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S O S AR IR B Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

BHEY
=TI 20- R
Refercnce Number: 161120-225830-70563

Ril

IR » 09/12/2016

Deadline for submission:

SRR

33X B RS 20/11/2016 22:58:30

Date and time of submission:

f ARSI R ES YILDB/3

The application no. to which the comment relates:

FRERA L /270 | %54 Mr. G HKoo

Naire of persen maxing this comment:
O -

' BRFH

Details of the Comment :

ew developments in Discovery Bay surely create employment opportunity in property industr
. Fully support.
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DIRBIE DI BN R R Making Comument on Planning Application / Review

i
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SN
Reference Number:

\

161125-094552-95351

i

RN

5
Deadline for submission: 09/12/2016

3 H R R T

Date and time of submission: 25/11/2016 09:45:32

AR RFRR

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

r ﬁ%%}\ J f&%/%?g S Mr. Andy Lau

Name of person making this comment:

BRHE

Details of the Comment :

[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.
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PEMS Corument Submission

SR I e ST AR HHE R Making Comument on Planning Application / Review

Reforence Namber: 161125-123842-06751

R 09/12/2016

'!i‘ Deadline for submission:

3
4 PR AR 25/11/2016 12:38:42

Date and time of submission:

B ARTREFE R Y/1-DB/3

The application no. to which the comment relates:

TRERA &2 44 Mr. SIT

Name of person making this comment:

BREE
Details of the Comment :

CiErEts - ISR - REENS RN ET RN E - |
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FERE SR/ E IR E B Making Comment on Planning Applicstion / Review
) 161125-122607-
Reference Number: 60736941

FRAZPRIA 09/12/2016

Deadline for submission:

3T B R 25/11/2016 12:26:07

Date and time of submission:

HEAHREI PR Y/-DB/3

The application no. to which the comment relates:

TRREBRA L GR/EE Stk Mr. B

Name of person making this comment:

SRFE
Details of the Comment :

R nam IAieE SRR - AE En R SEV R -




PEMS Comiment Subimssion

Hi/

ELHEF R A BIL IR ER Making Comment on Planning Appiication / Review

Reference Number: 161125-130555-48827

HEXX IR

Deadline for submission: 09/12/2016

R AR

Date and time of submission: 25/11/2016 13:05:59

HRAFEE P AR Y/1-DB/3

The application no. to which the comment relates:

TRERA /L3 2+ Ms. Sophia Woo

Name of person making this comment:

BERFA

Details of the Comment :

4483 __

{Fully support the development for a better DB.




PEMS Comment Submission

EOMRIBE S/ BRI B R Making Comument op Planniog Application / Review

Reterence Number: 161125-175615-37182

HEXXPRA

Deadline for submission: 09/12/_2016

X O R B

Date and time of submission: 251172016 17:56:15

B RARVREIPHEET

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

TIRERA ) #R2E

- . He4 Mr. Cedric LO
Name of person making this comment:

B RS
Details of the Comment :

lIncrease job opportunity

14



RO R B/ BV B B Making Comment cn Planning

Reference Number:

R

Deadline for submission:

12X B R

Date and time of submission:

FRRNTREIRE 4R T

The application no. to which the comment relates:

TIRERA &2/4H

Name of person making this comment:

BRI

Details of the Comment :

Applicadon / Review l
i
|
{

161125-220008-35053
05/12/2016
25/11/2016 22:00:08

Y/-DB/3

44 Mr. Chan Shi Lung

RT/A

I HER B E - REFERANEREE - ARANTETRESETMTHRE

TR AISE SHEET - AR SR RFER
RS HHNECE - 5

EmRg: - Bo=RAIEER ‘
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AR IF R E B Making Comuaent ¢ Planning Applicstion / Review
%%%%

‘) _ ) . QO
Reference Number: 161127-102049 79598

XA

2/2
Deadline for submission: 0971212016

23X AR

Date and time of submission: 27/11/2016 10:20:49

BB AR

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

TRERA, 2/

4 Mr. Morten Lisse
Name of person making this comment:

BRAH

Details of the Comment :

[ strongly oppose any more development in Dlscovery Bay and yet another proposal from HKR
is very much against the resident's wish. . e e
Discovery Bay was designed as a low density "green" Iiving environment and now the town has
lcrown 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 measurements in p
lace.

