10b fo r all purposes co n n ec ted  w ith 

the  p roper use  and enjoym ent o f  the sam e subject to  the C ity  R ules (as d e fin e d  in 

the P D M C ) . The applicant has failed to consult or seek  proper consen t from  the 

co-ow ners o f  the lot prior to th is  unilateral application . T he property r ig h ts  o f  the 
existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners o f  the Lot, should be considered, 

secured a n d  respected .

2. T h e  disruption, p o llu tion  and  nuisance caused  b y  tiie construction  to the 

im m ediate  residents and p ro p e rty  ow ners u earb y  is substantial, an d  the 

subm ission  has no t b een  addressed .

3. T here is m ajor change to the developm eat concept o f  the Lot and a fundam en ta l 

deviation to the land  use o f  the original approved M aster Layout Plaxis or the 

approved O utline Z on in g  P lan  in the application, i.e. from service area into
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re s id en tia l a rea , and  a p p ro v a l oT it w o u id  be an  u n d e s ira b le  p re c c d e m  case froiv. 

envircM unem al p e rs p e c tiv e  and a g a in s t  the interest: 〇「 aU p ro p e a y  ov /ners  o f  :he

district.

4. The proposed reclamation and conscruction o f a decking wiih a width oi 9-34m
pose environmental hazard to the immediate rural natural surrounding. There are 
p o s s ib le  s e a  p o l lu t io n  by the p ro p o s e d  rc c la m a d o ii ,  v ioL atioa  o t  ihc  lco sc  

conditions, contravencion of the Foreshore and Sea-bed (*Reclarnarion) Ordinance, 
and encroachment on Govemmenc Lands etc. The submission has not 
satisfactorily addressed these issues and without any proper cor^ulcaiion wich ihe 
co-owners.

5. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should b e  fully respected as the 

underlying infrastructure could not afford such substantial increase in population 

by the subnaissioa and all DB property owners would h av e  to suffer and pay for 

the cost out o f  this subm ission in upgrading the surrounding infrastructure so as 

to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed developm ent, e.g. all 

required road netw ork and related utilities im provem ent works arised  out o f  this 

subm ission etc. The proponent should consuLt and liaise w ith  all property  o u te r s  

being affected and undertake the cost and expense o f  all infrastructure out o f  this 

developm ent. Its disruption to other property owners in  the vicinity should be 

properly m itigated and addressed in the submission.

6. The proposed felling o f  168 nos. m ature trees in A rea  10b is an ecological 
disaster, and poses a substantial eavirom nental im pact to the im m ediate nararal 

setting . The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan or 

the tree com pensatory proposal are unsatisfactory,

7. I d isagree the app lican t’s statement in item E .6 o f R tC  that the existing buses 

parks in  Area 10b open  space are "eyesores"- We respect th at A rea 10b has been 

the backyard  o f  Pen insu la  Village fo r years and are sa tisfied  w ith the  existing use 

and operation m odes o f  Area 10b, and would prefer there  will b e  no change to 

the existing land use  or operational m odes o f  A rea 10b.

8. T he proposed  ex tensive  fully enclosed podium  structure to house the bus depot, 

the repair v/orkshops, ih e  dangerous goods stores includ ing  petrol filling sta tion  

and R C P are unsatisfac to ry  and w ould  cause operaiional health  and  safety  hazard 

to the v/orkers w ith in  a fully enclosed structure, especially  in  view  o f t±iose 

polluted air and vo latile  gases em irted and the  potential noise generated  w khrn  

the com pounds . The proponent should  carry  out a sa tisfactory  environm ental

0S-DEC-201S 10:29
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im pact  a s sessm cm  to ihe opera t ional  heaLi.h arid safely hazard o f  the w orkers  

wilii in  ihe  fully enc losed  structure a n d  p ropose  suitable m it iga t ion  m easures  ro 

m in im iz e  [heir effects to the w orkers  a n d  the  resideni.s nearby .

4 S 4 4

9* T he proposed rem oval o f helipad  for em ergency use from Area 10b is 

undesirable m view  o f  its possible u rgen t u se  for rescue and  irar^porta tioa  of the 
patients to the acute hospitals due to the rural and remote setting o f Discovery 
Bay . This proposal should not be accep ted  w ithout a proper re-provisioning 

proposal, by  the applicant to the sa tisfaction  o f all properly owners o f D iscovery  

Bay .

10. I  d isagree  th t  applicant's response in  item  (b) o f  U D & L, P lanD 's com m em  m 

R tC  that the p roposed 4m  w ide w aterfron t prom enade is an  im provem ent to the 

ex isting  situation  o f  Area 10b. T he proposed  narrow  prom enade  lacking o f 

adequate  landscaping or shelters is unsa tisfac to ry  in view o f  its ru ral and natural

像

11. T h e  rev is io n  o f  d evelopm ent as indicated  in  the R evised C o n cep t Plan o f  A nnex  

A  is still u n sa tis fac to ry  and I agree  th a t th e  com m ents m ade  b y  A rch itectu ra l 

Serv ices D epartm en t th at " ....T he p o d iu m  o f  the b u ild ing  b lo ck s nos. L 7  to L14 

is abou t 250m  in length  th at is too long  and m onotonous . T ogether w ith  the 

co n tin u o u s layouts o f  the m ed iu m -rise  residential b lo ck s behind, the 

dev elo p m en t m ay  have a w a ll-e ffec t an d  p o se  considerab le  v isu a l im pact to its 

v ic in ity ...."  and b y  PLa-nning D e p a rtm en t th a t  "....tow ers c lo ser to  the  coast should  

b e  reduced  in h e ig h t to  m iiiim ize  the  overbearing  im pact on th e  coast" and  th at 

" ....P u b lic  view ers from  the so u th w est w ould  experience  a long  co n tinuous 

b u ild in g  m ass ab u ttin g  the coast. E ffo rts  should  b e  m ade to b reak  d o w n  the 

b u ild in g  m ass w ith  w id e r b u ild in g  g a p s .. ..1' are  stiLl valid a fte r th is  rev ision .

U n le s s  and u n til  the ap p lican t is a b le  to p ro v id e  d e ta iled  responses to  the com m ents 

for fiirther review  and comment^ the application fo r  Area 1 Ob should b e  withdrawn.

S ig n a tu r e D ate

N a m e

Address

c ^ ^ c o v e r y  R e sid en t :  -----------------------
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Th e  Secreiari:-it ' p A 〇 a  1 .

Town Planning Board

IS/T, N on .h P o in t  G overnm en t O ffice s

333 Jav a  R o a d ? N orth  P o in t

(Via  em ail:  tp  b p d ^ .p lL in d .^ o v J ik  o r  fax : 2S77 0 2 4 5  /  2 5 2 2  S426)

4645

Dear S ir,

Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/3 
Area 10b. Lot 385 RP& Exi (Part) in D.D. 352, Pi5c〇 v€n, Bay

Objection to the Submission hy the Applicant on 27JQ.20I6

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant o f  Plong Kong 

Resort (£<HFGR.,,)> Masterplan Limited, to address the departraencal cominems 
regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

proposed development o f the Lot. M y main reasons o f  objection on this particular 

submission are listed as follows:-

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner o f Area 10b is in doubt, as the lot 
is aow held under the Principal Deed o f Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated

20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part o f  the "Service Area" as defined in the PDMC. 
Area 10b also forms part o f  either the "City Common Areas" or the nCity 

Retained Areas" in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I o f  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 10b for all purposes connected wich 

the proper use and enjoyment o f  the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in 

the PDMC). The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent 5:om the 

co-owners o f the lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights o f  the 
existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners o f  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 is substantial, and th& 

submission has not been addressed.

3. There is major change to the development concept o f  the Lot and a fundamental 

deviation to the land use o f  the original approved Master Layout. Plans or the 

approved Outline Zoning Plan in the applicadon, i.e. from service area into



re^ idem ia l area, and ap p ro v a l o f  it w o u ld  be an  undesirable p re c e d e n t ca^'c fro m  

euv iron ir-en tal p e rs p e c tiv e  and ag a in st the incerest o f  a ll p ro p e rty  〇v/ner$ o f  rhe 

d'Siricr

4 . T he p roposed  re c la m a tio n  and  construccion  o f  a d e ck in g  w ith  a w id th  o f  9 -3 4 a i  

pose  environmental h a z a rd  to the im m ed ia te  ru ra l n a tu ra l su rro u n d in g . T h e re  a re  

p o ssib le  sea  p o llu tio n  b y  the p ro p o sed  re c la m atio n , v io la tio n  o f  th e  le a se  

c o n d itio n s , c o n tra v e n rio n  o f  the F o resh o re  an d  S e a -b e d  (R e c la m a tio n )  O rd in a n c e , 

and  en c ro ac h m e n t o n  G o v e rn m en t L an d s ere. T h e  s u b m iss io n  has n e t 

s a tis fa c to rily  a d d re ss e d  th e se  issues an d  w ith o u t an y  p ro p e r  c o n su lta tio n  w iih  rhe 

co -o w n e rs .

5. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be  fully respeaed  as chc 

underlying infrastructure 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 o f this subm ission in upgrading the surrounding infrastructiare so as 
to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed development, e.g. all 

required road n e ^ o r k  and related utilities improvem ent works arised out o f  this 

submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise w ith  all property o ^ e r s  

being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all infrastructure out o f this 

development. Its disruption to other property owners in the. vicinity should be 
properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

6. The proposed felling o f  168 nos. mature trees in Area 10b 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.

7. I disagree the applicants statement in item E .6 o f RtC that the existing buses 

parks ia  Area 10b open space are "eyesores". We respect that Area 10b has been 
the backyard o f Peninsula Village for years and are satisfied with the existing use 

and operation modes o f  A rea 10b, and would prefer there will be no change to 

the existing land use or operational modes o f Area ] 0b.

8. The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to  house the bus depot, 

the repair workshops, the dangerous goods stores including petrol filling station 

and RCP are unsatisfactor>r and wouLd cause operational health  and safety hazard 

to the workers within a fully enclosed structure, especially in v iew  o f  those 

polluted air and volatile gases emitted and the potential noise generated within 

the compounds. The proponent should carry out a satisfactory environmental
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im pact a^sessm eni to ihc operacional healch and baz^rd o f  Lhc '.vorh trs

w ithin the fuliy en c lo sed  struem re and  p ropose su itab le  m itigation  m e*isur^s (：〇 

m inim ize their effects to the w orkers a n d  the re sid en ts nearby .

9. T h e  proposed  rem o v a l of heLipad for em erg en cy  use  from  A rea 1 Ob is 

undesirabLe in v iev/ o f  its possib le  u rg en t u se  for re scu e  and  tran sp o rta tio n  o f  the 

patien ts to the acute hospitals due to the  ru ra l and rerooce se tting  o f  D iscovery  

B aj/ T his p ro p o sa l shou ld  n ot be a c ce p te d  w ith o u t a proper r e -p r o v is io n in g  

p ro posa l by  the a p p lic an t to the sa tisfac tion  o f  alt property  ow n ers o f  D isco v e ry  

B a y

10. I d isagree  the a p p lican t's  response in item  (b) o f  CJD&L, P lan D 's  com m eR t in 

R tC  that the p roposed  4 m  w ide  vvaierfront p ro m en ad e  is an  im p ro v e m em  to che 

ex isting  s ituation  o f  Area. 10b . The p ro p o sed  n a rro w  p ro m en ad e  lac k in g  o f  

adequate  lan d scap in g  o r  she lte rs is u n sa tis fac to ry  in v iew  o f  its rural an d  na tu ra l 

setting .

11. T h e  rev is io n  o f  d e v e lo p m en t a s  in d ica ted  in  the  R ev ised  C o n c ep t P la n  o f  A n n ex  

A  is s till u n sa tis fa c to ry  and I agree th a t th e  co m m en ts  m ad e  b y  A rc h ite c tu ra l 

Serv ices D e p a rtm en t th a t n..,.T h e  p o d iu m  o f  the b u ild in g  b lo ck s  nos . L 7  to  L 1 4  

is about 2 5 0 m  in  len g th  that is too lo n g  a n d  m o n o to n o u s . T og eth er w ith  th e  

co n tin u o u s lay o u ts o f  the  m ed iu m -rise  re s id en tia l b lo ck s  b e h in d , the  

d ev e lo p m en t m ay  h a v e  a w a ll-e ffec t a n d  p o se  c o n sid e rab le  v isu a l im p a c t to  its 

vicinit>r... .M and b y  P lan n in g  D e p a rtm e n t th a t " ....to w ers c lo se r to  the c o a s t  sho u ld  

b e  reduced  in h e ig h t to  m in im ize  the  o v e rb ea rin g  im p a c t o n  the  c o as tn a n d  th a t 

•’••••Public v iew ers firotn the so u th w est w o u ld  e x p e rien c e  a  long  c o n tin u o u s  

bu ild ing  m ass a b u ttin g  the coast. E ffo rts  should  b e  m ad e  to  b re a k  d o w n  the  

b u ild in g  m a ss  w ith  w id e r  b u ild in g  g a p s .. .. '1 a re  still v a lid  a fte r th is re v is io n .

U n le ss  and u n til  the a p p lic a n t is a b le  to p ro v id e  de ta iled  re sp o n ses to  the c o m m e n ts  

for fu rth er re v ie w  and c o m m en t, th e  ap p lica tio n  fo r  A rea 10b sh o u ld  b e  w ith d ra w n .

S ig n a tu re
/  _

D ate :  〇  Q \L C ^ l G

N a m e  o ^ D ls c o v e r y  B ay^O vvne^/ R esid en t:

A d d ress :
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致城市規Kf委禺會秘褥：

.界人送遞或■ 遞 ：香港北角® 郵道333她北角政府合爸15梭
傅 真 ： 2877 0245 或  2522 8426 
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To: Secretary, T〇v«n PUnning Board
By hand or post： 15/F. Noah Point Govemmeni Offices, 333 Java Road, Nonh Poinu Hong ^ong 
By Fax: 2877 0245 or 2522 8426
B ye-m ail： cpbpd@ pland .g〇 v.hk

符關的規劃申請編號 The aPPUcati〇n no.to which tht C〇mmeDt rdMeS 、( A _  隱  

/

意兑詳1W (如有箝要 ' 誚另貞說明）

<5)
「拢:送觅人」姓名 /  名稱 Nanu：〇f person/eompimym：ik;n2tbii； commcm ] 、 ____
簽驿 Signature _ ________________ - s m  Datc .一 b c j i _ £ h d
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就規姐宇銪提岀运見

Comments  on Planning Application

菇勿珥H 此描 Reference No.

For Official Use Only 收至！J 曰期 Date Received I

Imponant Notes:

⑴  意見必須於指定的法定期限@滿前向城市規劃委負含（香a 會 ）提 出 ：

the comment should be made m the Town Planning Board (the Board) before the cxfiiry cf rhe 
specified smeutory period;

(2) 委良含考成申瞭的暫定舍嫌日期已J J S 於夺 B 曾的網T?( w w . i n f ^ 〇v,hic/q)bA。考

申瞭而毕行的會酱礎行商3 的部分除外）• 會向公及開放 • 如 欲 ，猜最遲在會强 

曰 期 的 一 天 前 以 電 聒 （22W 5061) ' 傅 真 （2877 024S或 2S22 M26) 攻 笵 郵  

(tpbpd@plancLs<w.hk)向委貝舍秘诅處預留座位。座位會按先到先袼的願丨丨分配：

Che tentative date of the Board lo consider the application ha<; been upLoaded to the B oard 's 

web^te (www.info.gov.hk/Lpb/). The meeting lor considering planning appLicivdons, cxccpi ihu 
dclibcraiion parts, will be open to the public. For observation o f the mectmj；, rcs^p/-Aii〇n of 

scat can be made witli the Sccrcbiriat of the Board by iclq^hone (2231 5061), f：ix (2877 02<5 or 
2522 8426) or c-ma.il (tpbpd@pland.g〇v.hk) least one day before the meeting. Seat^ will he 

allocated on a llrst-comc-first-scrvcd basi^;

(3) 縣貝蛇考慮申 ®5 ^ 9 6 蚊 件 ，粒 ® 艘 貝 後 # 陆  

脑 査 狗 熟 2231 5000” 以及在日存放於食额 ? ^  , 以供公_!妇£« ••及

the paper for consideration of the Board in relation to the application will be avrilablc for public 

inspection after issue to the Board Members at the Planning Enquiry Counters of the Planning 
Department (Hotline: 2231 5000) ;incl at the Public Viewing Room on the day oi: meeting; and

(4) 在委負會考庙申游後 . 可致«2231 4810或2231 4 8 3 5 ^ 有關 決 定 、或 是 後 ’

after the Board has considered die application, enquiry about the decision m^y be made at tel. no. 
2231 ^810 or 2231 4835 or the gist of the decision can be viewed at Lhc Board's website after the 

meeting.

http://www.info.gov.hk/Lpb/


4 6 7

i 参考嗞m

，'’r6 a p p !广 “〈：：/仅。,'。'

161202-172823-89996
：Rct 'ci \nce Number:

09/12/2016Deadline Tor submission:

| :是交e 期及時間
02/12/2016 17:28:28

i Date and time of submission:

有閱的規剷申請编號

T he application no. to illic it  Ihe comment relates: Y/I-DB/3

「提 s 見人」姓名/名稱 

N am e of person maldng this comment:
先生 Mr. Lau

意見詳请
j Details of the C om m ent:

M y reasons for supporting the application o f 10b are:

- The improvement to the foreshore promenade, transportation and marine assess, kaito service a 
nd pier facilities will enhance the connectivity and convenience to and from Discovery Bay.
- The optimisation of the land use is well supported by suitable infrastructure, and has given due 
consideration for the water&ont setting with improvement to the foreshore promenade and marin 
e access.
- Vlore community focal points and public leisure space will be created for the residents and the 
public to enjoy.



詨規副牢S / 3核 提 出 意 見 g C : 

參考編號

Reference Numljcr:

提交限期
D ead line ib r ^ubiuission:

I61203-113242^8753S

09/12/2016

提交曰期及時間

Da(e and time of submission: 03/12/2016 1 1:32:42

有關的規劃申請編號 Y/IDB/3
The application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 先生Mr. C S iCwong
Name of person making this comment:

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:
|l agreed with the suggestion as it will create more job opportunities.______

叮  T f T T T T F F



4 6 4 3
j 於規2 去 孩 S 出意見M .丨

m " * n  161203-H2744-94833

提交限期
Dcadluie foi* submissiou: 09/12/2016

提文日期及時間
Dare and time of submission: 03/12/2016 11:27:44

有閲的規副申請編號 . Y/] DB/3
T he application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
N am e of person m aking this comment:

先 生  Mr. W M Lo

意見詳情
Details of the C o m m en t:
I sfully supported the application due to the following reasons:
1. it optimises the land use at Area 10b in Discovery Bay.
2. it will increase the supply of residential units._____________

e



4 6 〇0
就規割申請 / s 该 提 出 意 見 ： ‘ 

參考編號

R efe ren ce  N um ber:

■% A jm / * v  ••• * 

!61203-173307-]6532

提交限期

D c n d U jic  fo r  su b in is s iO iK
09/12/2016

J是交日期及時間

D ale  and time of subm ission：
03/12/2016 11-33:07

有關的規割申請編號

T h e  application no. to wliich the comment relates. Y/I-DB/3

「提意見人」姓名 /名稱 

N am e of person m aking this comment:
先生  Mr. W L Kong

意見詳情

D etails of the C om m ent:
|I supported the application since it will create more job opportunity. |

i



4651
中:身瓜S 提出息兑丨(⑴& C o丨mneiU 0” F丨‘山 Ap 

含 把 :iS
^  ^  V1 161203-172504-43892R ctc re n cc  N u m l)C r:

提交限期
DcnJlinc foi* submission: 09/12/2016

提交日期及時問
Date and time of subii)issiou: 03/12/2016 17:25:04

有 關 的 申 謂 編 號  Y/IDB/3
I'hc applicalion no. (o wiiich Uic com m ent relates:

「提意見人 j 姓名/名稱

Nam e of person miildng this comment:
小姐  Miss Melinda Lo

意見詳情
Details of the C om m ent;

|I support tch idea becasuse it will offer provide more housing units.