[t 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.

vl
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mbpd

A sSER 1K A :
FEGE: QRN H20I6E R - 17035 4
[NCEUH tpbd@pland.gov bk 4 8 ]
E: Objection to Planning Apphication Ref: YA-DB/3 Discovery Bay

Dear Sirs,

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

@

~—

10.

11.

12.

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 air flow around buildings. -

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.

The “Waterfront Pedestrian 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.
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 Pian 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.

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

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

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.

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, créche facilities.

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.

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.

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,
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
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14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28

M
. Details concerning the intended use and operations of the area indicated on master plan as “Bounty Fier”, should
be clearly quantified by the applicant / developer. Will this area be operated as a forin of comrmercisl corcession
and if so what the details are? Will there be party goers revelers and associated noise omissions, will there be an
associated transport link / bus drop off — pick up? When and how would it operate?
The Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) states that the roads both within and outside DB have plenty of spare Capacity
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-free 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 development” ’
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).
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 spelied out at this stage. There are not sufficient li@ ]
numbers or details pertaining to the public bus stops & shelters. An additional bus stop should be provided adjacknt ‘

to the plaza/bounty pier.
The Government should review the personal transport options available to residents. Consideration should be given

to completely replacing petrol and diesel vehicies (golf carts, buses, DB Management cars, mini vans, vendors /
property agent’s vehicles etc.) with more sustainable transport-options {e.g. electric vehicles) and adhere-to the 0zp -
requirement which states that Discovery Bay is declared to be ”primérily a car-free development” .

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

residents.
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.
How and where toxic fumes will be treated and exhausted safely from the podium without affecting the residential

occupants should be clearly described.

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 no@
need to suffer the added offence of having their scenic view superseded by an unsightly petrol fueling station.

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.
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.

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 hig 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?

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.

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.

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.
The develoner/ applicant proposal does not make every reasonable effort {o improve the environment for the
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Best Regards,







Town Planning

acard Secretariat

15/F, North Point Government Offices )
333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong 4490
Fax:2877 0245 and 2522 8426

Email:

tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Dear Sir,

>
Section 12A Application No.YN-DB/3
For optimising the land uses at Area 10b, Discovery Bay

Public comment- in support of the application

| refer to the abovementioned application which is currently inviting public comment

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

e~ 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 mix 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 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 cansideration 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 enjoy.

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 soclety.

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):

fons Bhg e -




4491

TSR T B W G A king Conmument on Planning Application / Review

g;:- . NI, I
SHELR 161129-160615-97186
Reference Number:

BRI 09/12/2016

{ Deadline for submission:

BN EHIRIEH
SENEBRER ‘ 20/11/2016 16:06:15
Date and time of submission:

RE LT IEEE VADBA

The application no. to which the comnient relates:

THRERA ) g/Eig - Ms. Felice

Name of person making this comment:

TR

Details of the Comment :

[Support




oa:. M@ R B oa R

adlSNiw o0 0 RR R SRS SN
-

4472

LIRSS B ZIR RS Making Cominrent an Planning Application / Ruvicw

s ST 40
SRR

1 BT . I
Reference Number: 161129-160743-61721 :
HRAZIRSH o 09/12/2016
Deadline for submission: :

|
FRERy g jikAs
K L 29/11/2016 16:07:43 ‘
Date and time of submission: !

AR I R

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

CHRERA ) 44T :

4+ Ms. FLam
Name of person making this comment: et

Details of the Comment :

{Support ;
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M v IRTRE B Y Making Comment wu Pranniig Applia m .
@R

RN TR
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Weference Nawmher. <
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S

Deudiing Lor subinission:

i‘
| . .

‘ 1)’} ‘ Iﬁvl mﬂ' :
R 2AG T 0620 a1 i
|

i Date and tune of subinission: i
i .
. |
[ IR DA |

I The apiplication no. o which the comment relates:

CHEHILA L iR

45 M CY Kweng
Name ot person making this comment: - N

.0 35 |

Details of the Comment :

1 support the application due to the toilowmgs:

a. it optimises the fand use at Area 10b in Discovery Bay.

b. the new plan will create more job opportunaties, which wiil bring in many social and economi
c benefits to the suciety and citizens.
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gy ne TR ®d Makong Cariment un Planaicg Applicaton - Reviga !
» ¥ i
&gy J112Y.214720.0.80;
Riferonee Muinber
D S & :
AALE _ 001202016 -,
I Deadline for subanisvion: !
e AT A T :
LI 38 /1172016 21 47 20 i
0 ite and tume of submission:
i
P CIALE ML M X
ABRE AT LIS :
The application no. to which the comment relates: .
- , |
TIRBSA ) B2 20 '

. . AL Nliss Mandy Lo
Name of person making this comment;

ERHH

Details of the Comment ;

[ support the proposal as

1. it helps Discovery Bay to maintain its uniqueness as a multi-cultural resort-style leisure and d
lvnamic community, and provide a special hangout place for Hong Kong people.

2. The new attractions such as promenade and piazza in DB can provide a new leisure choice tor
Hong Kong 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. |

————— e
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AR F R TRBEER Making Comment on Planning Application / Review
aEgw
wn 161129-220511-45180
Refereace Number:
BXRM
pl
Deadline for submission: 09/12/2016

BREHRER

Date and time of submission:

29/11/2016 22:05:11

AWARNSRER

The application no. to which the comment relates:

Y/-DB/3

TRERA /LR

. 7/NE Miss N Y Lee
Name of person making this comment:

BRER

Details of the Comment :

xx;ﬁﬁ%@%xomﬂﬁﬁ%ﬁrﬂ FHEWT :
:  WERHAEREEBERE  RATRAEER -
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4498 N
BB/ AR R Making Comment on Planning Application / Revew
Reference Number 161209-131933-38023
i
% 3 Deadline for submission: 0511212016
f i
=y + 1!
] SA=ELY S
5 J ‘ Date and time of submission: 09/12/2016 13:19:33
S '
CEy A
[ ] HEOASTAES DB
| g 1 E The application no. to which the comment relates:
S/
S UE:-5=4 1
i if BEAA BHEH St Mr. KENNY TAM
; ) Name of person making this comment:
oy . e b :
iy Q |mRaw :
!
2% Details of the Comment :
i K B B 1008 L A 253526 B 5 385 B B L R T B 3 R A, {
: I i RS R, SR BRI M A SRR S R A MARENEEA
it OFERE THESEEREA CENESHRZ D BBAENRRET, FASZHS
SRR R
¥
;9 ; &
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BURIS G R, Making Commicni ar Planning Application / [2ea:

B gane

2 R

Reference Number: 161209-140917-13551
R B

Deadline for submission: 30/12/2016
23X B KA
Date and time of submission: 09/12/2016 14:09:17
R B R A R V/L.DBf3
The application no. to which the comment relates: )

TIRERA, #2/21 54 Mr. Cheung Hon Man,
Name of person making this comment: Donald

BERFE

Details of the Comment :

1. I 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
ivernment 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. I 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
imoving 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
Imain road?

6. Some HKR’s 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 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 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 / ferry.




4498

—xf RL' l]l[-,‘H/ i,;jiylj‘ﬁi F L M |\|n 2 OO @it [.’nlull;j_f,.l\l'll.‘:’;-li»!;’":/ 1Peoiny
S 161209-141016-9123¢
0 51209- -G1236
Reterence Number:

FEAZ IR
Deadline for submission:

X H R

Date and time of submission:

T BHEIRR R B R TT

The application no. to which the comment relates:

TRERA, gaaE

Name of person making this comment:

BREFE

Details of the Comment :

30/12/2016

09/12/2016 14:10:16

Y/I-DB/3

%K A Mrs. Law Siu Kuen

t of buses /shuttle/truck moving around in DB.
2. more air pollution issue.

3. It is against the view of DB resident.

1. I object to let more people living there, which is already overcrowd, not enough facilities, a lo

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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RIS AT AL Makiog Comuent on Vlanning Application / Revigw
BH R

Reterence Number:

161209-141106-86116

Y

Deadline for submission: 301212016

HE XX B 9 R

Date and time of submission: 09/12/2016 14:11:06

T3 HEBLS R 4R

4
The application no. to which the comment relaies: YA-DR3
THRERA , HR/EH0 44z Mr. Cheung Shing YA
Name of person making this comment: U

BRI

Details of the Comment :

1. T 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
vernment allows HKR to earn more money, which against the views of local resident.

2. No resident consultation had been made before. As [ believe that most DB residents do not wa
Int 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 1s no local secondary school. Student need to travel outside. They need to plan at least a
tocal 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
Imain road?

6. Some HKR’s 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 themn in other place. May 1 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 ferry are full even HKD has changed to u
sc double deck and large ferry. How HKR to resolve the problem for more people, don’t mentio
ning to add more buses.