!*iT T T T ' i T T r * ' . i r ^ T n . ,  t



------------------------------------------------------------------------ ---------------------4(^32
就规8忡 諕 /想核提出意見1 ^ .丨‘;,+丨& c...丨丨丨丨丨+,如丨c...

0 ^ m
Rel'ci'cncc Nuiid>er:

提交限丨w
l>caclJiiie lur suljmission:

提交曰期及时問 
l>a(c mul h'mc of submission:

有-關的規则屮誚編號
'f lic  iippIic:i(iou no. to which (lie coinmcnf relates

「提意見人 j 姓名/名拙 
Name of person malcing (liis comment:

意見詳愦
Details of the C om m ent:
I spported the application because the new plan will create more job opportunities and provide 
more housing units to alleviate the housing problem in I IK.

■ - %  i' ,.•!.；cr«i i^ ' i /  i w  .!、'.，

16120^1-033934-89936 

09/12/2016 

04/12/2016 08:39:34 

Y /I-D B /3  

小姐 Miss Kays

©

簡  I T T T m r r - -



4653
| 究矩疋主^在提出贲見 

：
i tvcicrcncc Num ber:

礓交限期
Deadline for sahmissiou:

提交 5 期及時間

D ale and rime of submission;

卜- :iig 夕 ‘、 •• KC . - .丨 / .K? w

161204-082749-34366

09/12/2016

04/12/2016 08:27:49

有閗的規剡申請绲號 Y/I-DI3/3
T h e  application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
N am e of person malting this comment:

意見詳情
Details of the C om m en t:

先生 M r. Kenny Kwong

I sipported the proposal as it will provide more leisure areas and create a new focal point. Beside 
s, it will create m ore job opportunity. - .  ............

⑬



,.11 ' i n i  s u n s  I  i s  t i u i  i  i
i n  i n  i

京尤規釗甲諳/ s 核提出意見i '’ 
参考編號
Refei*ciice N um ber:

提交限期

DeacUinc /o r  subm ission:

16i2G5-lM035-0'>0S3

09/12/20)6

提交日期及時間  _ ， 一

D ntc and tim e o i'subiu issiou： 05/12/2016 1 i : 10:55

有關的規剡申請編號

T h e  app lication  no. to which the comment r e i a t e s : 別 -DB/3

「提意見人」姓名/名稱  Yau
N am e of pe rso n  malcing this comment:

意見詳情

D etails o f  the  C o m m en t;

T he supplem ent information is fine and has adddressed a lot of concern &om various pames andj 
the community. I support the development.____________________________________ __________ j



R  »； f«. r c f i c c N t m i!»c r ;
!61205-l242：4-3469?

捷:义浥期

D caJlinc  fo r sul；missi〇n. 09/i2；2016

提 艾 Ei期及時間

l>:•愈U amJ "*"u； of submission: 05/12/2016 12:42:24

:有閱的A見S 1]申請編號

D ie  ii|iplic.ition no. to wiiicli the com m ent relates: Y/l-DB/3

「提 g 見 人 」姓名 /名稱 

N am e of person m aking tliis com m ent:
小组  M iss Wong

意見詳情

Details of the C om m ent:
【 t can be seen that environment and landscape have been flirther beautified from the information 
provided in this consultation. I like it and the community can enjoy. The development has my su 
pport.

( i

p n - w 爾 '， I T '



| B 抟S的 提 出 1 見 卜 '  ' t c

IIcIcimicc Nintii;-v.r:

媞交限肋
Dcailiinc lo r suljm ission：

提交日期及時問

O a(e and time ofsubiiiission :

有關的規剡申s i編號
T h e  applicntioj] no. to which the

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
N am e of person m aking this comment:

16)205-155546 .#337

09/12/20： 6

05/12/2016 15:55:46

, Y/i-DB/3 
relates:

先生 M i, Ricliard van den Beig

comment

意見詳情
Details of the C om m ent:
|I approve and support the plans as presented by HXR



提交日期及時間 
i Date anij time of submission: 
l
有關的規剡申誚編號

T he application no. to which (he comment relates:

161205-180325-42^58 

09/12/2016 

05/12/2016 18:03:25

Y/I-DB/3

Name of person malcing this comment: 先生 Mr’ James Feinie

意見詳情
Details of the Com m ent:
I object to this Planning Application for the following reasons:

The disruption, pollution and nuisaiice caused by the construction to the immediate residents an 
; d property owners nearby will be substantial.Tlie proposed land reclamation and construction of 

over sea decking with a width of 9-34m poses environmental hazard to the immediate rural natui 
al surrounding. There are possible sea pollution issues posed by the proposed reclamation in con 
travention of the Foreshore and Sea-bed (Reclamation) Ordinance.

The Proposal is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviatio 
n of the land use from the original approved Master Layout Plan and the approved Outline Zoni 
ng Plan in the application, i.e. a change from service into residential area. Approval of it would 
be an undesirable precedent from an environmental perspective and against the interests of all re 
sidents and owners in the district.

The submission has not satisfactorily addressed these issues and has been completed without an 
y proper consultation with the co-owners.

Thank you for considering these important ojjiections.



就 規 &彳 申 請 /O S 提 出 意 見 i

Rel'erence Number:

提交限期
■ submission:

提交日期及時間
D ale and lime of subm ission:

Ir:；l205-I73651-52G52 

09/12/2016 

05/12/2016 17:36:51

有關的規则申誚編號
T iic  application no. to w hich the comment relates: Y/I-DB/3

先 生  Mr. James Femie

I object to this Planning Application for the following reasons: ' j

Water and sewerage resources are already limited for a max population of 25,000 under the curr ； 
ent Outline Zoning Plan (OZP). These Applications seek: to increase that number to 29:0〇〇 j 
h will be unsustainable without huge additional infrastructure and operational costs. ;

Much of these costs will have to be borne by existing residents and over S,300 assignees who ：
o-own the Lot together with Hong Kong Resorts. The Application states lliat HICR is the sole ^
ner of the Lot, which is incorrect.

The population cap of 25,000 (as per the Land Grant)should be presen ed. f

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
Name of person malcing this comment:

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:



.4-G-5-3.
!••叫•： ： •’ ： •/ . I W :、'，

Rctereuco Nunibcr: .
161205-17545S-75328

交艰期
; Dc.icUinc for 09/12/2016

1
: 礓 交日期及時間 
; Oatc and time of submission; 05/12/2016 17:54:5S

有閱的規剷申請绲號
1 he application no. to which the comment relates: Y/I-DB/3

「提意 見 人 j 姓名/名稱 
Name of person maldug this comment: 先生 Mr. James Femie

意見詳清
Details of the Comment:
I object to this Planning Application for the following reasons:

1 KKK claims tliat they are the sole land owner o f tliis area is disputed. The lot is now held under t
I he Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated 20 Sep 82. Area 10b forms part of the "Se 

p.rice Area" as defined in tlie PDMC. Area 10b also forms part of either tlie "City Common Area 
s" or tlie "City Retained Areas'* 1 in tlie PDMC.

Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in tlie PDMC) has t 
he right and libert>f to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes conn 
ected with the proper use and enjoyment o f the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the 
PDMC). This has effectively granted over time an easement that cannot be extinguished.

The Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of tlie lot prior to 
this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners 
o f the Lot, should be maintained, secured and respected.

j (Thank you for considering this important objection that appears to have been overlooked.______

p n r i T  厂  r i r — ’ f  f



就規W申M /M K 沄出S 見

Hcfcixiice Number i61205-!7^]I6-f/^ j5 :

提交限期
D eadline  for sul.unissiou: 09/12/201C

提交日期及時間 05/12/2016 17:^1:16D ate and time of submission:

有關的規剷申諮編號

T he application no. to which tlie comment relates: Y/I-DS/3

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
N am e of person making this comment:

先生 !vIr. Janies Fern: e

意見詳情
Details of the C om m ent:
I object to this Planning Application for the following reasons: i

■ i
t

The Schedule of Uses for the Promenade at Area 10b states that **This zone is intended pn^anlv ； 

for the provision of outdoor open-air space... serving the needs of the local residents and visitor ; 
s.” 丨

Under the Deed of Mutual Covenant, there is no provision to allow public access to tiie Lot. nor ' 
is there any requirement for the residential owners to pay for the maintenance of public areas. Si i 
nee public access is only allowed if  an area is declared to be for Public Recreation cn the Master t 
Plan, this reference to ^visitors* should be removed or the Master PI;m %dll need to be revised, ^ j 
ith HKR undertaking the cost of management Sc maintenance of public areas. '

Thank you for considering this importajit objection.____________________________________  <



4 6 G 1
Cornr.ieni- p tM our^  Aj^piication / Rev；e',v

参考造號

Reference Number:

i DcatUiuc fur submission:

161205-180102-54539

09/12/2016

|提交日期及時間

： Dale and time of submissiou: 05/12/2016 18:01:02

|有關的規劃申請編號

The application no. to >vhich the comment relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱

Name of person making this commeut:

意見詳情

Details of the Comment:

Y/I-DB/3

先生Mr. Jun

further provided information is more favourable to the community. I don't see why I am not goi 
ig to support the development.____________________________ ________________________■

r ^ T W T T T •厂 T ， T T  ' T  W I T  r H T T r ' ^ r T r T n F "



_____________________________ _
就規剖申謂/薇核提出意見丨~ T 4 A
參考编號
R eference Numljcr:

提交限期
Dcadljjie i'or subm ission :

提交日期及時間
D ate  and lime of submission:

有關的規剴申請編號
T he application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
Nam e of person making this comment:

意見詳情 ^
Details of the Com m ent: 丨

I object to this Planning Application for the following reasons: j

The Revised Concept Plan is still unsatisfactory and we agree that the comments made by Archil j 
ectural Services Department that the podium of the building blocks "...is too long and monotono ： 
us. Together with the continuous layouts o f the medium-rise residential blocks behind, ihe d^vel j 
opment may have a wall-effect and pose considerable visual impact to its vicinir//'. j

And by Planning Department that: "...towers closer to the coast should be reduced in height to m ； 
inimize the overbearing impact on the coast" and that "....Public viewers from the southwest '̂ v〇 l 
uld experience a long continuous building mass abutting Llie coast. Efforts should be rn^de to bre ( 
ak  down the building mass with wider building gaps.". Tliis comment is still valid after this rev is ； 
ion . !

j
The substantial increase in population in the area will be significant, pamcularly where the large | 
tower blocks are concerned. !

The proposed felling of 168 mature trees in the area would be an ecological disaster, arid poses a ! 
substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The proper! is unacceprablc ! 
and the proposed tree preservation plan or tlie tree corapensator>, proposals are lotally unsausfac ； 
toiy .

For all these reasons, this application is too greedy. The applicant is tiying to squeeze too many 
new flats and too many people into such a small area, which will ba' e a huge negitive impac: 
n the existing residents and owners.

This application should be revised to reduce its impact on residents, owners, cx;sfi：ig infc-astruct 
ure and the environment.

Thank you for considering these impoiiant objcciions._______ ____ _____________________ j

j61205-]82529-5^*3S2 

09/12/2015 

05/12/2G16 13:25:29 

Y /I-D B /3

先生 \ I r .  James Fem ie

明『 T r 「7 W T ( n 7 r r ‘ t f w  r n i ^ i f
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j S i 尤 甲 說 出 念 見  欠oi名 Co⑴川⑶ t on PiM:.n.ing .a

Reference Number: 161205-215436-82551

丨 歛 闕
! Deadline for submission. 09/12/2016

丨提交3 期及時間 
i  Dare and time of submission: 05/12/2016 21:54:36

|有閱的規劃申請缉號
\ T h e  application no. to which the comment relates: Y/I-DB/3

| 「提意見人」姓名/名稱 
j N am e of person m aking this comment:

i 意見詳请
•； Details of the C o m m en t:

先生  Mr. Sze Yeung

| |l supponed the ideabecause it will provide more job opportunity and more housing units.

€ ) '

飞 丁 丁  —|T T T .I!n W T ^ » ' * Tw r T m i |



S t規劃申請/ S 核提出意見t w . 、C : ： ■ r ■ ■ ： ■： ■- /
参考編號 一
R cleren ce  N u m b er:  161205-220C08-20204

3是交限期

Deadline for submission: 09/] 2/2016

提交日期及時間

D ate and time of submission: 05/12/2016 22:00:08

有關的規劃申請編號  Y/I D M
T h e application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人」姓名 /名稱 

Nam e of person mnking this comment: 小姐  Miss Esther Kwong

意見詳情

Details of the C om m ent:

[ [ supported the application because it will lead to more job opportunity-.

4 G G 4

_ _ m m n c n m ilT O Il



4 G G 5

i 提 二 意 見 ：,W .y C . : ; m  w  

I RcUro；icc Number: 161205-225008-99240

丨提文關
： Deadline lor submission：

09/12/2016

i 提交日期及 時 間  

! Dale and time of submission: 05/12/2016 22:50:08

! 有 閱 的 規 劃 申 請 缟 號

j The appiicatiou no. to Avhich the comment: relates；Y/I-DB/3

| 「提意見 人 」 姓 名 /名 稱  

I Name of person making tliis comment: 先 生  Mr. Ho Woon

| 意 見 詳 情

' Details of the Comment:
i ll suDport the development of Discovery Bay. 11 1------ c----------------- -----------------------------  '

©
> * > ， i • 一 • 广 . • ■ /-， . , \  * r  r r  Ar> r \ r \ ^  * r \  r - *     ̂f  f r >n> n  , 4 . y ♦广

T ^ ^ T T n r r r ^  ， i* T T T T rr n i n T n ^



就規M 申請廢.!亥 提 出 意 見 二  

參考編號

i^el'ereijce Nu mljer:

提交限期
D cjtdline fo r subin ission :

提交日期及時間
D ale and tim e of submission:

j 61205-22^162^0204^ 

09/12/2016 

05/12/201-6 22:^6:24

有關的規劃申請編號 Y/I-D13/3
T he application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
Nam e of person malting this comment:

先生  Mr. Patrick Ho

意見詳情
Details of the C om m ent:

|Support the developm ent to bring a good environment.

nrr ；! 广 一



| a
; R ci'.'rencc  Num ber: 
i

161205-224747-79062

1
| 控交限期
» Dc：k11luc for sut'inissioiKi

09/12/2016

提交日期及時間
Date and tiiue 〇!'stibmission: 05/12/2016 22:47:47

有閱的規剷申請编號
The appIic；)(ion no. (〇 which the comment reialcs YA-DB/3

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 
Name of person m aking this comment: 小姐  M iss Bonnie Chan

意見詳情
Details of the C o m m en t:
[Support ihe developm ent o f  D iscovery Bay.



----------- -------------- — ---------------------------------------------- ---------------------- -----------m

就規釗申說/沒孩提出竞見1‘ , r  — .......

參考蹁號 * "
RoCcrence Nuniljer: 161205-224909-?»C〇50

提交限期
j.)c:ulliuc for sul)iiii$siou:

提交日期及時間
D ate and lime of submission:

09/12/2016 

05/12/2016 22:49:09

有關的規剡申請編號
Tlic application no lo wliicii (lie conimcnt relates: Y/i-DB/3

「提s 見人」姓名/名稱
Name oi* person making this cojnment:

先生  Mr. Pacus Ho

意見詳情
Details of the C om m ent:

|I support the development o f Discovery Bay.



$ 兮a 迖

|提交s 期
■ IX'adliiit 1’or submission:
i
i 提文日期及時間
I Da#o and lime ol'submission:

有關的規剷申請編號

T!ie application no. to which (he comment relates:

161206-102425-76469 

09/12/2016 

06/12/2016 10:24:25 

Y/I-DB/3

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 
Name of person m aking (his coinmcnt:

先生  Mr. William Yau

意見詳倩

Details of the Com m ent :

Environment has been well considered and deck over instead of reclimation will be adopted. It c 
reates less impact to adjacent seashore and will provide better promenade view. The developme 
nt is supported by me.



4 670

i 1  泫抒出意見 M.. b J  •

: #考破
. Kcfereitco Number:

:提文兹期
j Deadline for submission:

提交 5 朗及時間
D ate and time of submission:

有閗的規劃申請編號

T he application uo. to which the comment relates: 

「提意見人」姓名/名稱

Name of person making this comment;

'la/V i-'p'：v?rre.-s / }\<-.vje.v

161206-1I0057-S1039

09/) 2/2016

06/12/2016 11:00:57 

Y/I-DB/3

先生 Mr. Thomas Gebauei*

意見詳情

Details o f the C o m m en t: \ * 5

The matter o f the Petrol Filling Station.
Taking into account the opinion o f the KL Consulting Engineers Ltd.
the location o f the PFS might conform to current Government requirements however I have obje
ctions on following
grounds:
The present location o f the PFS is at the very end o f  the area 10b with no nearby residential deve 
lopment; now the new location should be quasi in the midst o f a residential development. This i
5 a step back when we talk about environmental 
improvements in modem town-planning.
The location at the junction o f  M arina Drive, entrance to the planned housing development and 
o f  Discovery Bay Road
( the main road which has one lane only in upliill and in downhill direction) should be considere 
d  as very questionable
from a safety point o f view. In case o f an accident at this junction, may it be because o f problem 
s at the PFS or
because o f  a traffic accident, EVA could be blocked to
the new development as well as to the large existing development of Peninsula Village, Coastlin 
e  V illa , Peninsula Drive,
Crestrijont Villa with a high num ber o f flats, houses; the sole vehicular access to these developm
ents with thousands o f
residents is via the Discovery Bay Road.
Another important matter to consider is the supply o f petrol and diesel to the PFS which is belie 
ved to be via
Road-Vehicle -Tankers, this poses another danger as Discovery Bay Road downhill -traffic has 
already inherent problems and tankers have to turn in and out o f Discovery Bay Road at this ver 
y busy junction .
The f  ire-Dq)ar?ment should consider the above issues and should give their unreserved-opinion 
that they do not see 
a problem in the location o f the PFS.
Last not least, in the 21st century "Optimisation o f  Land Use^ should not come without giving r 
egard to highest prevailing standards, not to forget that today*s developments will have be tolera 
ted for many decades to come, citizens mi!ght be
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burdened with todays decisions for generations.
Because of the above mentioned issues I object to the development as plamicd, I object lo trie ap 
plication.
Thomas Gcbauer ( owner and resident)
Discovery Bay
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： Reference Number:

® 交裉期
DcuJUnc for submission:

09/12/2016

提交 3 期及時間 05/12/2016 19:05:30D .ue and time of submission：

有關的規劃申謎编號
The application no. to >vhich the comment relates: Y/l-DB/3

| 「提意見人」姓名/名稱
Name of person making this comment:

夫人 Mrs, Thomas Gebauei*

意見詳情
Details of the Comment: *
Application Y/l-DB/3
Re. Environmental Protection;
Tlie applicant states under 
"Other aspects'':

■'Opportunities for transplantation of trees have been explored where practical to minimise the i 
mpact5 to terrestrial
ecolog%* associated with tree felling. In addition to transplantation of trees which identified with 
good transplantation
survival rate, a number of trees have also been proposed to be retained.,s
The applicant, as on quite a number of other matters, is vague and makes no real commitment.
How many trees to be felled ? The idea about ''transplanting identified trees with good survival r
ate” is just an
experimental thought.
The TPB therefore must take into consideration the worst scenario which is the loss of 168 trees. 
The applicant says further in their latest response : .