:/A\nld-egis2\Online_Comment\1 61209-141106-8611 6_Comment_Y_[-DB_3.html 09/12/2016
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Town Planning Board Chairman 2o

BRI A 2005020l 450
Dear Sirs:

Objection to No.Y/i-3/D8

\We are opposed to the captioned town planning application by the HK Resort Co. Ltd., ete. far the
redevelopment at and around Nim Shue Wan, despite more info given.

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

less greenery after the redevelopment,

more traffic along Discovery Bay Rd.

more air potlution in Phase 4 of Discovery Bay

marine ecology of Nim Shue Wan will be irreversibly and adversely affected;
the migratory and other birds at Marina Drive will be devastated;

a street canyon effect will be created by the long line of additional houses, destroying DB’s
q-) planning design

o npwN e

WE THEREFORE BELIEVE what the Ming 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.

!Against corruption and liars

(\fc: Ombudsman, ICAC, TVB, Apple, CNN, BBC, Tai Kung Pao
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The Secrewriat

Town Planning Board 4563
15/F, Norta Point Government Offices )
333 Java Road, North Point

(Via email: tpbpd/@pland.gov.hk or fax: 2877 0245 /2522 8426)

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

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

1 refer to the Response 1o Comments submitied by the consultant of Hong Kong
Resort (“HKR), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments
regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 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 libert)" 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.¢. 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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residential arca, and approval of it would be an undesirzbie pricedent case from

environmental perspective and against the interest of all property owrners of the
disuict

The proposed reclamation and construction of 2 decking with 2 width of 5-24m
pose environmental hazard to the immediate’ rural natural surrounding. There are
possible sea pollution by the proposed reclamation, violaton of e leece
conditions, contravention of the Foreshore and Sea-bed (Reclamation) Ordinance,
and encroachment on Government Lands ctc. The submission hzs net
satisfactorily addressed these issues and without any proper consultzzion with the
co-owners.

The original stipulated DB population ‘of 25,000 should be fully respected as the
underlying infrastructure could not afford such substantial increase in popuiation
by the subruission, and all DB property owners would have to suZer and pay for
the cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding infrastructure $2 2
to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed development, ¢.2. 2all
required road network and related utilities improvement works arised out of tais
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 ownets in the viciniry 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 impect 1o the immediate panral

setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the proposad wee preservaton plar or
" the tree cornpensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

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

The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house the bus depdy,
the repair workshops, the dangerous goods stores inchuding petrol filling stanon
and RCP are unsatisfactory and would causs operational health and safety hazard
to the workers within a fully eaclosed structure, expecially in view of those
polluted air and volatile gases emitted and the potential noise generated within
the compounds. The proponent should cazry out a satisfactory environsmental
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palients 1o the acute hospials dus to the rurs) and tormois setng L Diservery
Bay This proposal should not be ascepicd aithout a proper re-provtiafung
proposal by the applicant v the satisfacton of 3!l propearty cwners of Discoven
Jay.

10. [ disagree the appiicant's response o item (&) of UD&L, PlanD's comment in
R4C that the proposed 4m wids waterfroat promenade is an improvement to the
existing situation of Arca 10b. The propossd narrow pramenads lacking of
adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view of its rural and natural
seling.

11. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex
A is still unsatisfactory and | agree that the comments made by Architectural
Services Department that “.... The podium of the puilding blocks nos. L7 to L14
is about 250m in length that is too lonz and monotorcus. Tegether with the
continuous layouts of the medium-nse residential blocks behind, the
devclopment may have a wall-effect and pose considerable visual impact to its
vicinity...." and by Planning Deparumnent that “....towers closer to the coast should
be reduced in height 10 minimize the overbeanng impact on the coast” and that
“...Public vicwers 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.

Signawre : 9‘/\‘ Dae: L Doc , Yol

Name of Discovery Bay O)meﬁ Resident: _CRed 20 (/\) 24%°)

Address:
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residentinl area, and approval of it would be an undesinable precedent case fron
environraental perspective and against the interest of all property cwners of the

district.

The proposed reclamation snd construction of a decking with o width of 9-34m
pose cnvironmental hazard to the immediate rural natural surounding. here are
possible sca pollution by the proposed reclamation, viclation 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.

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 swrrounding 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.

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.

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, -

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 h_azard
to the workers within a fully enclosed structure, especially in view of those
poliuted 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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wvithin the funy enciosed sicture and propose suitable mitigation measores to
minimize: thear effects t e workery and the residents newby.

The proposed removal of helipud for emesgency use from Arca 10h 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 seting of Discovery
Bay. This proposal should not he accepted without u proper re-provisioning
proposal by the applicant to U satisfaction of all property owners of Discovery
Bay.

I disagree the applicant's response in item (b) of UD&IL., 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 proinenade lacking of

adequate landscaping or sheiters 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 revie d comment, the application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.

Signature ;
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remaul: tpbpdepland.gov.hk or fax: 2877 0245 12522 8424)

Sir,
wiy 12A Application No. Y/-DI/3
10b, Lot 385 I & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

ztion 10 the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

r 1o the Response to Comments subinitied by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort ( "HKR™ ), Masterplan Limited,
fress the departmental comments regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

y please note that [ strongly object to the submussion regarcing the proposed development of the Lot. My main
15 of objection on this particular submission are listed as follows:-

:laims that they are the sole land owner of Arca 10b is in doubt, as the lot is now held under the Principal Deed of
I Covenant ("PDMC") dated 20.9.1982. Arca 10b forms part of the "Service Area" as defined in the PDMC. Area
;0 forms part of either 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
ng 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 Jot
» this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, 1.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
antial, and the submission has not been addressed.

i major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation to the land vse of the original
«d Master Layout Plans or the approved Qutline 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
est of all property owners of the district.

posed reclamation and construction of a decking with a width of 9-34m pose environmental hazard to the

ite rural natural serrounding. There are possible sea potlution by the proposed reclamation, violation of the Jease
ns, contravention of the Foreshore and Sea-bed (Reclamation) Ordinance, and encroachment on Government

¢. The submission has not satisfactorily addressed these issues and without any proper consultation with the co-

inal stipaleted DB population of 25,000 should be fuily respected as the underlying infrastructure could not

ch substentizl increase in population by the submission, and all DB property owners would have to suffer and

1e cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding infrastructure 5o as to rﬁlc adequate supply or

0 the proposed development, ¢.z. all required road network and related utilitics imptd €inent works arised out of
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et thisl Area M1, ber g, Sl bl Vailige Do years iond we satishiend wath the cxisting use and
operation modees of Area [Ob, and wesid pefer e ol be ue dhange to the exsting land use or operaional modes of

Area 10b,

The proposed cxtensive fuily encluved podium stricture 1 house the bus depat, the repanr workshops, the daagrerous
£00ds stores including petrol filling stution and FOP are arsatisfact ry antd would cause uperational headt il salety
hazard to the workers within a fally encloned wtruct e, especially in view of thawe polluted airand volle grases enittal
and the potential noise generated within the comoounds, The proponent showld carry out i satisfuctory environniental
impact asscssment to the operatioral heal'h and safety hazard of the workers within the fully enclosed stucture nd
propose suitable mitigation measures o minimize thewr effects 1o the workers and the residents ncarby.

The proposed removal of helipad for emergency use from Area 10b is undesirable 1n view of its possible urgent use for
rescue and transportation of the patients 1o the acute hospitals due to the rural and remote setting of Discovery Bay. Ths
proposal should not be accepted without a proper re-provisioning propusal by the applicant to the satisfaction of all
property owners of Discovery Bay.

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

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 thie overbearing
impact on the coast” and that “....Public viewers from the southwest would cxperience a long coniinuous 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 commert, the

application for Area 10b should be withdrawn,
Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: suen sw.

Address:

bay. F/NE
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SRR

Reference Number:

HRATFRHA

Deadline for submission:

R EHRERE

Datc and time of submission:

ERRREREER

TRERA L &/4218

Name of person making this comment:

ERFE

| Details of the Comment :

The application no. to which the comment relates:

HENSREEEEER Makivg Comment on Planning Application / Review

161130-221308-89656

09/12/2016

30/11/2016 22:13:08

Y/1-DB/3

/1NME Miss Elaine Kwong

] I support the application since the residential use is responsive to the housing market, and can pr

vide more housing choices and enhance the quality of life.

l
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FRIB MR S/ B 3 4 B R Making Comment on Plauning Application / Review
S35

= 161130-220926-36053
Reference Nwmber:

XTI
Deadline for submission: 09/12/2016

Date and time of submission: . 3071172016 22:09:26

HHR B R ERR VDB
The application no. to which the comment relates:

r
RBRA . /B 454 Mr. Mathrew Lo
Name of person making this comment:

R

Details of the Comment :
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¢ a new leisure choice for Hong Kong people.