"..most are single stand alone trees or part of a small group which due to their highly fragmente 
d nature， are of minimal ecological value”
This is just an opinion of the applicant without giving any regard to the ureal ecological value of 
trees 41 especially in HongKong*s environment. What value is to be placed on mature trees in the 
Honglrong of the 21st century should be carefully 
considered by the TPB.
The development, as planned by the applicant is not a necessity for HongKong , nor for Discove 
ry Bay. The applicant
already derives large profits from operating the current Discovery Bay -development and should
therefore plan in such
way that cot 168 trees might be lost.
There is still land available in area 10b for the applicant to <lOptimise Land Use11 without having 
to fell trees, without 
damaging the environment.
The applicant also confuses residents in DB when ,through their Management Company, startin 
g a 叮 _ K  GREEN “
jeampaign, which belie somewhat commercial plaas. 'fhe enviromnent i i^ ^ h a s  already deterio
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rated over the past years, tlie living environment has already suffered, therefore ev«：ry smg,!c tree
in DB and HongKong deserves careful
consideration.
I therefore object to the development as planned.
Thomas Gcbauer ( owner and resident)
Discovery Bay

PEMS Conunent Submission >J z / /
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「搰.&M人 j 姓名/ f ,梱
Niitue of person m ak in g  (hi.̂  c<Miiriu,iil:

’j、姐 M iss llu iS au Y in g

DctaiU of (tie C om m ent : * 1

Kindly please note that 1 strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed development 
<jt ll\c lot. My main reasons o f objccuon on this poiticular submission arc listed as follows:-

1. I reject (lie claim made in response to Paragraph #10 in ihe cominents from tlie District Lands 
O rtk e  (,lDLOM) that the applicant (HKR) has the absolute nght to develop Area 10b.

M asterplan is wrong to assume that ownership of undivided shares ipso facto gives the applicant 
th e  absolute right to develop Area 10b. Tlic nght o f the applicant to develop or redevelop any pa 
rt ol'the lot is restricted by tlie Land Grant dated 10 SqDtember, 1976; by the M aster Plan identif 
ied at Special Condition #6 of the Land Grant; and by the Deed o f  Mutual Covenant (ttDM C),) d 
ated 30 September, 1982.

U pon the execution o f  the DMC, the lot was notionally divided into 250,000 equal undivided sh 
ares. To date, m ore than 100,000 o f these undivided shares have been assigned by HKR to other 
owners and to the Manager. The rights and obligations o f  all owners o f undivided shares in the 1 
o t are specified in the DMC. HICR has no rights separate from other owners except as specified i 
n the DMC.

Area 10b forms the "Service Area", as defined in the DiMC and shown on the M aster Plan. As pc 
r  ihe DMC, the definition o f City Common Areas includes the following: 

j *'--*such part or parts o f  the Service Area as shall be used for the benefit o f  the City. These City 
Com m on Areas together with those City Retained Areas as defined and these City Common Fac 
llities as defined form the entire "Reserved Portion" and "M inimum Associated Facilities" menti 
oned in the Conditions.M

; Special Condition 10(a) o f the Land Grant states tliat HKR m ay not dispose o f  aay part o f  the lot 
I o r  the buildings thereon unless they have entered into a Deed o f  Mutual Covenant. Furthermore, 

Special Condition 10(c) states:
! **(c) In ihe Deed o f  MuUial Covenant referred to in (a) hereof, the Grantee shall:
j (i) Allocate to the Reserved Portion ail appropriate num ber o f  undivided shares in the lot or, as t 
j lie  case may be, cause the same to be carved out from the lot, which Reserved Portion the Grant 
J |ee  shail not assign, except as a whole to the G rantee^ subsidiary com ，



A s  Mi^h, tlu* applj^ani iuu ;isi>igu ：iic Rc.sciA'ui -  winch m dudc：. ti'.c Service ,i.ica C
cfiiK'tl m the O N U ' and shou n on the Masioi Plan - except as (i whole lo i!\e CiUinWc\ (1 !ivR'*；) 
sabsuiiaiy company. Thus, 11KR h^s no right wIkhsucvci to develop Hie Service M c h { A \ ' cc '■0 
h) lor re-Mdcniiai iiousmg iov s；tlc U) thinl parties.

Ii will alsn he noted liom ilic foregoing th;j{ 11K.R nuiy either alKicatc an appropriate nutnl<cr of 
umlividctl shares to the Rcsci vi\l Ponton, or carve same oul from ttic lot Accoidip.g lo t!ic ON^C 
(Section 111, C'lausc 6), I1KR shi'l! allocate Keserve Uiuiividcd Shares to the Service Arc；i 
ver，山ere is no evRience 川 the Uuid Registry th:u IfkR  has alk，c‘Uecl any K isei'e  Urui:.、！clc:cj S!', 

u) the ServiGL• 八rea Thus, ii is mooi wliclhcr 11ICR is iictuallv the "sole land ownt-i'4 5 ol Arf-u 
1 Ob. The entire pioposal to develop Ai ea 10b fur sale or lease !〇 thiid pailies is unsound. The T 
own IMannin^ Jiuard should reject the applicalion 1'orllnvitli.

2. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section 1 o fthe  DMC, every Owner (as defined in the DMC) ha^ i 
lie right and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes conri 
ecled with the pmper use aiid enjuyinent o fthe  same sulijecUo the City Rules (as define 
DMC). This has cH'ectivcly granted over time an easement that cannoi be extinguished. The Apn 
licant has failed to consull or seek proper consent from the co-owncrs of ihe lot pnor to this urn! 
ateral application. The property Hghts o f the exisnng co-owners, i.e. all propeny owners ot the i 
ot, should be maintained, secured and icspccted

3. In response to DLO 's comiiient P9, which advised "The Applicant shall prove that there are s 
ufficient undivided shares retained by them for allocation to tlic proposed development". Master 
plan stated "The applicant has responded to District Lands Office directly via HlvR's ietier to D 
LO dated 3 Aug 2016."

As the lot is under a DMC, it is unsound for HKR to communicate in secret to the DLO and with 
hold infonnation on tlie allocation o f  undivided shares from the other owners. The other owners 
have a direct interest in the allocation, as any misallocation will directly affect their propsrry ng 
hts.

The existing allocation o f  undivided shares is far fi*om clear and m ust be reviewed carefully. A; 
page 7 o fth e  DMC, only 56,500 undivided shares were allocated to tlie Residential Developm^n 
t. W ith the completion o f  Neo Horizon Village in the year 2000, HICR cxliausted all o f  the 56.50 
0 Residential Development undivided shares that it held under the DMC.

HKR has provided no account of the source o f  the undivided shares allocated to aJi developmenr 
s since 2000. In the case o f  the Siena Two A development, it appears from the Green\ aie Sub-D 
MC and Siena Two A Sub-Sub DMC that Retained Area Undivided Shares were improperly all 
ocated to the Siena Two A  development. As such, the owners o f Siena Two A do not ha\x- propc 
r title to their units under the DMC. j

The Tow n Planning Board cannot allow HIvR to hide behind claims o f "commercial sensitiv:t>T' 
and keep details o f tlie allocation o f  luidividcd shares secret. If the applicant is unwilling to re;ea 
se its letter to the DLO dated 3 August, 2016, for public comment, the Board should reject ihc a 
pplication outright.

4. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents
and property o\w*^s nearby is and w ill be subst^intial. This submission hns no； addi'esse^i rhis po 
int. «  }
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!|
; p . The " oxmi FU\iirang BoavG should note Uiat tlie development approved under tlie existing Out!
| lii'e ZorJng Flan i^S/l-DB/4) would already see the population of DB lise to 25,000 or more. The 
| ri'.TeiVi application v*-〇ula increase the population to over 30,000. The original stipulated DB po 
i pulation of 25,000 should be fully respected as Uie underlying infi'astnjctnre cannot support the s 
i 'jbsl^LiaJ increase iu popiiJation iiiiplied by the submission. Water Supplies Department and the 
| Euviroamemal Protection Dcp;irtment have raised substantive questions on the viability of tlie p 
! ropesajs on fi*esh water supply and sewage disposal contained in the Application, and HKll lias J  not responded adequately to their concerns.

|
{ 6. disagree with the applicant's statement in item E.6 of RtC that the existing buses pai'ks in 
I Area 10b open space ai-e MeyesoresM. We respect tliat Ai'ea 10b has been the backyard ofPeninsu 
;13 Village for years and are satisfied with the existing use and operation modes of Area 10b, and 
j would prefer iliere will be no change to the existing land use or operational modes of Area 10b.

!
| 7. The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house tlie bus depot, the repair wor 
j kshops and RCP are unsatisfactory and would cause operational health and safely hazard to the 
j workers within a fully enclosed structure, especially in view of those polluted air and volatile ga 

ses emiUed and the potential noise generated witliin tlie compounds. The proponent should carr>,
； out a satisfactor%7 environmental impact assessment to the operational hcallli and safety hazard o 
j f  the workers within the fully enclosed structure and propose suilable mitigation measures to mi 
j rdmize their effects to the workers and the residents nearby.

j ' .
j S. T l\t proposed removal of helipad for emergency use from Area 10b is undesirable in view ol i 

ts possible urgent use for rescue and transportation of the patients to the acute hospitals due to th 
e rural and remote setting of Discovery Bay. This proposal should not be accepted without a pro 
per re-provisioning proposal by the applicant to the satisfaction of all property owners of D1V

9. We disagree with the applicant's response in item (b) of UD&L, PlanD's comment in RtC iliat 
the proposed 4m wide waterfront promenade is an improvement to the existing situation of Area 
1 Ob. Tl*ie proposed narrow proirienade lacking of adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfacto 
ry m view of its rural and nararal setting.

10. The Application has not shown tliat the relocation of tlie dangerous good store to another par 
l of rhe lot is viable. Any proposal to remove the existing dangerous goods store to anotlier part : 
of the lot should be ac〇jmpan:cd by a full study and plan showing that the relocation is viable.

Unless and umil the applicant U abic to provide detailed responses to the comments for farther r 
eview and comment, the application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.

m

j p r r  ....n r r w i  T r  . r  . r  f  下 了
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參考編號
Reference N um ber:

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

有關的規®申請編號
The application no. to which the comment relates:

I61206-0007M-56225

09/12/2016

Y/l-DB/3

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
Name of person making this comment:

聯絡人
C ontact Person

通訊地址
Postal Address :

Tel N o . :

m v i m
Fax N o . :

坩郵地址
K-mail add re ii :

小S  Miss Hui Sau Ying

pam g  gzp lanei. com
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I Rctorcnoc Number:
j

|提交k 期
j Dc:ulline for submission:
j

1 s i交日期及時間
Date and time of submission:

'.u-e J 1: / Review

161205-234652-75520

09/12/2016

05/12/2016 23:46:52

有 閗 的 申 請 編 號  Y/I D M
T he npplicnlion no. to >vhich the comment relates：

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 

Name of person making tlus comment:
先生 Mr. Wong Hiu Hei

意見詳情
Details of the C om m ent: * 1

Kindly please note that I strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed development 
o f  the lot. My main reasons o f  objection on tliis particular submission are listed as follows:-

1. I reject the claim made in response to Paragraph #10 in the comments from the District Lands 
Office (“DLO”） that the applicant (HKR) has the absolute right to develop Area 10b.

Masterplan is wrong to assume that ownership o f undivided shares ipso facto gives the applicant 
the absolute right to develop Area 10b. The right o f the applicant to develop or redevelop any pa 
rt of the lot is restricted by the Land Grant dated 10 September, 1976; by the Master Plan identif 
ied at Special Condition U6 o f the Land Grant; and by the Deed o f  Mutual Covenant (UD M C ,) d 
ated 30 September, 1982.

Upon the execution of the DMC, the lot was notionally divided into 250,000 equal undivided sh 
ares. To date, more than 100,000 o f  these undivided shares have been assigned by HKR to other 
owners and to the Manager. The rights and obligations o f all owners o f undivided shares in the 1 
o t are specified in the DMC. HKR has no rights separate from other owners except as specified i 
n the DMC .

Area 10b forms the ''Service .\rea", as-defined in the DMC and shown on the Master Plan. As pe 
r the DMC, the definition o f  City Common Areas includes the following:

"•••such part or parts o f the Service Area as shall be used for the benefit o f the City. These City 
Common Areas together with those City Retained Areas as defined and these City Common Fac 
ilities as defined form the entire "Reserved Portion" and "Minimum Associated Facilities" menti 
oned in the Conditions.w

Special Condition 10(a) of the Land Grant states that HKR may not dispose of any part o f  the lot : 
or the buildings thereon unless they have entered into a Deed o f Mutual Covenant. Furlhennore, 
Special Condition 10(c) states:

*7c) In the Deed o f Mutua! Covenant referred to in (a) hereof, the Grantee shall: 
fi) AlJocate to the Reserved Portion an appropriate number of undivided shares in the lot or, as t 
he case m ay bet cause the same to be carved out from the lot, which Reserved Portion the Grant 
ee shall not assign, except as a whole to the Grantee's subsidiary c o m p ^ ^ ."

f f ^ F T T ! T T T T T n T m  厂 r r f T r T T 7 i n r T F |
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As such, the applicant may not assign the Reserved Portion - wliich includes iht Service Area d | 
efined in Ihc DMC and shown on the Master Plan -  except as a whole to the Grantee's (HrCR'sj 1; 
subsidiary company. Thus, HKR has no right whatsoever to develop the Str/ice Avea (Area H) 11 
b) for residential housing for sale to third parties. | ;

It will also be noted from the foregoing that HKR may eitlier allocate an appropriate number of | i 
undivided shares to the Rcsei'ved Portion, or carve same out from the lot. According to the DMC ； 
(Section III, Clause 6), HKR shall allocate R esen t Undivided Shares to the Service Area. Hov-'ej | 
ver, there is no evidence in the Land Registry that HK.R has allocated aiiy Reserve Undivided Sh , 
arcs to the Service Area. Thus, it is moot whether HICR is actually the (tsole land owner5' of Area ： 
10b. The entire proposal to develop Area 10b for sale or lease to 让lird parties is unsound. The 丁 1
own Planning Board should reject the application forthwith. 1

I
2. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the DMC, ever>f Owner (as defined in the DMCj ha5 t : 
he right and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes corm ； 
ected with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in Lae : 
DMC). This has effectively granted over time an easement that cannot be extinguished. The App 1 
licant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of the lot pnor to this un: :； 
ateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all properr/ owners of the 1 ! 
ot, should be maintained, secured and respected. ：

3. In response to DLO's comment #9, which advised "The Applicant shall prove thar there are s i 
ufficient undivided shares retained by them for allocation to the proposed developxieni", Mister | 
plan stated "The applicant has responded to District Lands Office directly via KrGl's lener to D i 1 
LO dated 3 Aug 2016." j ,

As the lot is under a DMC, it is unsound for HICR to communicate in secret to the DLO zni ^TiT-h 1 
hold information on the allocation of undivided shares from the other ov*T.ers. Tne other owners | : 
have a direct interest in the allocation, as any misallocation will directly affect then propen> nc ； 
hts. 1 ;

The existing allocation o f undivided shares is far from clear and must be reviewed carefdl；y. At | : 
page 7 o f the DMC, only 56,500 undivided shares were allocated to Lhe Residenrial De\-e!oprr.cr.| 
t. With the completion o f Neo Horizon Village in the year 2000? HKR exhausted all o f± e  5o,5〇| ： 
0 Residential Development undivided shares that it held under die DMC. |

I '
HKR has provided no account of the source o f the undivided shires allocated to ail dc\ e!op^er.i f 
s since 2000. In the case of the Siena Two A development, it appears tror.: :he Green\-alc S：-b-D [; 
MC and Siena Tv/o A Sub-Sub DMC that Retained Area Ur.di\ ided Shares were ；mpropert\- j 
ocated to the Siena Two A development. As such, the owners of Sier；a Two A do no: have propc；； 
r title to their units under the DMC.

The Town Planning Board cannot allow HKR to hide behind claims of''commercial ser*si:;\ 
and keep details o f the allocation of undi\ ided shares secret. I：'the apr»lican: is ur.u-i：hng ro reiea 
se its letter to the DLO dated 3 August, 2016, tor public comment, the Board should reiec： rhe a 
pplication outright.

4. The disruption， ixMlution aiui nuiSiUK'e c au sd  b>‘ the
anil property o\j 
int P

ncarbv is anU will be suhstanna*. This submissiv^n Has ai1dresse»i thi- rn>
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I  5 .  ' ' h e  r r o p o s c J  l a n d  v c c l a n i a U o n  a n d  c o n s u n c t i o n  o f o v e r  s e a  d e c k i n g  w i t h  a  w i d t h  o f  9 - 34m  p  
j  ^ ' • ' . v ：：- 〇 n r a e n t ; i i  h a z a r d  t o  t h e  i m m e d i a t e  r u r a l  n a t u r a l  s u i T o u n d i n g s .  T h e r e  a r e  p o s s i b l e  s e a  p  
|  二 i s s u e s  p o s e d  b y  d i e  p r o p o s e d  r e c l a m a t i o n  T h e  D L O ’ s  c o r n m e n t  "5  a d v i s e d  t h a t  t b x  p r o  
1 ；: o s c \ ^  r c c i a i n a u o o  ' ' p a i i l y  f a l l s  w i t h i n  t h e  w a t e r  p r e v i o u s l y  g a z e t i e d  v i c l e  G . N .  593 o n  10. 3.1978 
! f 〇 v  f a - . A  a j i o  s u b m a r i n e  o u t f a l l . * '  A s  s u c h ,  t h e  a r e a  h a s  n o t  b e e n  g a z e t t e d  f o r  r e c l a m a t i o n ,  c o  
! n U ' a j - v  to t h e  c h i i m s  m ; i d e  i n  t h e  A p p l i c a t i o n  t h a t  a l l  p r o p o s e d  r e c l a m a t i o n  h a d  p r e v i o u s l y  b e e n  a  
j  p  j n n . e d .  T h e  T o w n  P l a n n i n g  B o a i . c i  s h o u l d  r e j e c t  t h e  A p p l i c a t i o n  u n l e s s  a n c l  u n t i l  t h i s  e i 了 o r  i s  c  
j  c - i r e c r e d .  T h e  T o w n  P l a n n i n g  B o a r d  s h o u l d  f u i t h e r  s p e c i f y  t l i e  n e e d  f o r  a  f u l l  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  I m  
; p a c t  A s s e s s m e n t  a s  r e q u i r e d  u n d e r  t h e  F o r e s h o r e  a n d  S e a b e d  ( R e c l a m a t i o n s )  O r d i n a n c e  ( C a p .  1

! 6. The 丁own Plaruiing Board should note that the development approved under the existing Outl 
： me Zoning Plan (S/I-DB/4) would already see the population of DB rise to 25,000 or more. The 
| current application would increase tlie population to over 30,000. The original stipulated DB po 
■ pulaiicn of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying infrastrucl\ire cannot support the s 

ubstanLiaJ increase in population implied by the submission. Water Supplies Department and the 
Eriviroiunental Protection Department have raised substantive questions on the viability of the p 
roposals on H'esh water supply and sewage disposal contained in the Application, and HKH has 
not responded adequately to their concerns.

7. The proposed felling of 168 mature trees in Area 10b is an ecological disaster, and poses a su 
bstantiai environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is unacceptable an 
d the proposed tree preservation plan or the tree compensatory proposals are totally unsatisfactor
y-

S. We disagree with the applicant's statement in item E.6 of RtC that the existing buses parks in 
.Area 10b open space are "eyesores". We respect that Area 10b has been the backyard of Peninsu 
la Village for years and are satisfied with the existing use and operation modes of Area 10b, and 
would prefer there will be no change to the existing land use or operational modes of Area 10b.

9. The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house the bus depot, the repair wor 
kshops and RCP are unsatisfactory and would cause operational health and safety hazard to the 
workers within a fully enclosed structure, especially in view of those polluted air and volatile ga 
ses emitted and the potential noise generated within the compounds. The proponent should cany 
out a satisfactory environmental impact assessment to the operational health and safety hazard o 
f  the workers within the fully enclosed structure and propose suitable mitigation measures to mi 
nimize their effects to the workers aiid the residents nearby.

Unless and until the applicant is able (o provide detailed responses to the comments for further r 
eview and ccrriinent, the application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.

o
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收 f牛 者 ： JpbixiC
主 旨 ： 卜.luthe

* (.i '̂baun Kk'ins^hmuit |
' 17:tS

plaiui.gov.hk
C>b.k\'tions lo: Discovery Hay apphcalions Y/l-Dli/2 and Y/l-DB/3 4 6 7 4

Dear S irs ,

Ke: Discovery Bay applications Y / I-D B /2  and

1 draw the attention of the Town Planning Board (TPB) to the fact that the entire lot of 
Discoveiy Bay, including the areas covered by the applications Y / I-D B /2  and Y / I-D B /3 , is 
held under a Deed of M utua l Covenant (DMC). M any of the other owners of the lot have grave 
concerns about the adherence to the D M C  (or lack thereof) by  Hong Kong Resort Com pany  
Limited (HKR) and the Manager, Discovery Bay Services Managem ent Limited (DBSML), a 
wholly-owned subsid iaiy of HKR.