I[ﬁ:\greed with the proposal as the new attractions such as promenade and piazza in DB can provi |
d
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Hetirenee Number

1”7 o

e alitne for subsingesion

2 11814 0 e

Date and tune of subimission

LoV THTRE T g Y10

The application no te which the coauncat relstss

CIRBLA L F PR $5 A Kan

Niune of pervon making this commont.

AT

Detuily of the Conupent :

1 supported the application as the eatra landscape and greeruny help reduce carbon emissions an
Limprove wiv quality, thut providing + better work and bvirg environment
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The application ao. te whach the comuncnt celatay ’
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Details of the Comment :
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‘\ Name of person malang this comment
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A
FEAR BT 4/ B R L B Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

SRR
SRR
Reference Number: 161201-123434-22695

PENMS Comment Subnussion

REIRAA 09/12/2016

Deadline for submission:

3T AMRFH 01/12/2016 12:34:34

Date and time of submission:

F BRI B R SR Y/I-DB/3

The application no. to which the comment relates:

TIRBAA  2/5TR Sz4 Mr. Richard Carrey

Name of person making this comment:

BRH

Details of the Comment : .

iAs 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
[KR’s application for development of area 10b HKR claimed to have conducted consultations wit]
Ih users of the affected marina facilities. We have NOT been approached by HKR for any such ¢

onsultation.

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 of 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 the 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.
IHKR’s assertion that the extension of the seawall will not interfere with the private moorings ca
lnot be seriously believed, particularly when taking in to account maneuvering room for both th
le moored vessels and the kaito / ferry. In particular, it is hard to imagine that the construction ph
lase 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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FRM BV R Making Commenton Planning Application / Review
SRR

Reference Number:

161201-121653-42195

LEL 73
R o 09/12/2016
Deadline for submission:
PHETS 1) £
LB WIRREE . 01/12/2016 12:16:53
Date and time of submission:
b B (4 (T St g e
A BB R, VDB

The application no. to which the comment relates:

TIREBRA Hea

Name of person making this comment:

4 Ms. Lam

BRH

Details of the Comment :

1 support the application, as the plan brings in suitable amount of population to support the busin
esses of Jocal shops, in a way to provide more retail choices for residents.

L 2l &1 ' Lo e pamam =R ' I oo T
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EMEMHBRMIKIREE R Making Commeni an Planning Applicsiion / Review
SEEGR

- 50-27610
Reference Number: 161201-165250

SRR

Dcadline for submission: 09/12/2016

R PR 01/12/2016 16:52:50

Date and time of submission:

HIRETR R AR V/.DB/A
The application no. to which the comment relates:

THERA ) /418 INE Miss Leong Yin Ling

Name of person making this comment:

BERFE
Details of the Comment :
|Support and good |

®
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TR R/ BRI Mating Conmans on Pravning agplicesian / iaview i
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Refercnce Number: 161201-165546-67336

AT IR

Deadline for submission: 09/1272016

F22E H 1 B B

Date and time of submission: 0171272016 16:55:46

FIRRII Bl e S 4Rt

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

TIRERA L SRR

/)N Miss Marquee Leon
Name of person making this comment: a g

BHREH

Details of the Comment :

Erstal ' 1
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Helerence Number:
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220
Deadiine for sulnmnission: 081122016

RRES 2N
ERLUMRRER 01/12/2016 20:59:47
Dyate and time of subinission:

FIRHN RIS S VDB

T'he upplication no. te which the comment relates:

TIHERA R %4 Mr. Lai

Name of person making this comment:

BEAEY
Details of the Comment :

A A SR B 1 0b B SRS TR » [REMOT ¢

EIEMIR - RETA LT RO - RETERRNBREE - RAEEH

£
- STAIEIE S SR A AR R AU SR R A TR AR AR - RIS T

- STELEVERARE - IEAEVEERE MR RRIBRRE - SHATSE -

| STHIEZBABERIE - RE - RERMBEAARERRIFAED R RESERE LR
- GliEL AT IRREE AR ERESORNREZR -

- BV EERIABIEREER  RAERER B EETERAETERE -

- SR EGAEESHAENRE  ATREMSTRIFEREERE

F EINERA DTSR A TAVEISNEE - hERRHRESIITHEREE .
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‘1) LI
PRET SR 112 BN TAtEY SRR TR ! EAR
EAE b
1 ferenmee Numbor:

A

161201-203829-82779

R

69/121201
Dcadling for suinnission 0911212016

BEZE I bt

38:29
Date and time of submission: 0171212016 20:38

FAETHIB R 3 st Y/A-DB/3

The application no. to which the comment relates:

CRERA B 4z Mr. Sumuel Ip

Name of person making this comment:

BRHE

Details of the Comument :

KA MRESEIbBEIEETE  BRAOT -
;%Fﬁiﬂtﬁﬁ CREE R LT 2OV - MR ERRIERIRE - RIAEE

S ITHE ST A R AR A RS R T AR - ERSSEY
L o

- REVEBERME « RARIERE « BOERSTRE  SHAFAE -

b ST RITERERRNE - HR - RERHEBEHARERRICES]  EITRERRERS

R RS -

- BlIERATERLIEREY - KEAEAESLRARZEM - l

* EEHHVMEE AR - IITERE R - RIETETEREERE - !

F MERTFAEESRRNE  ATREMEHRIFRREERE - \
i

F SIABBADFRISIHAL/NEENEE  AERRIUTESNZEGE .




SEARIICA/ TR LSRR L Trabng Covnn e o Bliog Apqies oo 7oL
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kL 161201.210104-31 248

Reterence Number:

RN 0971272016

Deadhne for submission:

HE LI N0y R 01/12/2016 21:01:04

Daie and time of submissioa:

FIRIIBLRITD 55452 YILDBA

‘The application no. to which the comment relutes:

BRI S bs. Lam

Namnic of person making this comment:

EBERME
Details of the Comment :

AR S5 100B ISR - BT ¢
Bl E M LIRTE - RIS BRRE - RETRBNNERIERE  BAEEE

E
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- é’rEUE%A:“@.?;_&%EﬁﬁE C R iR R G R ERERRIEAE S  REFEEBIRERE
EEARE -

- BlEL MBI BREEES » KR EAE S ORKHZER -

- BHRVARCERIARBIRIRER A EREE  REREETFEREEES -
- FE B A ESRERY - AATRRML W RGFERIEERES -
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15 F North Peint Goevernment Offices
333 lava Read, North Point
(Via email: iphbpd@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 refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong
Resort ("HKR™), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments
regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

submission are listed as follows:-

HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Arca 10b is in doubt, as the lot
is now held under the Principal Deed of Murual Covenant ("PDMC') dated
20.5.1982. Area 10b forms part of the "Service Area" as defined in the PDMC.
Area 10b zlso forms part of either the "City Common Areas" or the “City
Retained Areas™ in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Scction I of the
PDMC, cvery Ownc} (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and libert); to go
pass and repass over and along and use Area [0b for all purposes cormected 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 respecied.

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

There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and o fundamental
deviation 1 the land use of the original approved Master Layout Plans or the
approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.c. from service area into
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district.

The proppsed reclamation and construction of a decking with a widds of 5-24m
pose environmental hazard to the immediate’ rural nanural surrounding. Thare are
possible sea pollution by the proposed reclamation, vislation of the Izasc
conditions, contravention of the Foreshore and Sea-bed {Reclamation) Ordinance,
and encroachment on Govemment lands cte. The submission nas not
satisfactorily addressed these issues and without any proper consultation with the
co-owners,

The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected es the
underlying infrastructure could not afford such substantial incresse iz population
by the submission, and all DB property owners would have to suffer and pay fo:
the cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding infrastructurs so as
1o provide adequate supply or support to the proposed development, 2.g. 2l
required road network and related utilities improvement works arisad out of thir
submission etc, The proponent should consult and liaise with all property owne:

being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all infrastructure out of this
devclopmcm:. Its disruption to other property owners in the vicinity shauld bz
properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

The proposed felling of 168 nos. mature trees in Area 10b is an ecciogizal
disaster, and poses a substantial environmental impsct 1o the immedizts navaral
setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan or
the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

[ disagree the applicant's statement in item E.6 of RiC tha: the =xustng buses
parks in Area 10b open space are "eycsores”. We respect that Ares | 0b has bees
the backyerd of Peninsula Village for years and are satisfied with the axisanz use
and operation modes of Area 10b, and would prefer thare will be no change 10
the existing land use or operational modes of Area {0b.