H KR  is bound by the D M C  and is not the sole owner of the land; it is a co-owner of the land  
together with thousands of other owners, who are legal stake-holders as owners of undivided  
shades in the lot.

are on-going, unresolved disputes between HKR and the other owners on a num ber of 
issues, in  particular irregularities in the calculation of M anagem ent Expenses. H K R  is the 
owner/operator of all the commercial properties in Discovery Bay  and, with the assistance of 
its directly controlled subsid iary  D B SM L, is not paying Managem ent Fees on the commercial 
properties in accordance with the clear language of the D M C .

The D M C  requires that Managem ent Expenses m ust be shared according to GBA, as defined 
in t±ie D M C . H KR  and the Manager calculate Management Fees for t±ie commercial properties 
according to Gross Floor Area (GFA), which allows HKR  to underpay its due share of 
Managem ent Expenses. Lands Department and the D istrict Councillor of Discovery B ay  are 
well aware of these unresolved disputes.

No recourse can be taken by sm all owners through the City Owners* Committee (COC), 
recognised as the owners’ committee under the Building Managem ent Ordinance (Cap. 344)， 
as H K R  controls the majority of undivided shares in the lot and is able to cast its shares at 
anY time to control the outcome of any vote. For the same reason, the owners of D is c o v e r  Bay  
a ^ iL n a b le  to form an Owners* Corporation as H K R  can alw ays block any resolution to 
incorporate.

Further development of Discovery Bay should be deferred until the unfair treatment of the 
sm all owners has been addressed. Any new development w ill only subject more owners to the 
unfair charging of M anagem ent Expenses by H K R  and their wholly owned subsidiary, D B M S L

On above grounds I a sk  the TPB  to reject the applications until government departments can  
show that HKR agrees to abide in full to the terms of the New Grant and the D M C .

Thank you,
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l '}\c  Secretarial
Town Hanning Board
15/P, N orth Poin t G overnm en t O ffices

333 Javo Road, North Point
(Via email: (pbpd^plnnci.eov.lik or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

Dear Sirs,
Section 12A A pp lica tion  No. Y /I-DB/3 

A rea 10b, L o t 385 R P &  E x t (P a rt)  in  D.D. 352, D iscovery  Bay 

O b jection  to  th e  Subm ission  by th e  A pp lican t on 27 .10 .2016

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant for Hong Kong 
Resort (t<HKRM), Masterplan Limited (uMasterplan,1)J to address the departmental 

〇  comments regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

proposed development o f the lot. M y main reasons o f objection on this particular 

submission are listed as follows:-

1. I reject the claim made in response to Paragraph #10 in the comments from the 

District Lands Office (“DLO”） that the applicant (HKR) has the absolute right to 
develop Area 10b.

Masterplan is wrong to assume that ownership o f undivided shares ipso facto  

gives the applicant the absolute right to develop Area 10b. T he right o f  the 

applicant to develop or redevelop any part o f the lot is restricted by the Land 

Grant dated 10 September, 1976; by  the Master Plan identified at Special 

Condition #6 o f the Land Grant; and by the Deed o f  Mutual Covenant (UD M C ') 

dated 30 September, 1982.

Upon the execution o f  the DM C, the lot was notionally divided into 250,000 

equal undivided shares. To date, more than 100,000 of these undivided shares 

have been assigned by HKR to other owners and to tlie Manager. The rights and 

obligations o f all owners o f undivided shares in the lot are specified in the DM C . 

HK R has no rights separate from other ow ners except as specified in  the DM C .

Area ]〇b fomis the "Service Area", as defined in the DM C and shown on the 

M aster Plan. As per the DMC, the definition o f  City Com m on A reas includes the 

following:

l\..su ch  part or ports o f  the Service Area as shall be used  fo r  the benefit o f

lo f  3



the City. These City Common Areas together with those City Retained Arcus 
us defined and these City Common Facilities as defined form  the entire 
"Rescued Portion" and "Minimum Associated Facilities" mentioned in the 
Conditions. "

S p ec ia l C o n d itio n  10(a) o f  the L and Grant states that H K R  m a y  not d isp o se  o f  

a n y  part o f  the  lo t or the  b u ild in g s thereon  u n less th ey  h a v e  en tered  into a D eed  

o f  M utual C o v en a n t. F urtherm ore, S p ec ia l C on d ition  1 0 (c )  states:

"(c) In the Deed of Mutual Covenant referred to in (a) hereof, the Grantee 
shall:

(i) Allocate to the Reserved Portion an appropriate number o f  
undivided shares in the lot or, as the case may be, cause the same to be 
carved out from the lot, which Reserved Portion the Grantee shall not 
assign, except as a whole to the Grantee s subsidiary company..."

A s  su ch , th e  ap p lican t m a y  not a ss ig n  the R eserv ed  P o rtio n  -  w h ic h  in c lu d e s  th e  

S e r v ic e  A r ea  d e fin e d  in  th e  D M C  and sh o w n  o n  the M a ster  P la n  -  e x c e p t  a s a 

w h o le  to  th e  G ran tee 's  (H K R 's) su b sid ia ry  com pany. T liu s, H K R  has n o  right  

w h a tso e v e r  to d e v e lo p  th e  S e r v ic e  A rea  (A rea  10b) fo r  r es id en tia l h o u s in g  fo r  

sa le  to th ird  parties.

It w il l  a lso  b e  n oted  from  the fo r e g o in g  that H K R  m a y  e ith e r  a llo c a te  an  

app rop riate  n u m b er o f  u n d iv id ed  sh ares to  the R e se rv e d  P o rtio n , or  c a rv e  sa m e  

o u t from  th e  lo t. A c c o r d in g  to  th e  D M C  (S e c tio n  III, C la u se  6 ) ,  H K R  sh a ll  

a llo c a te  R e se r v e  U n d iv id e d  S h ares to  th e  S e r v ic e  A rea . H o w e v e r , th ere  is n o  

e v id e n c e  in  th e  L and R eg istry  that H K R  h as a llo ca ted  a n y  R e se r v e  U n d iv id e d  

S h ares to th e  S e r v ic e  A rea . T h u s, it is  m o o t w h eth er  H K R  is  a c tu a lly  th e  us o le  

land  o w n er ” o f  A rea  10b. T h e  en tire  proposa l to  d e v e lo p  A rea  10b  for  sa le  or  

le a s e  to  th ird  p arties is  u n sou n d . T h e  T o w n  P la n n in g  B oard  sh o u ld  reject th e  

a p p lic a tio n  forth w ith .

2 . P ursuant to  C la u se  7  u n d er  S e c t io n  I o f  th e  D M C , e v e r y  O w n e r  (a s  d e fin e d  in  th e  

D M C ) h a s  th e  right and lib er ty  to  g o  p a ss  and rep a ss o v e r  an d  a lo n g  and u se  

A rea  10b for a ll p u r p o se s  co n n e c ted  w ith  the proper u s e  and e n jo y m e n t o f  the  

sa m e  su b ject to  the  C ity  R u les (a s d e fin ed  in  the  D M C ). T h is  h a s  e f fe c t iv e ly  

granted o v e r  tim e  an e a se m e n t that cannot b e  e x t in g u ish e d . T h e  A p p lica n t h as  

fa ile d  to c o n su lt  or se e k  proper c o n se n t from  the co -ovvn ers o f  th e  lo t  prior to th is  

u n ila tera l ap p lica tio n . T h e  property  rights o f  the e x is t in g  c o -o w n e r s , i.e . all 

p r o p er ly  o w n e r s  o f  th e  lo t , sh o u ld  b e  m ain ta ined , sec u r ed  and resp ected .

2 of 3



罄

3. In re s p o n se  to D L O ’s c o m m e n t # 9 ，v /h ich  a d v ise d  "T h e  A p p lic a n t sh a ll p ro v e  

iliac d ie rc  a re  s u ff ic ie m  u n d iv id e d  s h a re s  re ta in e d  b y  theiri fo r a l lo c a tio n  to tlie 

p ro p o s e d  d e v e lo p m e n t" , M a s te rp la n  s ta ted  " T h e  a p p lic a n t has re s p o n d e d  to 

D is tr ic t L a n d s  O ffic e  d ire c tly  v ia  H K R 's  le tte r to  D L O  d a ted  3 A u g  2 0 ]  6 ."

As the lot is under a DMC, it is unsound for HKLR to communicate in secret to 
the DLO and withhold information an the allocation of undivided shares from 
the other owners. The other owners have a direct interest in the allocation, as any 
misallocation will directly affect their property rights.

The existing allocation o f  undivided shares is far from clear and m ust be 

reviewed carefully. At page 7 o f  tiie DM C, only 56,500 undivided shai'es were 

allocated to the Residential Developm ent. W ith the completion o f  N eo H orizon 

Village in the year 2000, HKR exhausted all o f  the 56,500 R esidential 

D evelopm ent undivided shares that it held under the DMC .

H K R  has provided no account o f  the source o f  the undivided shares allocated to 

all developm ents since 2000 . In the case o f the Siena Two A developm ent, it 

appears from  the Greenvale Sub-D M C and Siena Two A Sub-Sub D M C that 

Retained A rea U ndivided Shares were im properly allocated to the S iena Two A  

developm ent. A s such, the ow ners o f  Siena Two A  do not have proper title to 

their units under the DMC .

T he Town Planning Board cannot allow H K R  to hide behind claim s o f  

“com m ercial sensitivity ，’ and keep  details o f  the  a llocation o f  undivided shares 

secret. I f  th e  applicant is unw illing  to re lease  its le tter to  the DLO dated 3 A ugust, 

2016, for public  com m ent, the Board should reject the  application outright.

4. T he disruption , pollution and nu isance caused by  the construction to  the 

im m ediate residents and p ro p erty  ow ners nearby is and w ill be substantial. T h is 

subm ission  has not addressed th is point.

5. T he proposed  land reclam ation and construction o f  ov er sea decking w ith  a widtli 

o f  9-34m  poses environm ental hazard  to the im m ediate rural natural 

surroundings . T here  are possib le  sea pollu tion  issues posed by the  p roposed  

reclam ation , ^ i c  D L O 's com m ent advised that the proposed reclam ation
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"parlly  falls w ith in  ihe w ater previously  giiy.etted vide G .N . 593 on 10 .3 .1978 for 

ferry p ie r and subm arine  o u t f a l l . A s  such, the area has not been  gaze tted  for 

rec lam ation , co n tra ry  to the  claim s m ade  in the A pp lica tion  that all proposed  

rec lam atio n  had p re v io u s ly  been  approved . The Tow n P lan n in g  B oard  should 

reject the  A p p lica tio n  un less and until th is  e rro r is correc ted . T lie T ow n P lan n in g  

B oard  should  fu rth er spec ify  the need  for a full E n v iro n m en ta l Im pact 

A ssessm en t as req u ired  under the  Fo resho re  and S eab ed  (R eclam atio n s) 

O rd in an ce  (C ap . 127).

6. The Town Planning Board should note that the development approved under the 
existing Outline Zoning Plan (S/I-DB/4) would already see the population of DB 
rise to 25,000 or more. The current application would increase the population to 
over 30,000. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully 
respected as the underlying infrastructure cannot support the substantial increase 
in population implied by the submission. Water Supplies Department and the 
Environmental Protection Department have raised substantive questions on the 
viability o f the proposals on fresh water supply and sewage disposal contained in 
the Application, and HKR has not responded adequately to their concerns.

7. The proposed felling o f 168 mature trees in Area 10b 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 proposals are totally unsatisfactory.

08. We disagree with the applicant's statement in item E.6 o f  RtC that the existing 

buses parks in A rea 10b open space are "eyesores". We respect that Area 10b has 

been the backyard o f Peninsula Village for years and are satisfied with the 

existing use and operation modes o f  Area 10b, and would prefer there will be no 

change to the existing land use or operational modes o f Area 10b.

9. The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house the bus depot, 

the repair workshops and RCP are unsatisfactory and w ould cause operational 

health and safety hazard to the workers within a fiilly enclosed structure, 

especially in view  o f  those polluted air and volatile gases em itted and the 

potential noise generated within the compounds. The proponent should carry out 

a satisfactory environm ental im pact assessment to the operational health and
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sa te ty  hazard  o f  the w o rk e rs  w ith in  Hie fu lly  enclo sed  s tm c lu re  and  p ro p o se  

su itab le  m itiga tion  m e a su re s  (o m in im ize  th e ir  effec ts  to the w o rk e rs  and the 

re s iden ts  nearby .

10. The proposed removal of helipad for emergency use from Area 10b is 
undesirable in view of its possible urgent use for rescue ajid transportation of the 
patients to tlie acute hospitals due to the rnral and remote setting o f Discovery 
Bay. This proposal should not be accepted without a proper re-provisioning 
proposal by the applicant to the satisfaction o f all property owners o f  DB.

11. We disagree with the applicant's response in item (b) o f UD&L, PlanD's 
comment in RtC that the proposed 4m wide waterfi*ont promenade is an 

improvement to the existing situation o f Area 10b. The proposed narrow 
promenade lacking of adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view 
o f its rural and natural setting.

12. The Application has not shown that the relocation o f the dangeroiis good store to 

another part o f the lot is viable. Any proposal to remove the existing dangerous 

goods store fo another part o f the lot should be accompanied by a full study and 

plan showing that the relocation is viable.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments 

for further review and comment, the application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.

Signature : Date: 6 / / i / , J  D/

Name o f Discovery Bay Ow ner I Resident:

Address:
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Town P lann ing  lioaixl
North l)(、i:iK .Uwemnuin K )n ic c s  

333  J ; t \ a  K oaci, N o rth  P o in t

(Via cm aii: rp^lH l@ pl：t n d . g ^  or Tax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

D ear  Sirs.
SecHoii 12A A pplicario ii No. V /l-D B /3 

A ren  I Ob, L ot 385 R P  & E x r  (P n n )  in D ,D , 352, D iscovery . B a j  
O b je c tio n  lo the S ub m iss io n  by the A p p lic a n t on 27 .10 .2016

I refer to tlie R esponse to C om m ents subm itted by the consultant o f  H ong 
Kong R esort Ci-rKR"'), M asterp lan  L im ited, to address Hie departm ental 
coinm eats reg ard in g  the captioned application  on 27 .10 .2016 .

K indly p lease  note that l strongly  object to the  subm ission  regard ing  the 

proposed dev elo p m en t o f  the L ot. M y m ain reaso n s o f  objection  on th is 

particular su b m issio n  are listed as follow s:-

1. T he H K R  c la im  that they are th e  sole land o w ner o f  A rea  10b is in doubt. 

The lo t is n o w  held under the  P rincipal D eed  o f  M utual C ovenant (P D M C ) 

dated 2 0 .9 .1 9 8 2 . A rea 10b fo n n s  p a il o f  th e  "S erv ice  A rea" as de fin ed  in 

the P D M C . A rea  10b also fo rm s part o f  e ith e r th e  "C ity C om m on A reas" 

or th e  "C ity  R etained A reas" in the PD M C . P u rsu an t to  C lause  7 u n d e r 

Sec tion  I o f  th e  PD M C , e v e iy  O w ner (as de fin ed  in th e  PD M C ) has the  

righ t and  lib e rty  lo go pass and  repass over and a lo n g  and use A re a  10b for 

all p u rp o se s  connected  w ith th e  p roper use and en joym en t o f  the  sam e  

su b jec t to the  City R ules (ai> defined in the P D M C ) . T liis has e ffec tiv e ly  

g ran ted  o v e r tim e  an easem en t that canno t b e  ex tin g u ish ed . T he A p p lica n t 

has fa iled  to  consu lt or seek  p ro p e r  consen t from tlie  co-ow ners o f  ihc  lo i 

p rio r to  th is  unilateral app lica tio n . T he p ro p erly  righ ts o f  ih c  e x is tin g  

c o -o w n ers , i.e . all p roperty  o w n ers o f  th e  L o t, sh o u ld  be m ain ta in ed , 

secu red  and  respected .

2. T he  d is ru p tio n , po llu tion  and n u isance  cau sed  b y  th e  c o n stru c tio n  to  th e  

im m ed ia te  residen ts and p ro p e rty  ow ners n earb y  is and w ill be  su b s ta n tia l .  

T h is the  su b m issio n  has not ad d ressed .

3. T h e  P ro p o sa l is m ajor c h an g e  to  the d ev e lo p m en t c o n ce p l o l 'ih e  L o t and  a 

fundfunenial dev ia tion  o f  the land use from  th e  o rig in a l ap p ro v ed  N4astev



Layout PlaiKi and ihc approved Outline Zoning Plan in the applicalion, i.c. 
a change iVoni service into rcsidcnlial area. A pproval o f  it w ould be an 
undesirable precedent case (Vom environm ental perspeclive and against the 
in terests o f  all resident and owners o f  the district.

4. T h e  p ro p o se d  land rec lam a tio n  and co n stru c tio n  o f  o ver sea  d e ck in g  w ith  a 

w id th  o f  9-3 4 m  p o se s  en v iro n m en ta l h a za rd  to  th e  im m ed ia te  rural na tu ra l 

suiTO unding . T h ere  are  p o ss ib le  sea p o llu tio n  issu e s  p o sed  by th e  p ro p o se d  

re c la m a tio n .  T h is  is a v io la tio n  o f  th e  lease  c o n d itio n s , in c o n tra v e n tio n  o f  

th e  F o re sh o re  a n d  S ea -b ed  (R e c lam a tio n ) O rd in a n c e  to g e th e r  w ith  

e n c ro a c h m e n t o n  G o v e rn m en t L an d , a lo n g  w ith  o th e r  tran sg re ss io n s .  

T h e  su b m iss io n  h as  n o t sa tis fac to rily  a d d re ssed  th e se  issues an d  h a s  been  

c o m p le te d  w ith o u t any  p ro p e r c o n su lta tio n  w ith  th e  c o -o w n ers .

5. T h e  o r ig in a l s t ip u la te d  D B  p o p u la tio n  o f  2 5 ,0 0 0  sh o u ld  be  fu lly  re sp e c te d  

as th e  u n d e rly in g  in fra s tru c tu re  c a n n o t s ta n d  u p  u n d e r  su ch  a su b s ta n tia l 

in c re a s e  in  p o p u la t io n  im p lie d  by th e  su b m iss io n .  A ll D B  p ro p e rty  o w n e rs  

an d  o c c u p ie rs  w o u ld  h a v e  to  su ffe r  an d  p ay  th e  co st o f  th e  n e c e ssa ry  

u p g ra d in g  o t ’ . in f ra s tru c tu re  to  p ro v id e  a d e q u a te  su p p ly  o r s u p p o r t  to  th e  

p ro p o s e d  d e v e lo p m e n t .  F o r  o n e  e x a m p le  th e  re q u ire d  ro a d  n e tw o rk s  and 

r e la te d  u tilitie s  c a p a c ity  \Y〇rks a r is in g  o u t o f  th is  su b m is s io n .  T h e  

p r o p o n e n t  sh o u ld  c o n su lt  a n d  lia ise  w ith  a ll p ro p e rty  o w n e rs  b e in g  

a f fe c te d .  A t  m in im u m  u n d e r ta k e  th e  c o s t a n d  e x p e n s e  o f  a ll in f ra s tru c tu re  

o f  a n y  m o d if ie d  d e v e lo p m e n t s u b s e q u e n tly  a g re e d  to .  D is ru p t io n  to  all 

r e s id e n ts  in  th e  v ic in i ty  sh o u ld  b e  p ro p e rly  m it ig a te d  a n d  a d d re s s e d  in  th e  

su b m is s io n .

6 . T h e  p ro p o s e d  f e ll in g  o f  168 m a tu re  t re e s  in  A re a  10b  is a n  e c o lo g ic a l  

d is a s te r ,  a n d  p o s e s  a su b s ta n tia l  e n v iro n m e n ta l  im p a c t lo  th e  im m e d ia te  

n a tu ra l  se ttin g .  T h e  p ro p o s a l  is u n a c c e p ta b le  an d  th e  p r o p o s e d  tree  

p re s e rv a t io n  p la n  o r  th e  tre e  c o m p e n s a to ry  p ro p o s a ls  a re  to ta lly  

u n s a t is f a c to ry .

7 . W e  d is a g re e  w ith  th e  a p p lic a n t 's  s ta te m e n t  in  ite m  E .6  o f  R tC  th a t  th e  

e x is t in g  b u se s  p a r k s  in  A re a  10b o p e n  s p a c e  a r e  " e y e s o re s " .  W e  re s p e c t  

th a t  A re a  10b  h a s  b e e n  th e  b a c k y a rd  o f  P e n in s u la  V il la g e  fo r y e a r s  a n d  are  

s a t is f ie d  w ith  th e  e x is t in g  u se  a n d  o p e ra t io n  m o d e s  o f  A r e a  1 0 b , a n d  

w o u ld  p r e fe r  (h e re  w il l  b e  n o  c h a n g e  to  th e  e x is t in g  la n d  u se  o r  o p e ra t io n a l  

m o d e s  o I 'A r e a  1 0b .



8. I’i化 p i .o p o s以i e , \ lc n s iv e  Fully e n c lo s e d  |K )ciiuni sixu c i.u re  to  l io u s t  i!iC b u s

d e p o t ,  t!ie  re p a ir  w o r k s h o p s ,  ih e  d a n g e m u s  g o o d s  s lo r e s  in c iu d in g  p t i r o l  

P illing  s ia i io n  a n d  R C P  a re  u n s a t is f a c to r y  a n d  w o u ld  c a u s e  o p e r a i io n a l  

h e a l th  a n d  sa le fy  h a z a rd  to  th e  A vorkers w i th in  a fu lly  e n c lo s e d  s u u c v u re ,  

e s j ； e c ia l iy  in v ie w  o f  th o s e  p o l lu te d  a i r  a n d  v o la l i le  g a s e s  cm irtec l a n d  ih c  

p o te n t ia l  n o is e  g e n e r a ie d  w ith in  th e  c o m p o u n d s .  T h e  p r o p o n e n t  sh o u id  

c firry  o u t  a sa L is ia c to ry  e n v i r o n m e n ta l  im p a c t  a s s e s s m e n t  to  th e  o p e iT itio n a l 

h e a l th  a n d  s a fe ty  h a z a rd  o f  th e  w o r k e r s  w iL hin  th e  fu l ly  e n c lo s e d  sL ru c iu re  

a n d  p r o p o s e  s u i t a b le  m i t ig a t io n  m e a s u r e s  to  m in im iz e  th e i r  c f i e c i s  to  th e

w o r k e r s  a n d  th e  r e s id e n t s  n e a i'b y .

9 . 1 'h e  p r o p o s e d  r e m o v a l  o f  h e l ip a d  f o r  e m e r g e n c y  u s e  fr o m  A r e a  I Ob is  

u n d e s ir a b le  in  v i e w  o f  i t s  p o s s i b l e  u r g e n t  u s e  fo r  r e s c u e  a n d  t r a n s p o r ta t io n  

o f  t h e  p a t ie n t s  to  ih e  a c u t e  h o s p i t a l s  d u e  to  ih e  rural a n d  r e m o te  s e l l i n g  o f  

D i s c o v e r y  B a y .  T h i s  p r o p o s a l  s h o u ld  noL b e  a c c e p t e d  w i t h o u t  a p r o p e r  

r e - p r o v is io n i j ig  p r o p o s a l  b y  t h e  a p p l ic a n t  t o  s a t i s f a c t io n  o f  a l l  p r o p e ix y  

o w n e r s  o f  D i s c o v e r y  B a y .

1 0 .  W e  d i s a g r e e  w i t h  th e  a p p l ic a n t 's  r e s p o n s e  in  ite m  (b )  o f  L ID & L , P ia n D 's  

c o m m e n t  in  R tC  th a t th e  p r o p o s e d  4 m  w i d e  w a te r fr o n t  p r o m e n a d e  is  an  

im p r o v e m e n t  to  th e  e x i s t in g  s i t u a t io n  o f  A r e a  1 Ob. T h e  p r o p o s e d  n a r r o w  

p r o m e n a d e  la c k in g  o f  a d e q u a t e  l a n d s c a p in g  o r  s h e l t e r s  i s  u n s a t i s f a c t o t y  in  

v i e w  o f  i t s  rural a n d  n a tu r a l s e t t in g .

1 1 .  T h e  r e v i s i o n  o f  t h e  d e v e lo p m e n t  a s  in d ic a t e d  in th e  R e v i s e d  C o n c e p t  P la n  

〇[ 'A n n e x  A  is s t i l l  u n s a t is f a c t o i7  a n d  w e  a g r e e  th a t th e  c o m m e n t s  m a d e  b y  

A r c h it e c t u r a l  S e r v ic e s  D e p a r t m e n t  th a t " . . . .T h e  p o d iu m  o f  t h e  b u i ld in g  

b l o c k s  n o s .  L 7  t o  L I 4  is  a b o u t  2 5 0 m  in  le n g th  th a t  is  t o o  lo n g  a n d  

m o n o t o n o u s .  T o g e t h e r  w ith  t h e  c o n t in u o u s  la y o u t s  o f  th e  m e d iu m - r i s e  

r e s id e n t ia l  b lo c k s  b e h in d ,  t h e  d e v e lo p m e n t  m a y  h a v e  a w a l l - e f f e c t  a n d  

p o s e  c o n s id e r a b le  v i s u a l  im p a c t  to  i t s  v ic in i t y . . . ."

a n d  b y  P la n n in g  D e p a r tm e n t  t h a t :

" ....L cnvers c lo s e r  to  th e  c o a s t  s h o u ld  b e  r e d u c e d  in h e ig h t  to  m in im iz e  th e  

o v e r b e a r in g  im p a c t  o n  Ihe  c o a s t"  a n d  th a t  " . . . .P u b lic  v ie w e r s  f ro m  th e  

so u th w e s t :  w o u ld  e x p e r ie n c e  a  lo n g  c o n t in u o u s  b u i ld in g  m a s s  a b u n in g  th e  

c o a s t ,  l i f f o r l s  s h o u ld  b e  m a d e  to  b r e a k  c lo w n  the  b u i ld in g  m a s s  w ith  w id e r  

b u i ld in g  g a p s . . . ."  a re  s i i l l  v a lid  a f te r  (h is  ic v is io n .

U n le s s  a n d  u n til  th e  a p p lic iin t  is a b le  to  p r o v id e  d c la i le d  r e s p o n s e s  to  ih e



com m ents for further rev iew  and com m ent, the app lication  for A rea 10b shou ld  

be w ilhdraw n .

S ignature

N am e o f  Discover)^ B ay Property  R esident: 

M s HO  W oon  Pik  B essie , I.N4.S.

D ate : 5Ih D ecem b er 201 6
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!5  ? . Xorc .i ? o ;n :  G ^ve —~ e n ;  Of:":css 

.'55 .'ava a〇2C. Nar^- Fein:

e m a i ； : tp b n d  .T p ln n J  c o ^ -h k  or  ：2X： 2 S 7 7  C 2 -5  2 5 2 2  £ - 2 5 )

De:: Sirs，
S e c t io n  1 2 a  A p p lic a t io n  N o .

Area 10b. Lot 3S5 RP A Em  (Part  ̂ in D.D. 352. DL^coven- Bav 

Objection to the Submissicm bv the Ar>nliean【 on 2 - .10.

I re fe r  :3  •上e R eaper义 •‘〇 C o r二 e n y u ’:rr^ r .ed  •::、••上e c c _』u :：2r-: c f  三cr:g K c c g  

r. f 'H K i l " ) .  N!a5：erp lan  L im h e d .  io ad d ress  i s  d e r a r ^ e n i s J  c c ~ ~ e n ^ 5  

reg ard in g  the  c sp d c 'n ed  ap p lic a tio n  or. 2 7 .1 0 2 0 1 6 .

Kindly p le a s e  n o te  Lha: I s tr o n g ly  o b jec t to  rhe su b m iss ic r . r e g s r i ir .g  ih e  

p r o r o ssd  c e v e lo p n :? n t  o f  the L c l  N ly  m ain  rea so n s c f  o b je c tio n  cr. ± i s  p -irJ cu：2r 

su b m iss io n  are lis te d  as fo llovvs:-

1. T n e  H K R  c la im  that th ey  are th e  so le  land o w n e r  o f  A r e a  10b  is in  d o u b i  T h e  !c:

is  n o w  h e ld  under ih e  P rin c ip a l D e ed  c f  C c ' .e :a n :  (P D M C ) d a ied

2 0 .9 .1 9 S 2 . A re^  10b fo r m s part o f  the " S s r \ic e  A rea"  a s denr.ed  in  th e  P D N ?C . 

A r ea  1Gb a lso  fo r m s part o f  e ith er  th e  " C i^  C o m m o n  .\r eo s*  c r  d :e  wC ：r>' 

R eta in ed  A reas"  in  m e P D M C . Pursuant to  C la u se  7  un der S e c n o n  I o f  ih e  

P D M C : e v e r y  C hvcer (a s d e f in e d  in  the P D M C ) has th e  rigfci a n i  : ib e n y  :c? g o  

p s s s  an d  r e p sss  o v e r  and a lo n g  a n d  u se  A rea  iO b for  a ll  p u rp oses c o n n e c :e d  w !:h  

ih e  p rop er u s e  and enjo>Tnent o f  the  sam e su b ject io  th e  Cit>- R u les (a s  d s f in e c  in  

ih s  P D N IC ). T n is  h a s e g e c d v e lv  granied  o v e r  tim e a n  e a se m e n t ih a : car.r.o i be  

e x t in g u ish e d . T h e  A p p lic a n i has fa ile d  to c o n su lt  or s e e k  p roper c c n s e n i  fr o m  the  

c o -o w n e r s  o f  the lo t  prior to  th is  un iiateral a p p lic a tio n . T n e  pn?per:y n g h js  o f  the  

e x is t in g  c o -o w n e r s , i.e . a ll  p rop er：)- o w n er s  o f  the L o t , sh o u ld  b e  m a in ta ir .e e .  

sec u r ed  and  resp ected .

2 .  T h e  d is r jp d o n , p o llu tio n  and n u isa n ce  ca u se d  b y  the  co n str u c tio n  t o  the  

irrm sd iare  r e s id e n t  £nd p rcp ert)r o w n ers nearby  is a n d  w i l l  b e  su b sta n tia l. T h is  

th e  s u b ir is s io n  h a s  n ot a d d ressed .

3 . T n e  P ro p o sa l is  m ajor c h a n g e  io  the d e v e lo p m e a ;  c o n c e p t  o f  ih e  L ot a n d  a 

fu n d am en ta l d e v ia tio n  c f  th e  la n d  use from  the o r ig in a l a p p roved  M a ster  L ayour  

P lan a  a r d  the ap p ro v ed  O u tlin e  Z o n in g  P lan  in ih e  a p p lica tio n , i .e .  a  c h a n g e

from ser/icc into residential area. Approval o f  it would be an undesirable
lc f 3
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4. T he proposed land reclamation and construction o f over sea decking with a width 

o f  9-34m poses environmental hazard lo the immediate rural natural surrounding. 

There are possible sea pollution issues posed by the proposed reclam ation . This 

is a violation o f  the lease conditions, in contravention of the Foreshore and 

Sea-bed (Reclamation) Ordinance together with encroacliment on Governm ent 

Land, along with other transgressions. . The subm ission has not satisfactorily 

addressed these issues and has been completed without any proper consultation 

with the co-owners.

5. The original stipulated DB population o f 25,000 should be fully respected as the 

underlying infrastructure cannot stand up under such a substantial increase in 

population implied by the submission. All DB property owners and occupiers 

would have to suffer and pay the cost o f the necessary upgrading o f 

infrastructure to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed developm ent. 

For one example the required road networks and related utilities capacity works 

arising out o f this submission. The proponent should consult and liaise with all 

property owners being affected. At minimum undertake the cost and expense o f 

all infrastructure o f  any modified developm ent subsequently agreed to. 

D isruption to all residents in the vicinity should be properly m itigated and 

addressed in the submission.

6. T he proposed felling o f  168 mature trees in Area 10b is an ecological disaster, 

and poses a substantial environmental impact to the im m ediate natural setting . 

The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation p lan  or the tree 

com pensatory proposals are totally unsatisfactory.

1. We disagree w ith the applicant's statem ent in item E.6 o f  R tC  that the existing 

buses parks in Area 10b open space are "eyesores'*. We respect that A rea 10b has 

been the backyard o f  Peninsula Village for years and are satisfied  w ith the 

existing use and operation modes o f Area 10b5 and w ould prefer there will be no 

change to the existing land use or operational m odes o f  A rea 10b. 8

8. The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium  structure to house the  bus depot, 

the repair workshops, the dangerous goods stores including petrol filling station 

and RCP are unsatisfactory and would cause operational health and safety hazard 

to the workers within a fully enclosed structure， especially in v iew  o f  those 
polluted air and volatile gases emitted and the potential noise generated w ithin 

the compounds. The proponent should carry out a satisfactory environm ental

2of3
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impuci assessmeni to the operational heallh and safely hazard o f  the workers 

within the fully enclosed siructure and propose suitable m itigation m easures to 

m inim ize Lhcir effects to the workers and the residents nearby.

9. The proposed removal o f  helipad fo r em ergency use from  A rea lO'o is 

undesirable in v iew  o f its possible urgent use for rescue and transportation  o f  the 

patients to the acute hospitals due to the  airal and remote setting  o f  D iscovery 

Bay. T his proposal should not be accepted w ithout a p roper re-provisioning 

proposal by the applicant to satisfaction o f  all property owners o f  D iscovery Bay.

10. We disagree w ith the applicant's response in item (b) o f  UD & L, PlanD 's 

com m ent in RtC that the proposed 4m  w ide waterfront prom enade is an 

im provem ent to the existing situation of A rea 10b. The proposed narrow  

prom enade lacking o f  adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view  

o f  its rural and natural setting .

11. The revision o f th e  developm ent as indicated in the R evised Concept Plan o f  

A nnex A  is still unsatisfactory and w e agree that the com m ents m ade by 

A rchitectural Services D epartm ent that The podium o f  the building b locks 

nos. L7 to L I4 is about 250m  in length that is too long and m onotonous . 

Together with the  continuous layouts o f  the medium-rise residential blocks 

behind, the developm ent m ay have a  w all-effect and pose considerable visual 

im pact to its vicinity...."

and by Planning D epartm ent t h a t :

"....towers closer to the coast should be reduced in height to m inim ize the 

overbearing im pact on the coast" and th a t "....Public viewers from the southw est 

w ould experience a long continuous building mass abutting the coast. E fforts 

should be made to  break down the building m ass with w ider building gaps...." 

are still valid after this revision.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the com m ents 

for further review and comm ent, the application for A rea 10b should be w ithdraw n .

Signature : Date: 06 D EC  2016

N am e o f Discovery B ay Owner / Resident: _TSA N G  FUNG NUI 

Address: I

3 〇 f 3
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.Section 12A Applk'iUion No. V/I-DB/3 Area 10b, Lot 3S5 RP & Ext (Part) in D D. 352, Di^ovcry Bay Objeciion to t!：e Subniiv^on hy the 
Applwant on 27.10.2016

Vhe Secretariat
r〇wn Planning Board
15;F, Norih Point G overnm ent Offices
333 Java Road, North Point
〇; ia email: ipbpd@ pland .gov .kk or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

Dear Sirs

Section 12A Application No. Y/l-DB/3

Area 10b, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.P. 352, Discovery Bay 

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

I refer to the R esponse to Com m ents subm itted by the consultant for Hong Kong Resort (ttHKR,,) J M asterp lan  
Lim ited (uM asterplan,,)5 to address the departm ental com m ents.regarding the captioned application on 27 .10 .2016 .

Kindly please note that I strongly object to the subm ission regarding the proposed developm ent o f  th e  lot. M y 
m ain reasons o f objection on this particular subm ission are listed as follow s:-

1. I reject the claim  m ade in response to Paragraph #10 in the com m ents from  the D istrict L an d s O ffice 
(“DLO” ） that the applicant (HKR) has the absolute right to develop Area 10b.

o

Masterplan is w rong to assume that ownership o f  undivided shares ipso fa c to  gives the applicant th e  absolute 
right to develop A rea 10b. The right o f  the applicant to develop or redevelop any part o f  the  lot is restric ted  by 
the Land Grant dated 10 September, 1976; by the M aster Plan identified at Special C ondition #6 o f  the Land 
Grant; and by tlie Deed o f  Mutual Covenant (t4DM C,)) dated 30 Septem ber, 1982.

Upon the execution o f the DMC, the lot was notionally divided into 250,000 equal undivided shares . To date, 
more than 100,000 o f these undivided shares have been assigned by HKR to other owners and to the  M anager. 
The rights and obligations o f all owners o f undivided shares in the lot are specified in the DMC. H K R  has no 
rights separate from other owners except as specified in the DMC .

Area 10b forms the "Service Area", as defined in the I3MC and shown on the M aster Plan. As per the DMC, 
the definition of City Common Areas includes the following:

mailto:ipbpd@pland.gov.kk


"...sih'/i / h t r i  ( V / > l^7.v o f  ( h e  S e r v i c e  Ari^i u s  . s h a l l  h e  k m u I  ( o r  ( h e  b c n c / i t  o f  fh c  ( ' H y  T h e s e  ( ' i f  j m m o n  

A r e a s  ( o ^ t h c r  w i i h  ( h o s e  C i t y  R c l u i n a /  A r e a s  a s  d c / i m u J  a n d  t h e s e  C i t y  Common h n n i i t i c s  a s  defined 
f o n > i  t l w  e n t i r e  ' ' R e s e r v e d  l )〇 n i o n n i i tu /  nM i n i t m m i  A s s o c i a f c d  l t' t t cH i^ ics ,, m c H i u n u ' d  in  (h e  ( j f h f J i l t o n s  "

Special Coiulilion 10(a) o f the Land Grant slates that MKR may not dispose of any part of tiic lot or the 
buildings thereon unless they have entered into a Deed of Mulual Covenant. Furllicrmorc, Special Condition 
10(c) states:

(i(c) In the Deed o f Mutual Covenant referred to in (a) hereof, the Grantee shall;

(i) Allocate to (he Reserved Portion an appropriate number of undivided shares in the lot or, as the 
case may be, cause the same to be carved out from the lot, which Reserved Portion the Grantee 
shall not assign, except as a whole to the Grantee’s subsidiary company…”

A s such, the applicant m ay  not assign the Reserved Portion -  w hich includes the Service Area defined in the 
D M C and show n on the M aster Plan — except as a whole to the G ran tee’s (H K R ’s) subsidiary company. Thus, 
H K R  has no right w hatsoever to develop the Service A rea (Area 10b) for residential housing for sale t c ^ ； rd 
parties .

It w ill also be noted  from  the foregoing that H K R  m ay either allocate an appropriate num ber o f  undivided  ̂
shares to the R eserved P o rtio n ， or carve sam e out from  the lot. A ccording to the D M C  (Section III， C lause 6)， l  
H K R  shall allocate R eserve U ndivided Shares to the Service Area. H ow ever, there is no evidence in the Land |  
R egistry  that H K R  has a llocated  any R eserve U ndivided Shares to the Service Area . Thus, it is m oot whether , 
H K R  is actually  the  “sole land ow ner” o f  A rea 10b. The entire proposal to develop A rea  10b for sale or lease 
to th ird  parties is unsound . T he T ow n Planning B oard  should reject the application forthw ith . 1

2. P u rsuan t to  C lause  7 under Section  I o f  the D M C 3 every O w ner (as defined in  the D M C) has theTfVht 
an d  lib e rty  to go pass an d  repass over and a long  and use A rea 10b fo r all purposes connected  w ith the proper 
use  and en jo y m en t o f  the  sam e sub ject to the C ity  R ules (as defined in  the D M C ). T h is  has effectively granted 
o v er tim e an easem en t th a t canno t be extinguished . T he A pplicant has failed to  consu lt or seek proper consent 
from  the  co -ow ners o f  th e  lo t p rio r to this unilateral application . T he property  righ ts o f  the existing  co-ow ners, 
i.e. all p ro p erty  ow ners o f  the  lo t5 should  be m ain ta ined , secured and  respected .

3. In response to D L 05s comment #93 which advised "The Applicant shall prove that there are sufficient 
undivided shares retained by them for allocation to the proposed development", Masterplan stated MThe 
applicant has responded to District Lands Office directly via HKR's letter to DLO dated 3 Aug 2016."

As the Jot is under a DMC, it is unsound for HKR to communicate in secret lo the DLO and Avithhold 
information on the a]location of undivided shares from the other owners. frhc other owners have a direct 
interest in the allocation, as any misallocation will directly affect their property rights.



The existing allocation ofundi\;ided shares is far liom dear and must be reviewed carci'uily. At p:,gc 7 r；fthc 
DMC\ only SO,500 unJi\'icled shaves were allocated 10 the Kcsidtiiiial Development. With the corrij^ction o! 
Nco 1 lorizoa Village in the year 2000, MKK exhausted all of the 5〇,500 Residemiai )3cvclopment muiiviticd 
shares that it held under the I3MC.

HKR has provided no account of the source o f the undivided shares allocated to all developments since 2000. 
In the case of the Siena Two A development, it appears from die Greenvale Sub-DN4C and Siena Two A Sub- 
Sub DM C that Retained Area Undivided Shares were improperly allocated to the Siena Two A clcvclopmcni. 
As such, the owners o f Siena Two A do not have proper title to their units under the DMC.

Tlie Town Planning Board cannot allow HKR to hide behind claims of''com m ercial sensitivity,1 and keep 
details o f  the allocation o f undivided shares secret. If  the applicant is unwilling to release its letter to the DLO 
dated 3 August, 2016, for public comment, the Board should reject the application outright.

©

4. T h e  disruption, pollu tion  and nuisance caused by the construction  to the im m ediate residen ts and 
p ro p erty  owners nearby is and w ill be substantial. T his subm ission has no t addressed th is point.

5. T h e  proposed land  reclam ation and construction  o f  over sea  decking w ith  a w id th  o f  9-34m  poses 
environm ental hazard to the im m ediate rural natural surroundings. T here  are po ss ib le  sea po llu tion  issues 
posed  b y  the proposed reclam ation . T he D L O ’s com m ent #5 adv ised  that the p roposed  reclam ation  “partly  
falls w ith in  the w ater prev iously  gazetted vide G .N . 593 on 10 .3 .1978 for ferry p ie r and subm arine outfall. 
A s su ch , the area has no t been gazetted for reclam ation , contrary to the  claim s m ade in the A pplication that all 

^ p r o p o s e d  reclam ation had previously  been  approved . The Town P lan n in g  Board should  reject the A pplication  
^ v .n le s s  and  until this error is corrected . The T ow n P lanning Board should  further specify  the need for a full 

E nvironm ental Im pact A ssessm ent as required  under the Foreshore and  Seabed (R eclam ations) O rdinance 
(Cap . 127).

6. T h e  Town P lanning  B oard  should  note th a t the developm ent app ro v ed  under the  ex isting  O utline  Z oning  
Plan (S /I-D B /4) w ould a lready  see the popu lation  o f  D B  rise to 25 ,000  o r more. T he cu rren t app lication  w ould  
in crease  the population  to  over 30,000 . T he orig inal stipulated D B  population  o f  25 ,000 should  be  fully  
re sp ec ted  as the underly ing  infrastructure  cannot support the substantial increase in  population  im plied  by the 
subm ission . W ater Supp lies D epartm ent and th e  Environm ental P ro tection  D epartm ent have ra ised  
su b stan tiv e  questions on the v iability  o f  the p ro p o sa ls on fresh w ater supply  and sew age  disposal con ta ined  in 
the A pp lica tion , and H K R  has not responded adequate ly  to their co n cern s .
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7. The [M\'p )̂scd Idling 〇 ( I6S mature lives in Aix\i I Oh is an ccologic;iI disaster, aixi poses a ,tantia] 
cnvironmcnlal impact lo the immediate natural setting. TIic proposal is unacccpUiblc and Ihc pn；])(jscd 
prcscr\aiion plan or the tree compensatory pioposals aie totally unsalisliictory.

S. We disagree 'vhh  the 叩plicant's statement in item E .6 o f RtC that the existing buses parks in Area 10b 
open space arc "eyesores". We respect that Area 10b has been the backyard o f  Peninsula Village for years and 
arc satisfied with the existing use and operation modes o f Area 10b, and would prefer there will be no change 
to the existing land use or operational modes o f Area 10b.

9. The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house the bus depot, the repair workshops and 
RCP ai*e unsatisfactory and would cause operational health and safety hazard to the workers w ithin a fully 
enclosed structure, especially in view  o f  those polluted air and volatile gases em itted and the potential noise 
generated w ithin the compounds. The proponent should carry out a satisfactory environm ental O  
assessm ent to the operational health and safety hazard o f  the workers w ithin the fully enclosed structure and 
propose suitable m itigation m easures to minimize their effects to the workers and the residents nearby .

10. The proposed rem oval o f  helipad for emergency use from A rea 10b is undesirable in view  o f  its possible 
urgent use for rescue and transportation of the patients to the acute hospitals due to the rural and remote 
setting o f D iscovery Bay . This proposal should not be accepted w ithout a proper re-provisioning proposal by 
the applicant to the  satisfaction o f  all property ow ners o f  DB.

11. We disagree w ith  the applicant's response in item  (b) o f  UD & L, P lanD 's com m ent in RtC thcTrtne 
proposed 4m  w ide w aterfront prom enade is an im provem ent to the existing situation o f  A rea 10b. The 
proposed narrow  prom enade lacking o f  adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in v iew  o f its rural 
and natural setting .

12. The A pplication has not show n that the relocation o f  the dangerous good store to another part o f the lot 
is viable. A ny proposal to rem ove the existing dangerous goods store to another part o f the lot should be 
accom panied by a full study and plan  show ing that the relocation is viable .

w*-'.
*-T{
t
t 

,

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the com m ents for further review and 
com m ent, the application  for Area 10b should be w ithdraw n .



Kwok Ka Ying, resident of Jovial Court



jpbpd _____________ ___ ___________________________________________ ________________ __________________ __

寄件者： Stefanie Gebauci Kleinschmidt
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收件者： tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
主 Secuon 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/3 Area 10b, Lol 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay 
附件： DB - Objection.pdf

T he Secretariat
T ow n  Planning  Board
15/F ， N orth Point G o v ern m en t O ffices
333 Java R oad , N orth  P o in t
(V ia  em ail: tpbpd@ piand .gov .lilc  or fax : 2877 0245 /  2522 8426) 

D ear Sirs,

Section 12A A pplication  No . Y /I-DB/3

A rea  10b, L ot 385 R P & E x t (P a rt)  in D .D . 352, D iscovery Bay

© O bjection  to the  Subm ission  by th e  A p p lican t on 27 .10 .2016

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant for Hong Kong Resort (UHKR,,)3 M asterplan 
Limited (“Masterplan”) ， 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 o f  the  lot. My 
main reasons of objection on this particular submission are listed as follows:-

1. I reject the claim made in response to Paragraph #10 in the comments from the District L ands Office 
(11DLO,5) that the applicant (HKR) has the absolute right to develop Area 10b.

«

Masterplan is wrong to assume that ownership o f undivided shares ipso facto  gives the applicant th e  absolute 
right to develop A rea 10b. The right o f the applicant to develop or redevelop any part o f the lot is restricted by 
the Land Grant dated 10 September, 1976; by the Master Plan identified at Special Condition #6 o f  the Land 
Grant; and by the Deed o f Mutual Covenant (CiDMC,5) dated 30 September, 1982.

Upon the execution of the DMC, the lot was notionally divided into 250,000 equal undivided shares. To date, 
more than 100,000 of these undivided shares have been assigned by HKR to other owners and to the  Manager. 
The rights and obligations of all owners of undivided shares in the lot are specified in the DMC. H K R  has no 
rights separate from other owners except as specified in tlie DMC.

Area 10b forms the "Service Area", as defined in the DV1C and shown on tlie Master Plan. As per the DMC, 
the definition o f City Common Areas includes the following:
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A r c u s  t o g e t h e r  w i th  t h o s e  C i ty  R e ta in e d  A r e a s  a s  d e f i n e d  a n d  th e s e  C i t y  C o m m o n  F a c i li l ie .s  a s  d e f i n e d  
fo r m  ih e  e n t i r e  " R e s e r v e d  P o r t io n "  a n d  " M in im u m  A s s o c ia te d  F a c i l i t ie s "  m e n t i o m d  in  th e  ( 'o tu J U io n s ."

Special Condition 10(a) of the l.and Grant states that HKR may not dispose of any part of the lot or the 
buildings thereon unless they have entered into a Deed of Mutual Covenant. Furthermore, Special Condition 
10(c) states: :

''(c) In the Deed of  Mutual Covenant referred to in (a) hereof, the Grantee shall:

(i) Allocate to the Reserved Portion an appropriate number of  undivided shares in the lot or, as the | 

case may be, cause the same to be carved out from the lot, which Reserved Portion the Grantee 
shall not assign, except as a whole to the Grantee's subsidiary company. . . "  .

As such, llie applicant may not assign the Reserved Portion -  which includes the Service Area defined in the 
DMC and sho'vn on the Master Plan — except as a whole to the Grantee’s (HKR’s) subsidiary company. Thus, 
HKR has no right whatsoever to develop the Service Area (Area 10b) for residential housing for sale to ^ b d  
parties.

It will also be noted from the foregoing that HKR may either allocate an appropriate number of undivided ；
shares to the Reserved Portion, or carve same out from the lot. According to the DMC (Section III, Clause 6), ；
HKR shall allocate Reserve Undivided Shares to the Service Area. However, there is no evidence in the Land f j 
Registry that HKR has allocated any Reserve Undivided Shares to the Service Area. Thus, it is moot whether 
HKR is actually the “sole land owner” of Area 10b. The entire proposal to develop Area 10b for sale or lease i|

to third parties is unsound. The Town Planning Board should reject the application forthwith. I!

2. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the DMC, every Owner (as defined in the DMC) has the rigl^l^icl 
liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes connected with the propertse 
and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the DMC). This has effectively granted 
over time an easement that cannot be extinguished. 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 o f the lot, should be maintained, secured and respected.

3. In rcsfwjn̂ .c to DI^)^ comment //9, which advised "The Applicant shall prove that there arc sufficient 
undivided shares retained by ilicm for allocation to the proposed development", Mastetplan stated "The 
applicant has responded lo District I,antis f)Hkc directly via IlKR's letter to 1)1.0 dated 3 Aug 2016."

As ihe lot is under a DMC, it is unsound for HKR lo tomnumicato in senvt to the DIO and withliold 
information on the allocation (»f imdividai shares Imm llic other owners. I hc oilier owners ha\e a direct 
interest in the allocation, as any nnsallociition will diiecllv alfcct llicir pmpotty tights.



T h e  e x i s t i n g  a l l o c a l i o a  o f  u n d i v i d e d  s h a r e s  is  l l i r  f r o m  c l e a r  m id  i m i s l  b e  r e v i e w e d  c a r c l u l l y .  A l  j^ a g e  7  o i ' l i i c  

D M C ,  o n l y  5 〇, 5 0 0  u m l i v k l c d  s h a r e s  w e r e  ; i l l o c ； itc c l t o  t h e  k e s i d c n l i a l  D e v d o p m e n l .  V / i t h  i l ic： c o j ' n p i e t i o n  o f  

N e o  H o r i z o n  V i l l a g e ' m  i h e  y e t i r  2 0 0 U ,  I I K R  e x h a u s t e d  a l l  o l ' l - h e  5 6 , 5 0 0  R e s i d e n t i a l  D e v e l o p m e n t  u n d i v i d e d  

s h a i v s  t h i n  i t  h e l d  u n d e r  I h c  l ) M C .

H K R  has provided no account o f  the source o f the  undivided shares allocated to all developm eals since 2000. 
la  ihc case  o f  the Siena Two A developm ent, it appears from the G reenvale Sub-D M C  and Siena Tv^o A Sub- 
Sub D M C  that Retained Area Undivided Shares w ere im properly allocated to the S iena  T w o A developm eni. 
As such, the ow ners o f  Siena Two A  do not have proper title to their units under the D M C .

T he T o w i  Plaim ing B oard cannot allow  H K R  to h ide behind claim s o f  “com m ercial sensitiv ity ’’ and keep 
deta ils o f  the allocation o f  im divided shares secret. I f  the applicant is unw illing to re lease  its letter to the DLO 
dated 3 A ugust, 2016, for public com m ent, the Boai'd should reject the application outright.

o

4. T he  disruption, po llu tion  and  nuisance caused  by the construction  to the im m ediate  residen ts and 
p ro p erty  ow ners nearby is and w ill be substantial. T his subm ission has n o t addressed th is  point.

5. T he  proposed land  reclam ation  and construction  o f  over sea decking w ith  a w id th  o f  9 -34m poses 
en v ironm en ta l hazard to  the im m ediate rural natural surroundings . T here are p o ss ib le  sea  pollu tion  issues 
p o sed  b y  the proposed reclam ation . The D L O ,s com m ent #5 advised that the p ro p o sed  reclam ation  “partly 
falls w ith in  the  w ater previously  gazetted vide G .N . 593 on 10 .3 .1978 for ferry p ie r  and subm arine  outfall.” 
A s such, the area  has no t been gazetted fo r reclam ation , contrary to  the claim s m ade in  the A pplication  that all 
p ro p o se d  reclam ation had  previously  been approved . T he T ow n P lanning  Board sh o u ld  re ject the A pplication 
U nless and  until this error is corrected . T he T o w n  P lanning B oard should further spec ify  the  need for a full 
E n v ironm en ta l Im pact A ssessm ent as required  under the Foreshore and  Seabed (R eclam ations) O rdinance 
(C ap . 127). 、 6

6. T h e  Tow n Planning Board should note th at the developm ent approved under th e  ex is ting  O utline Zoning 
P lan  (S /I-D B /4) w ould already see the popu lation  o f  D B  rise to 25,000 o r more. T he cu rren t app lication  w ould 
in crease  the  population to over 30,000 . T he orig inal stipulated DB population o f  25 ,000 should  be fully 
resp ec ted  as the  underlying infrastructure cannot support the substantial increase in  p o p u la tio n  im plied  by tlie 
subm ission . W ater Supplies D epartm ent and the E nvironm ental Protection D ep aitm en t have raised 
su b stan tiv e  questions on  the v iab ility  o f  the  p roposa ls on fresh w ater supply and sew ag e  d isposal contained in 
the A pp lica tion , and H K R  has not responded adequate ly  to their concerns.



o t ： ； i \ u  \  \  t \ s  » r i ：

7 . T l i o  p t o p o s o d  l u l l i n g  o f  U ) S  i u ; i ( i i r c  i r e c s  in  A r e a  I O h  is  a n  e c o l o g i c a l  d i s a s t e r ,  ; in i l  j )〇s c  

o n \  i i \ > i i m o u t a l  i m p a c l  t o  t h e  i m m c c i i a t e  n a t u r a l  s e l l i n g .  I h o  p r o p o s a l  i s  u n i i c c c p l a h l c  ; m d  t h e  

p t v s o t \ a ( i o n  p l a n  o r  l l i c  t r e e  c o m p e n s a t o r y  p r o p o s a l s  u r o  t o t a l l y  i m s a l i s l a c l o r y .

V T t l  V3 m

proposed trci;

8. We d isagree  w ith the app lican t's  statem ent in item  E .6 o f  RtC that the ex isting  buses parks in A rea 10b %
open space are "eyesores" . W e respec t that Area 10b has been the backyard  o f  P en insu la  V illage for years and \
arc sa tisfied  w ith  the existing use  and operation  m odes o f  Area 10b, and w ould p refer there w ill be no change L' 
to tlic ex isting  land use or operational m odes o f  A rea 10b. I

9. The p ro p o sed  extensive fu lly  enclosed  podium  structure to house the bus depot, the repair w orkshops and 
R C P are u n sa tis fac to ry  and w o u ld  cause  operational health and safety  hazard  to the w orkers w ithin a fully 
enclosed s truc tu re , especially  in  v iew  o f  those po llu ted  air and volatile  gases em itted  and the potential noise 
generated  w ith in  the com pounds . T he proponent should  carry  out a sa tisfac to ry  environm ental
assessm en t to the  operational hea lth  and safety hazard  o f  the w orkers w ith in  the fully  enclosed structure and 
propose su itab le  m itigation  m easu res to m in im ize their effects to  the w o rk ers and the residents nearby .

10. The p ro p o sed  rem oval o f  he lip ad  fo r em ergency  use  from  A rea 10b is u n desirab le  in v iew  o f  its possible 
urgen t u se  for re scu e  and tran sp o rta tio n  o f  the patien ts to the  acute h o sp ita ls  due to the rural and rem ote 
se tting  o f  D isco v ery  B ay . T h is p roposa l should no t be accepted  w ithou t a  p ro p er re -p rov ision ing  proposal by 
the  ap p lican t to  th e  sa tisfac tion  o f  all p roperty  ow ners o f  DB.

thaii^ht11. W e d isag ree  w ith  the app lican t's  response in  item  (b) o f  U D & L , P lanD 's com m en t in  RtC 
p roposed  4m  w id e  w aterfron t p ro m enade  is an im provem ent to the ex is ting  situation  o f  A rea 10b. The 
proposed  n a rro w  prom enade lack in g  o f  adequate landscap ing  or shelters is unsa tisfac to ry  in v iew  o f  its rural 
and natural setting .

12. T he A p p lica tio n  has not sh o w n  th at the re location  o f  the dangerous good  sto re  to  ano ther part o f  the lot is 
viable . A n y  p ro p o sa l to rem ove the  ex isting  dangerous goods store to an o th er part o f  the  lot should  be 
accom pan ied  by a full study an d  p lan  show ing  that the re location  is viable .

U nless and un til the app lican t is ab le  to  p rov ide deta iled  responses to the  co m m en ts  for fu rther review  and 
com m ent, the ap p licatio n  for A rea 10b should  be w ithdraw n .
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The Secretariat
Town Planning Board
15/F, North Point Government Offices
333 Java Road, North Point
(Via email： tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

Dear Sirs,
Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/3 

Area 10b, Lot 385 RP & Ext rPart) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay 
Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant for Hong Kong 
Resort (“HKR”)， Masterplan Limited (“Masterplan”)， 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. I reject the claim made in response to Paragraph #10 in the comments from the 
District Lands Office (^DLO") that the applicant (HKR) has the absolute right to 
develop Area 10b.

Masterplan is wrong to assume that ownership of undivided shares ipso facto  gives 
the applicant the absolute right to develop Area 10b. The right of the applicant to 
develop or redevelop any part of the lot is restricted by the Land Grant dated 10 
September, 1976; by the Master Plan identified at Special Condition #6 of the Land 
Grant; and by the Deed of Mutual Covenant (“DMC”） dated 30 September, 1982.

Upon the execution of the DMC, the lot was notionally divided into 250,000 equal 
undivided shares. To date, more than 100,000 of these undivided shares have been 
assigned by HKR to other owners and to the Manager. The rights and obligations 
o f all owners of undivided shares in the lot are specified in the DMC. HKR has no 
rights separate from other owners except as specified in the DMC.

Area 10b fornis the "Service Area", as defined in the DMC and shown on the 
Master Plan. As per the DMC, the definition of City Common Areas includes the 
following:

"...such part or parts o f  the Service Area as shall be used fo r  the benefit o f 

the City. These City Common Areas together with those City Retained Areas

lof5

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


a s  d e f in e d  a n d  these C ity  C o m m o n  F a c i l it ie s  a s  da/ inad  f o r m  the entire. 

"R e s e r v e d  P o r t i o n "  a n d  ' 'M in im u m  A s s o c ia t e d  F a c i l i t i e s ,t m e n t io n e d  in  the 

C cm d it io n s.

Special C ondition ] 0(a) o f the Land Grant states that H K R  m ay not dispose o f  any 

part o f  the lot or the buildings thereon unless they have  entered into a D eed o f 

M utual C ovenant. Furtherm ore, Special Condition 10(c) states:

^ (c )  I n  the  D e e d  o f  M u t u a l  C o v e n a n t  re fe rred  to in  (a ) hereof, the G ra n te e  

s h a l l :

(i) A l l o c a t e  to the R e s e r v e d  P o r t io n  a n  a p p r o p r ia t e  n u m b e r  o f  u n d iv id e d  

s h a r e s  in  the  lo t or, a s  the  c a s e  m a y  be, c a u s e  the  s a m e  to be  c a r v e d  out  

f r o m  the lot, w h ich  R e s e r v e d  P o r t io n  the G r a n t e e  s h a l l  n o t  a s s ig n ,  

e x ce p t  a s  a  w h o le  to the G ra n te e  ls  s u b s id ia r y  c o m p a n y . . . f,

As such, the applicant may not assign the Reserved Portion -  which includes the 

Service Area defined in the DMC and shown on the M aster Plan -  except as a 
■whole to the Grantee’s (HKR’s) subsidiary company. Thus, HKR has no right 

whatsoever to develop the Sep/ice Area (Area 10b) for residential housing for sale 

to third parties.

It will also be noted from the foregoing that HK R may either allocate an 

appropriate num ber o f  undivided shares to the Reserved Portion, or carve same 

out from the lot. According to the DMC (Section III5 C lause 6), HKR shall allocate 

Reserve Undivided Shares to the Service Area. However, there is no evidence in 

the Land Registry that HKR has allocated any Reserve Undivided Shares to the 

Service Area. Thus, it is moot whether HKR is actually the <(sole land ow ner,J o f 

Area 10b. The entire proposal to develop Area 10b for sale or lease to third parties 

is unsound . The Town Planning Board should reject the application forthwith .
O

2. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I o f the DMC, every Owner (as defined in the 

DMC) has the right and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use  Area 

10b for all purposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment o f  the same 

subject to the City Rules (as defined in the DMC). T his has effectively granted 

over tim e an easem ent that cannot be extinguished. T he Applicant has failed to 

consult o r seek proper consent from  the co-owners o f  the  lot prior to this unilateral 

application . The property rights o f  the existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners 

o f  the lot, should be maintained, secured and respected .

2 of 5



3. In response to DLO's comment r/9, which advised "The Applicant shall prove tli^t 
there are sufficical undivided shares retained by them for allocation to the 
proposed development", Masterplan stated "The applicant has responded to 
District Lands Office directly via HKR's letter to DLO dated 3 Aug 2016."

As the lot is under a DMC, it is unsound for H K R  to commujiicate in secret to the 

DLO and withhold information on the allocation of undivided shares from the

(D

©

other owners. T he other owners have a direct interest i】i the allocation, as any 

misallocation w ill directly affect their property rights.

The existing allocation o f  undivided shares is far from d e a r  and must be  reviewed 

carefully. At page 7 of the DM C, only 56,500 undivided shares were allocated to 

the Residential Development. W ith the completion o f Neo Horizon V illage in the 

year 2000, HKR exhausted all o f  the 56,500 Residential Developm ent undivided 

shares that it held under the DM C .

HKR has provided no account o f  the source o f  the undivided shares allocated to 

all developm ents since 2000. In the case o f  the Siena Two A developm ent, it 

appears from the Greenvale Sub-DM C and Siena Two A Sub-Sub DM C that 

Retained Area Undivided Shares were improperly allocated to the Siena Two A 

development. A s such, the owners o f  Siena Two A  do not have proper title  to their 

units under the DMC .

The Town Planning Board cannot allow HKR to hide behind claims o f  

“commercial sensitivity” and keep details o f  the allocation o f undivided shares 

secret. I f  the applicant is unw illing to release its letter to the DLO dated 3 August, 

2016, for public comment, the Board should reject the application outright.

4. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused b y  the construction to the im m ediate 

residents and property owners nearby is and will be substantial. This subm ission 

has not addressed this point.

5. The proposed land reclamation and construction o f over sea decking w ith a w idth 

of 9-34m  poses environmental hazard to the immediate rural natural surroundings. 

There are possible sea pollution issues posed by the proposed reclamation. The 

DLO 's continent #5 advised that the proposed reclamation ''partly falls within the 

water previously gazetted vide G .N . 593 on 10.3.1978 for fen7  pier and subm arine 

outfaH.,> As such, the area has not been gazetted for reclamation, contrary to the
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claims made in the Application that all proposed reclamation had previously been 
approved. The Town Planning Board should reject the Application unless and until 
this etror is corrected. The Town Planning Board should further specify the need 
for a full Environmental Impact Assessment as required under the Foreshore and 
Seabed (Reclamations) Ordinance (Cap. 127).

6. The Town Planning Board should note that the development approved under the 
existing Outline Zoning Plan (S/I-DB/4) would already see the population of DB 
rise to 25,000 or more. The current application would increase the population to 
over 30,000. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully 
respected as the underlying infrastructure cannot support the substantial increase 
in population implied by the submission. Water Supplies Department and the 
Environmental Protection Department have raised substantive questions on the 
viability of the proposals on fresh water supply and sewage disposal contained in 
the Application, and HKR has not responded adequately to their concerns.

7. The proposed felling of 168 mature trees in Area 10b 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 proposals are totally unsatisfactory.

8. We disagree with the applicant's statement in item E.6 of RtC that the existing 
buses parks in Area 10b open space are "eyesores". We respect that Area 10b has 
been the backyard of Peninsula Village for years and are satisfied with the existing 
use and operation modes of Area 10b, and would prefer there will be no change to 
the existing land use or operational modes o f Area 10b.

9. The proposed extensive ftilly enclosed podium structure to house the bus depot, 
the repair workshops and RCP are unsatisfactory and would cause operational 
health and safety hazard to the workers within a fully enclosed structure, especially 
in view of those polluted air and volatile gases emitted and the potential noise 
generated within the compounds. The proponent should carry out a satisfactory 
environmental impact assessment to the operational health and safety hazard of 
the workers within the fully enclosed structure and propose suitable mitigation 
measures to minimize their effects to the workers and the residents nearby.
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10. T h e  p roposed  re m ova l o f  he lipa d  fo r  em ergency use fro m  A rea ] 〇b is undesirab le  
i t t  v ie w  o f  its  p o ss ib le  u rgen t UvSe fo r  rescue and tran spo rta tio n  o f  the pa tien ts  to 

■the acu te  hosp ita ls  clue to the  m ra l and re m o te  se ttin g  o f  D isco ve ry  Bay. T liis  
p ro p o sa l shou ld  no t be  accepted w ith o u t a p ro p e r re -p rov .is ion ing  p roposa l b y  the 
a p p lic a n t to  the sa tis fac tion  o f  al] p ro p e rty  ow ners o f  D B .

11. We disagree with the applicant's response in item (b) o f UD&L, PlanD's coimnent 
in RtC that the proposed 4m wide w aterfront promenade is an improvement to the 

existing situation o f  Area 10b. The proposed narrow promenade lacking of 

adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view of its rural and natural 

setting.

O
12. The A pplication has not shown that the relocation o f the dangerous good store to 

another part o f the lot is viable. A ny proposal to rem ove the existing dangerous 

goods store  to another part o f  the lo t should be accompanied by a full study and 

plan show ing that the relocation is viable.

B

U nless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for 

further review  and comment, the application for Area 1 Ob should be w ithdrawn .

S ig n a tu re : Date: IqA

N am e o f D iscovery  Bay Owner / R esiden t;___Stefanie Gebauer

Address:

5 of 5
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斋件者： 
苓汴L丨期: 
收忤為：

iMiq. - j.o：s〇
tph\l̂ pLl!UIXv*V Ilk 
Sot'uoa 12A Applu'.iti i No. 7̂i-UH/3 Au'a 10l\ Loi JKS IM1 & Bxi (IJ；ii〇 in D.I). 352, Discovciy B.iy

T he S c a v ta r ia t  
lown I'lanning Board 
I 5/F. Nonh Point Ciovcrnmcnl OHlccs 
>33 Ja\-a Road, Nonli Point
(Via email: tpbpduj>pland.eov.hlv or fax: 2877 0245 /2522 8426) 

Dear Sirs,

Section 12A A pplication No. Y/I-DB/3

Area 10b, L ot 385 RP & E xt (T art) in D.D. 352, D iscovery Bay

O bjection to th e  Subm ission by the  A pplicant on 27 .10 .2016

瘳

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant o f Hong K ong Resort (“HKR” ） ， M asterplan
Limited, to address the departmental com m ents regarding the captioned application on 27 .10 .2016 .

Kindly please note that I strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed developm ent o f  th e  Lot. My 
main reasons o f objection on this particular submission are listed as follows:-

The HKR claim that they are the sole land owner o f  Area 10b is in doubt. The lo t is now held under th e  Principal 
Deed o f  Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated 20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part o f  the "Service Area" as defined  in the 
PDMC . Area 10b also forms pari o f either the "City Common Areas" or the "City Retained Areas" in  the PDM C . 
P u ^ ^ in t to Clause 7 under Section I o f the PDMC, every Ow ner (as defined in the PD M C) has the righ t and liberty 
to I P  pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes connected with the p ro p er use and 
enjoym ent o f  the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in  the PDMC). This has effectively granted  over time 
an easement that carmot be extinguished. The Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent fro m  the co- 
ow ners o f the lot prior to this unilateral application . The property rights o f  the existing co-owners, i.e. a ll property 
owners o f the Lot, should be maintained, secured and respected .

The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the im m ediate residents and property  owners 
nearby is and v/ill he substantial. This the subm ission has not addressed.

The Prr,;v>%l is major chan狀 U.i tlie tlcvek)pment concept o f  山e Lot and a fund細 ental d ev ia th ^  
frorri the fjrigin.ii approved Master Layout l^ana and the approved Outline Z oning Plan in the application, i.e. a 
chrin^e frorri service into /tsideiilici! firca. Approval o f  il would be an undesirable precedent case from 
envhoiiriicnrai perspective ancl against the interests u f  all resident and owners o f  the district.

[-； • ：k- propc-sed land rec'am"*ti：(n and construction ol over sea decking with a w idih ol 9-34m poses c m  ironiut'nwl 
^  » i；ic ：rr1m edla ；e n .ral naturrl surrvnmding. I lierc are possible sea pollution issues posed by ihe  proposed



ivclanuition. This is a violation o f  the lease conditions, in coiilravuntion of lhe l orcsliorc anr* ca-hed 
(Rcclaiivuion) ()r、 liiuiuce togutliiM. \\ illi LMiiTuachincrU on (iovcriinient Land， along with uUicr Uansyrcssiuns. I he 
submission Ikis \\〇 [ satisfactorily addressed these issues and has been complctal  without any proper consultation 
with the co-ow ucrs.

] ^：T f i f i i i s  i n s a  j k  ; vu i  v \  \ w v  n

The o rig in 、U s“ !n ilated  D B  p o p u la tio n  o f  2 5 ,0 0 0  s h o u ld  be fu lly  re s p e c te d  a s  Uic u n d e r ly in g  in f r a s m ic u ir e  c a n n m

.staud up under such a substantial increase in population implied by the submission . All DB property owners and 
occupiers would have to suffer and pay the cost o f the necessary upgrading o f infrastructure to provide adequate 
supph' or support to the proposed develojornent. For one example the required road netw orks and related utilities 
capacity works r is in g  out o f  this submission . The proponent should consult and liaise w ith all propeily owners 
being affected. At minimum undertake the cost and expense of all infrastructure o f  any m odified developm ent 
subsequently agreed to. Disruption to all residents in the vicinity should be properly m itigated and addressed in the 
submission.

The proposed felling o f 168 mature trees in A rea 10b is an ecological disaster, and poses a substantial 
environmental impact to the imm ediate natural setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree 
preservation plan or the tree com pensatory proposals are totally unsatisfactory .

We disagree with the applicant's statem ent in item E .6 o f  RtC that the existing buses parks in A rea 10b open space 
are "eyesores". W e respect that A rea 10b has been the backyard o f  Peninsula Village for years and are satisfied 
with the existing use and operation m odes o f Area 10b, and would prefer there will be no change to the existing  
land use or operational m odes o f A rea 10b.

The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house the bus depot, the repair w orkshops, the 
dangerous goods stores including petrol filling station and RCP are unsatisfactory and w ould  cause operational 
health and safety hazard to the workers w ithin a fully enclosed structure, especially in  v iew  o f  those  polluted air 
and volatile gases emitted and the potential noise generated w ithin the com pounds . The proponent should carry out 
a satisfactory environm ental im pact assessm ent to the operational health  and safety hazard  o f  the w orkers w ith in  
the fully enclosed structure and propose suitable m itigation m easures to  m inim ize their effects to the workcrgjpwd 
the residents nearby. ^

The proposed rem oval o f  helipad for emergency use from  Area 10b is undesirable in v iew  o f  its possib le  urgent use 
for rescue and transportation o f the patients to the acute hospitals due to the rural and rem ote  se tting  o f  D iscovery  
Bay. This proposal should not be accepted w ithout a proper re -provisioning proposal by  the  app lican t to 
satisfaction o f all property ow ners o f  Discovery Bay.

We disagree w ith the applicant's response in item (b) o f  UD &L, P lanD 's com m ent in R tC  that the proposed 4m  A 
wide waterfront prom enade is an im provem ent to the existing situation  o f  Area 10b. T he proposed narrow  H 
prom enade lacking o f  adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in v iew  o f  its rural and natural setting .

The revision o f the developm ent as indicated in the R evised  C oncept P lan  o f  A nnex A is still unsatisfactory  and wc 
agree that the com m ents m ade by Architectural Services D epartm ent that M....The podium  o f  the building b locks 
nos. L7 to IA 4  is about 250m  in length that is too long and m onotonous . T ogether w ith  the con tinuous layouts of



[

t h e  m e d i u m - r i s e  r e s i d e n t i a l  b l o c k s  behind, i h c  d e v d o p m c n i  m a y  h a v e  a W c i l l - c i l e c l  

i m p a c t  i i s  v i c i n i t y . . . . "

pose ct^jisidcrable vis'iol

and by Planning Deparlmeni ihat:

"....towers closer to the coast should be reduced in height to minimize the overbearing impaci on the coasiM and that 
"....Public viewers from the southwest would experience a long continuous building mass abutting the coast, 
Efforts should be nuKle to break clown the building mass with widei. building gaps•…n are still valki 
revision.

|  Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for further review and
comment, the application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.

O
Date: 06 /12 /2016

N am e o f  D iscovery  Bay O w n er / R esident: L inda  Barnes, Tony W ebster 

A ddress : T E B B ^ g

Sent from  Outlook

4680
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主 h:: DB objection
附f t :  Doc 07 Dec 2016, 06_57.pdf; signature.asc
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T h e  vSccictariitt

r 〇\vn Plamiin^ Bv âid
I^/l\ Nortli Poinl Government Ofllces
333 Java R oad, N orth P o in t
(V ia  em ail: n>biH ifypl：n i< l .^ov .hk  or fax: 2 8 7 7  0245 /  2522  8426)

S ection  I2A A pplicatron  No. Y /l-D B /3 
A ra l  iOb, L o t 385 R P  &  Ext (P a r t)  in D.D. 352, D iscovery B ay  

O bjection  to th e  Subm ission by th e  A pplicnnt on 27 .10 .2016

1 refer Lo Ll)c Response lo Commenls subinilted by ihe consullanl o f Hong Kong 
Resort (ttHKR,)), 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 o f the Lot. My main reasons o f objection on this particular 
submission are listed as follows:-

1. The HKR claim that they are the sole land owner o f  Area 10b is in doubt. The lot 
is now held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDM C) dated
20.9.1982. Area l〇h fonns part of the "Service Area" as defined in the PDMC. 
Area 10b also fonns part of either the "City Common Areas" or the "City 
Retained Areas" in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the 
PDM C, every Ow ner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go 
pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes connected with 
the proper use and enjoyment o f the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in 
the PDMC). This has effectively granted over time an easement that cannot be 
extinguished. The Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the 
co-o\\Tiers o f the lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights o f the 
existing co-〇\vners; i.e. all properly owners of the Lot, should be maintained, 
secured and respected,

2. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the 
immediate residents and property owners nearby is and will be substantial. This 
the submission has not addressed.

3. The Proposal is m ajor change to the developm ent concept o f ihe L ot and a 
fundamental deviation of the land use from the original approved M aster Layout 
Plana and the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. a change 
from service into residential area. Approval o f it would be an undesirable 
precedent case from environmental perspective and against the interests o f  all 
resident and owners o f  the district.

4. T he pioposed laifd reclamatioii and construction o f  over sea decking with a widtli 
o f  9-34m poses environm ental hazard lo the iramediate rural natural surrounding . 
T here are possible sea pollution issues posed by the proposed rectairtation. This 
is a violation of the lease conditions, in contravention of the Foreshore and S ea
bed (Reclamation) O rdinance together w ith encroachm ent on Governm ent Land, 
along with other transgressions. The subm ission has not satisfactorily addressed 
these issues and has been com pleted w ithout any proper consultation w ith the co- 
owners.
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5 ‘ T h e  o r ig in a l s tip u la ted  D R  p o p u la tio n  o f  2 5 ,0 0 0  sh o u ld  b e  fu lly  resp ected  a s  the  
u n d er ly in g  in frastruclu re  can n ot stand up  under su ch  a substantia! in crea se  in 
p o p u la tio n  im p lie d  by the su b m iss io n . A ll  D B  property  o w n er s  and o c c u p ie r s  
w o u ld  h a v e  lo  sulTcr and pay (lie c o st  o f  the n e c essa ry  u p grad in g  o f  
in fra stru c tu re  to p r o v id e  a d e q u a te  su p p ly  or su p p o rt lo  the p r o p o s e d  
d e v e lo p m e n t F o r  o n e  e x a m p le  the required road n etw ork ?  and related  u tilit ie s  
ca p a c ity  w o r k s  a r is in g  ou t o f  th is su b m iss io n . T h e  p ro p o n en t sh o u ld  c o n su lt  and  
Jiaise w ith  a ll p ro p er ly  o w n ers  b e in g  a ffec led . A t m in im u m  undertake the  c o st  
and e x p e n se  o f  al! in frastructure o f  a n y  m o d ified  d e v e lo p m e n t su b se q u e n tly  
agreed  to. D isr u p tio n  to all res id en ts in th e  v ic in ity  sh o u ld  b e  properly  m itig a te d  
and a d d re ssed  in th e  su b m iss io n .

6 .  T h e  p r o p o se d  fe ll in g  o f  168 m ature trees in A rea  10b is  an e c o lo g ic a l  d isa ster , 
an d  p o se s  a su b sta n tia l en v iro n m en ta l im pact to the im m e d ia te  natural se ttin g . 
T h e  p ro p o sa l is  u n a cc e p ta b le  and (he p rop osed  tree p reserv a tio n  p lan  or tfie tree  
c o m p e n sa to r y  p r o p o sa ls  are to ta lly  un satisfactory .

7 . W e  d isa g r e e  w ith  the app licant's s ta tem en t in item  E .6  o f  R tC  that the  e x is t in g  
b u se s  parks in A r e a  10b open  sp a c e  are "eyesores" . W e  r esp e c t that A rea  10b has 
b e e n  in e  b a ck y a rd  o f  P en in su ia  V illa g e  for y ea rs  an d  are sa tis f ie d  w ith  the  
e x is t in g  u s e  and o p era tio n  m o d es o f  A rea  10b, and w o u ld  prefer  there w il l  b e  no  
c h a n g e  to  th e  e x is t in g  iand  use or op eration a l m o d es o f  A rea  I Ob.

8 . T h e  p r o p o se d  e x te n s iv e  fu lly  e n c lo s e d  pod ium  structure  to h o u se  the b u s  d e p o t,  
the  repair w c r k s l .o p s , the  d a n g ero u s g o o d s  stores in c lu d in g  petrol H llin g  sta tio n  
and R C P  are u n sa tisfa c to i^  and w o u ld  c a u se  op eration al h ea lth  and sa fe ty  hazard  
to the w o r k e r s  w iih in  a m lly  e n c lo s e d  siructurc, e s p e c ia l ly  in v ie w  of th o se  
p o llu te d  a ir  a n d  v o la t ile  g a se s  e m itted  and the p oten tia l n o ise  g e n e ra te d  vviih in  
th e  c o m p o u n d s . T h e  p ropon en t sh o u ld  ea rn  o u t a .satisfactors' e n v ir o n m e n ta l  
im p a ct a s s e s s m e m  tc> (he r>p?ratic>nal health  and sa fe ty  hazard  o f  th e  w o r k e r s  
w ith in  th e  fu lly  e n c lo s e d  structure and propose su ita b le  m itig a tio n  m e a su r e s  to  
m in im iz e  th e ir  e f fe c t s  to the w ork ers a n d  Lhe resid en ts n earb y .

9 . T h e  p r o p o s e d  r em o v a l o f  h e lip a d  for  e m er g en cy  u se  from  A r ea  10b  is  
u n d e sira b le  in v i e w  o f  its p o s s ib le  urgent, use for r e sc u e  and tra n sp o rta tio n  o f  th e  
p atien ts to  th e  a c u te  h o sp ita ls  d u e  to the  rural and r e m o te  se tt in g  o f  D is c o v e r y  
B a y . T h is  p r o p o sa l sh o u ld  not b e  a c c e p te d  w ith o u t a p rop er  r e -p r o v is io n in g  
p ro p o sa l b y  th e  a p p lic a n t to  sa tis fa c tio n  o f  all property o w n e r s  o f  D i s c o v e r  B a y .

1 0 . W e  d isa g r e e  w ith  the  ap p lican t's r esp o n se  in item  (b )  o f  L fD & L , P la n D 's  
c o m m e n t  in  R tC  that th e  p r o p o sed  4m  w id e  w aterfro n t p r o m e n a d e  is  an  
im p r o v e m e n t to  the  e x is t in g  s itu a tio n  o f  A r ea  10b . T h e  p r o p o sed  n a rro w  
p r o m e n a d e  la c k in g  o f  a d eq u ate  la n d sc a p in g  or sh e lte r s  is  u n sa tisfa c to ry  in  v ie w  

o f  its  rural a n d  natu ra l se ttin g .

1 1 . T h e  r e v is io n  o f  the d e v e lo p m e n t as in d ic a ted  in  tlie  R e v is e d  C o n c e p t  P la n  o f  
A rm cx  A  is  s t i l l  u n sa tisfa c to ry  and  w e  a g ree  that th e  c o m m e n ts  m a d e  b y  
A r ch itec tu r a l S e r v ic e s  D ep a rtm en t that " ....T h e p o d iu m  o f  the  b u ild in g  b lo c k s  
n o s . L 7  to  L 1 4  is a b o u t 2 5 0 m  in  le n g th  that is  to o  lo a g  and m o n o to n o u s .  
T o g e th e r  w ith  th e  c o n tin u o u s  la y o u ts  o f  the  m e d iu m -r is e  r es id en tia l b lo c k s  
b e h in d , th e  d e v e lo p m e n t  m a y  h a v e  a w a ll-e f fe c t  a n d  p o s e  c o n s id e r a b le  v isu a l
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impact to its vicinity...."

and by Planning Department diat ;
"....toweis closer to the coast should be reduced in heiglit to minumzc (.lie 
overbearing impact on Ihe coast" and that "... Public viewers fiom tlie southwest 
would experience a long continuous building mass abutting tJie coast. Efforts 
should be made to bre<ik dCAvn the building mass with wider building ga|\s ..." 
are still valid after this revision.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments 
for further review and comment, the application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.

A— SS:
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4GB2tpb)\K^pland.i：ov,lik 
Objection to application Y/1-OBA3

j The Seaotariat 
\ Town Planning Board

l /̂^F, North Point Government Offices 
 ̂ . 333 Java Road, Norlh Point

|  ! (Via email: tpbpd@pland.eov.tik or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426) 
F ；

I . Deai- Sirs,
I Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/3 
! Area 10b, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay 
： I ObiectioD to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

I the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong
Kong Resort ( "HKH" ), MasterplanLimited, 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. The HKR claim that they are the sole land owner of Area 10b is in doubt. The lot is now held under the 
Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated 20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part of the "Sendee Area" as defined 
in the PDMC. Area 10b also forms part of either the "City Common Areas" or the "City Retained Areas" 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 10b for all purposes connected with the proper use and 
enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). This has effectively granted over time an 
easement that cannot be extinguished. The Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from tlie co-owners

Che lot prior to tMs unilateral application. The.property rights of the existing co-owners, i_e. all property owners of 
Lot, should be maintained, secured and respected.

2. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents and property owners 
nearby is and will be substantial. This the submission has not addressed.

3. The Proposal is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation of tlie land 
use from the original approved Master Layout Plana and the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. a 
change from service into residential area. Approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from environmental 
perspective and against the interests of all resident and owners of the district.

4. The proposed land reclamation and construction of over sea decking with a width of 9-34m posesenvironmental 
hazard to the immediate rural naturalsurrouncling. There are possible sea pollution issues posed by the proposed 
reclamation. This is a violation of the lease conditions, in contravention of the Foreshore and vSea-bed (Reclamation) 
Ordinancet〇f>ether v/ith encroachment on Government Land, along with other li'ansgressions. The submission has not 
satisfactorily addressed these issues and has been completed without any proper consultation with die co-ovvncrs.

5. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying infrasiruciurc cannot 
stand up under such a substantial increase in population implied by the submission. All DR property owners and

mailto:tpbpd@pland.eov.tik


ocaipu 'rs wouKI have to Miller ami pay thf cosl ol ihc necessary iipjiradin}j, of inira:>tmciujc '〇 provide adt '.c 
supph' or support lo l\\c p i〇iH>si'd development. Ivor one example llic required road nctv/urks and related 
ulihtios (.'aixvity works arising out of this suhinibSion.ThL, proponent should consult and liaise v/ith all property 
(nvivrs k m g  At miniinuni uudn lake the cost and cxpciise of all inlra^
movlitk'd ilovclopment subsequcnily agreed to. Disruption to all reiiicicnts in the vicinity should be properly m ilitated 
and addressed in the submission .

6. The proposed felling of 168 mature trees in Area 10b is an ecological disaster, and poses a substantial 
environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree 
prcsei-vation plan or the tree compensatory proposals ai-e totally unsatisfactory.

7. We disagree with the applicant's statement in item E.6 of RtC that the existing buses parks in Area 10b open space 
are "eyesores". We respect that Area 10b has been the backyard of Peninsula Village for years and ai_e satisfied with 
the existing use and operation modes of Area 10b, and would prefer there will be no change to the existing land use 
or operational modes of Area 10b.

8. The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium sti'ucture to house the bus depot, the repair 
workshops, the dangerous goods stores including petol filling station and RCP are unsatisfactory and would cau%*v 
operational health and safety hazard to the workers within a fully enclosed structure, especially in view of ^  
those polluted air and volatile gases emitted and the potential noise generated within the compounds. The proponent 
should carry out asatisfactory environmental impact assessment to the operational health and safety hazard of the 
workers within the fully enclosed structure and propose suitable mitigation measures to minimize tneii effects to the 
workers and the residents nearby.

9. The proposed removal of helipad for emergency use from Area 10b is undesirable in view of its possible urgent 
use for rescue and transportation of the patients to the acute hospitals due to the rural and remote setting of 
Discovery Bay. This proposal should not be accepted without a proper re-provisioning proposal by the applicant to 
satisfaction of all property owners of Discovery Bay.

10. We disagree with the applicant's response in item (b) of UD&L, PlanD's comment in RtC that the proposed 4 m 
v/ide waterfront promenade is an improvement to the existing situation of Area 10b. The proposed naiT〇w promenade 
lacking of adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view of its rural and natural setting.

o
11. The revision of the development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is still unsatisfactory and 
v/e agree that the comments made by Architectural Services Department that "....The podium of the building blocks 
nos. L7 to L14 is about 250m in length that is too long and monotonous. Together with the continuous layouts of the 
medium-rise residential blocks behind, the development may have a wall-effect and pose considerable visual impact 
to its vicinity...."

and by Planning Department that:
"....towers closer to the coast should be reduced in height to minimize the overbearing impact on the coast" and that 
"....Public viev/ers from the southwest would experience a long continuous building mass abutting the coast. Efforts 
should be made to break down the building mass with wider building gaps...." are still valid after this revision.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for further review and comment, the 
application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.



Name of Discovery Fiay Ov/ner / P i d 二:：
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Dated : 4/12/2016
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Objtv'Uoit by the Discoveiy Bay Peninsular Vilhi^e Owners Committee meeting 5 December 2010 to 1 lon^ Kong Reiortt Masterjjlan Lunilcd 
application 10b
Discovery Bay IViminsular Vill；mc Owueis Cominitlec Objestion to 10B.pdf

W e  a i v  th e  e le c t e d  C o i n m i l t c c  r e p r e s e n t in g  o c c u p a n t s  a n d  o w n e r s  o f  t h e  a r e a  k n o w n  a s D is c o v e r y  B a y  P e n in s u la r  V i l l a g e .

W e  w i s l i  th e  T o w n  P la n n in g  B o a r d  to  a c k n o w le d g e  r e c e ip t  o f  th is  l e t t e r , a n  o r i g i n a l  c o p y  o f  w h ic h  h a s  a ls o  b e e n  s e n t  b y  

r e g is t e r e d  p o s t .

Oiu- Committee met in session at relatively short notice owing to your closure date of midnight Friday 9th December 
2016. Therefore there are only 11 signatures noraially there would be some 25.. In a vote the Committee recorded 
unanimously to send this document to you, with one abstention.

©

The Committee looks forward to hearing your reply. We would be perfectly willing to meet you with or without HKR 
Mastei-plan Ltd and indeed request same.

Please reply to my email address or 
N.T.

nrnny thanks 

Trevor Jarrett



Ibwn Planning Board 
15/F, North Point Government Offices

333 Java l^oad, North Point
(Via email: fpbncl@nland.gov.ilIcorfax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426) 

Dear Sirs,

Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/3 

Area 1 Ob, Lot 385 R P & E xt (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay 

Objection to the Submission by the A pplicant on 27.10.2016

Please note that we are the elected by popular vote, Peninsular Village Owners 

Committee, (VOC) representing the largest community area o f  Discovery Bay. We are 
and also represent concerned Discovery Bay residents interests as well as owners.

.We refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant for Hong Kong 
Resort (“HKR”)， Masterplan Limited (“Masterplan”)， to address the departmental 

comments regarding the captioned applicationon27.10.2016.

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

development o f the lot. My main reasons o f objection on this particular submission are 

listed as follows:-

1. We reject the claim made in response to Paragraph # 10 in the comments from the 

District Lands Office (uD L 055)that the applicant (HKR) has the absolute right to 

develop Area 10b.

Masterplan is wrong to assume that ownership o f undivided shares ip so  fa c to  

gives the applicant the absolute right to develop Area 10b. The right of the 

* applicant to develop or redevelop any part of the lot is restricted by the Land Grant 
dated 10 September, 1976; by the Master Plan identified at Special Condition #6 

of the Land Grant; and by the Deed of Mutual Covenant C'DMC55) dated 30 
September, 1982.

Upon the execution o f the DMC, the lot was divided into 250,000 equal undivided 

shares. To date, more than 100,000 of these undivided shares have been assigned 

by I-TKR to other owners and to tlie Manager. The rights and obligations of all 

owners o f undivided shares in the lot are specified in the DMC. HKR has no rights
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Area I Ob (bi'ins the '\Ser\Mce Area", as delmcd in (he DMC and shown on (Ĵ c 
Master Plan. As per the DMC, the definition of City Common Areas includes tiie 
following:

" ...such  p a r t o r  p a r ts  o f  the S en n ce  A iv a  as sha ll he vsec! f o r  the benefit o f  

the City. These C ity C om m on A ^ a s  together w ith  those C ity R e ta ined  A rea s  

as de fined  a n d  these C ity  C om m on F acilities  a s  de fined  fo r m  the entire 

"Reserved P o r tio n ” a n d  "M inim um  A sso c ia ted  Facilities” mentioned in the  

C onditions• ”

separate from oilier owners except as specified in the DMC.

o

纛

Special Condition 10(a) of the Land Grant states that HKR may not dispose o f any 
part of the lot or the buildings thereon unless they have entered into a Deed of 
Mutual Covenant. Furthermore, Special Condition 10(c) states:

{<(c) In  the D e e d  o f  M u tua l C ovenan t referred  to in (a) hereof, the G ran tee  

shall:

(i) Allocate to the R eserved Portion an appropriate num ber ofundivided  
shares in the lot or, as the case m ay be, cause the same to he carved out 

from  the lot, which Reserved Portion the Grantee shall not assign, 

except as a whole to the G rantee’s subsidiary company … ”

As such3 the applicant may not assign the Reserved Portion -  which includes the 

Service Area defined in the DMC and shown on the Master Plan -  except as a 
whole to the Grantee’s (HKR’s) subsidiary company. Thus， H K R  has no righ t 
whatsoever to develop the Service Area (Area 10b) for residential housing for 
sale to third parties.

It will also be noted from the foregoing that HKR may either allocate an 
appropriate num ber of undivided shares to the Reserved Portion, or carve sam e out 

from the k)t. According to the DMC (Section III, Clause 6), HKR shall allocate 
Reserve Undivided Shares to the Service Area. However, there is no evicfcuce in 
the Land Registry that HKR has allocated any Reserve Undivided Shares to the 

Service Area.Thus, it is moot whether HKR is actually tlie <csole land owner95 o f  
Area lOb.The entire proposal to develop Area 10b for sale or lease to third parties 
is unsound. The Town Planning Board should reject the application forthwith.

2. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the DMC, every Owner (as defined Ln the 

DMC) has the right and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 

I Ob for all purposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment o f the same
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subject to Iho Cii)- Rules (as defined in the D M C ). T h is  has eriectivcly granted 

over time an casement that cannot be extinguished. The Applicant has failed to 

consult or seek proper consent from the co-owiiers o f  Lhe lot prior lu this unilateral 

application. I 'h e  property rights o f the existing co-owncrs, i.e. all property owners 

o f  the lot should be maintained, secured ond respected.

3. In response lo DLO's cojnment #9, Avhich advised "The Applicant shall prove that 

there are sufficient undivided shares retained by them for allocation to the 
proposed development", Masterplan stated "The applicant has responded to 
District Lands Office directly via HKRfs letter to DLO dated 3 Aug 2 0 16.M

As the lot is under a DMC, it is unsound for HKR to communicate in secret lo the 

DLO and withhold information on the allocation o f undivided shares from ihe 
other owners. The other owners have a direct interest in the allocation, as any 

misallocation will directly affect their property rights.

The existing allocation of undivided shares is far from clear and must be reviewed 
carefully. At page 7 of the DMC, only 56,500 undivided shares were allocated to 
the Residential Development. With the completion ofNeo Horizon Village in the 
year 2000, HKR exhausted all of the 56,500 Residential Development undivided 
shares that it held under the DMC.

HKR has provided no account o f the source o f the undivided shares allocated to all 
developments since 2000. In the case o f the Siena Two A development, it appears 
from the Greeavale Sub-DMC and Siena Two A Sub-Sub DMC that Retained 
Area Undivided Shares were improperly allocated to the Siena Two A 
development. As such, the ovmers o f Siena Two A do not have proper title to their 

units under the DMC.

The Town Planning Board cannot allow HKR lo hide behind claims of
“commercial sensitivity” and keep details o f  the allocation o f undivided shares

secret. I f  the applicant is unwilling to release its letter to the DLO dated 3 August, 
2016, for public comment, the Board should reject the application outright.

4. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the
immediate residents and property owners nearby is and will be substantial. This

the submission has not addressed this point.
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5. The proposed land rcclainiilion and consLruclion of over sea decking witli a wiclili 

〇j'9-34m poses environmental hazard to l.hc immedicite rural natural surroundings. 

There are possible sea pollution issues posed by (Jie proposed reclamation. The 

D L O 's  comment U5 advised that the proposed reclamation "'partly falls wiihin the 

water previously gazetted vide G.N. 593 on 10.3.1978 for feny pier and 

submarine outfall.,5 A s such, the area has not been gazetted for reclamation, 

contrary to tlic claims made in the Application that all proposed reclamation had 

previously been approved. The Town Planning Board should reject the 

Application unless and imtil this error is corrected. The Town Planning Board 

should further specify the need for a full Environmental Impact Assessment as 

required under the Foreshore and Seabed (Reclamations) Ordinance (Cap. 127).

6. The Town Planning Board should note that the development approved under the 
existing Outline Zoning Plan (S/I-DB/4) would already see the population o f  DB 
rise to 25,000 or more. 1'he current application would increase the population to 
over 30,000. The original stipulated DB population limit o f 25,000 should be fully 
respected as the underlying infrastructure cannot support the substantial increase 

in population implied by the submission. Water Supplies Department and the 
Environmental Protection Department have raised substantive questions on the 
viability of the proposals on fresh water supply and sewage disposal contained in 
the Application, and IIKR has not responded adequately to their concerns.

7. The proposed felling of 168 mature trees in Area 10b 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 proposals are totally unsatisfactory.

8. We disagree with the applicanfs statement in item E.6 o f RtC that the existing 
buses parks in Area 10b open space are "eyesores". We respect that Area 10b has 
been the backyard of Peninsula Village for years and arc satisfied with the existing 
use and operation modes of Area 10b5 and would prefer there will be no change to 

the existing land use or operational modes of Area 10b.

9. The proposed ortensive fully enclosed podium staicture to house the bus depot, 
the repair workshops and RCP are unsatisfactory and would cause operational
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hcaltli and safciy hazard to llie workers within a fully enclosed structiii'c, 

especially in view of those polhilcci air and volatile gases crniUijd and llic polcniiitl 

noise generated within the compounds. The proponent should cany out a 

satistaclory environmcnlal impact assessment to the operaLional health and safely 

hazard o f the workers within the fully enclosed structure and propose suitable 

I'niligalion measures to minimize their cfifecls to the workers and the residents 

nearby.

10. The proposed removal of helipad for emergency use from Area ]〇b is undesirable 
in view of its possible urgent use for rescue and transportation of the patients to the 
acute hospitals due to the rural and remote setting o f Discovery Bay. This proposal 
should not be accepted without a proper re-provisioning proposal by the applicant 
to the satisfaction of ail property owners of DB.

11. We disagree with the applicant's response in item (b) of UD&L? PlanD's comment 
in RtC that the proposed 4m wide waterfront promenade is an improvement to the 
existing situation of A iti  10b. The proposed narrow promenade lacking of 
adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view of its rural and natural 
setting.

12. The Application has not shown that the relocation of the dangerous good store to 
another part o f the lot is viable. Any proposal to remove the existing dangerous 
goods store to another part of the lot should be accompanied by a full study and 
plan showing that the relocation is viable.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for 
further review and comment, the application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.

O N  <^f-
-^ ^ ^ a^ a^ en in su la / Village Owners Committee

Signature Date:

Signatures of VOC Members prbsent at the Peninsula Village Owners Committee 
Meeting on 5th December 2016 at the Sienna Residents Club. Discovery Bay



W , I G p / i
: = _ ; v ()c — ^

01 D e c e m b e r^ )  I 
hereby ；K ld <

N a m e J]
"JhC 'yO}- ^ a ^ y  f>

Name 

N am e

1  o\i f\5 太  

\ Name

IdUfrOA-
Name

C M

Name

\ f ^ a A
y Name

Suf^e^ Sf\FAyA
"Name

- s ^ =

Name 

Nam e

g  ▽ 細 、 N 你 d

Nam e

Name Address Signature

8 of 3


	4487-4490 from Replace 10b.pdf
	4487-4490 from Replace 10b_Page_1
	4487-4490 from Replace 10b_Page_2
	4487-4490 from Replace 10b_Page_3
	4487-4490 from Replace 10b_Page_4