The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure 1o house the bus depos,
the repair workshops, the dangeraus goods stares nciuding pewral filling sunon
and RCP are unsatisfactory and would cause operatona: health and safery harsed
to the workers within a fully enclosed stucture, eSpecuallv in view of those
polluted air and volatile gases emittad and the petennial no.se peacrated within
the compounds. The proponent should camry out a sausfacrory ecviromnnental

l1ofd
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Ungact assessment to the operational health and safety hazard of the workers
within the fully enclosed structure and propose suitable mitigation measures 1o

miatrize their effects 1o the workers and the residents nearby.

he proposed removal of helipad for emergency use from Area 10b is
adesirable in view of its possible urgent use for rescue and transportation of the
pauents 10 the acute hospitals due to the nual and remote setting of Discovery
Bay. This proposal should not be accepted without a proper re-provisioning
roposal by the applicant 10 the satisfaction of all property owners of Discovery

!
3

h o
o

[

ay.

1 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 1o the -
exisung 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 agreé 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
corlinuous layouts of the medium-rise residential blocks behind, the -

development may have a wall-effect and 'posé considerable visual impact to its

viciniry...." and by Planning Department that "....towers closer to the coast should
be reduced in height 1o minimize the overbearing impact on the coast" and that

"...Public viewers from the southwest would experience 2 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 : @/“ﬂ(\ﬂ/ Date: | .172.w0\(

3013‘ q@
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The Secretariat

Town Planoing Board

13/F, Nor.h Point Government Offices

3 Java Road, Nerth Point

(Via email: ;phpd @nland.gov.hik or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 B426)

Deur Sic,
Scction 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

1 refer to the Response 1o Comments submitied 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

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

1.

(o8]

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
20.5.1982. 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 [ of the
PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and fiberty 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 ot seek proper consent from the
co-owners of the lot priot 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.

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

There s 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
resicential 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.

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
pessible sea poliution by the proposed reclamation, violation of the lease
conditions, conmavention of the Foreshore and Sea-bed (Reclamation)
Orcinance, and encroachment on Government Lands etc. The submission has not
satisfactorily addressed these issues and without any proper consultation with the
CO-GWNESS,
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The original stipulated DB poputation of 25,000 should be fully respecte a2 e
underlying infrastructure could not afford suck substantia! increase in populaticn
by the submission, and all DB property owners wonld have 1o suffer 204 pzy for
the cost out of this submission in vpgrading the surrounding infrastucture: s¢ as
to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed development zu. ali
required road network and related utilities improvement worlis arised out of this
submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise with all property owrners
being affecied and undertake the cost and expense of zll infrastruciure cut of thic
development. Its disruption to other property owners in the Viciniy snotid 22
properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

disaster, and poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural
setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan of
the iree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

The proposed felling of 168 nos. mature trees in Area 10b i¢ an ecological

1 disagree the applicant's statement in item E.6 of RiC that the cxisting buses
parks in Arca 10b open space are "eyesores”. We respect that Arez 1Cb has Szen
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 chenge 0
the existing land use or operational modes of Asez 10b.

The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to houss the bus depot
the repair workshops, the dangerous goods stores including petrot filling stadon
and RCP are unsatisfactory and would cause operational health and safet nzzard
to the workers within a fully enclosed structure, especiaily in view of trese
polluted air and volatile gases emitted and the potential noise generated within
the compounds. The proponent should carry out a satisfactory environmenia
impact assessment to the operational health and safety hazard of the workars
within the fully enclosed structure and propose suitable mitigatioz measures @
minimize their effects to the workers and the residents neacby.

The proposed removal of helipad for emergency use from Arsa iCh is
undesirable in view of its possible urgent use for rescue and trassporiaton ol the
patients to the acute hospitals due to the rural and remote sekzing of Discovery
Bay. This proposal should not be accepted withour a proper re-provisioning
proposal by the applicant to the satisfaction of all propesty owners of Discovery
Bay.

1 disagree the applicant's response in item {b) of UD&L. PlanD's comment it
RtC that the proposed 4 wide waterfront promersde is an imprevament 1o the
existing situation of Arca 10b. The propossd natow promenade lacking of
adequate landscaping or shelters is ursatisfactory in view of its rura! anc natursd
setting.

The revision of development as indicatad in th2 Revised Concept Plan of Annex
A is still unsatisfactory and [ agree tha: the comments made by Architecturs!
Services Department that “...The poadium of the building bloacks nos. L7 to L14
is about 250m in length that is 100 long and manetanous. Together with the
continuous layouts of the mcdium—isc residenuar biovks  hehing, the
development may have a walleifect and posc considersble visual impact to 1S
vicinity...." and by Planning Department that ". . towers closer %0 the coas: shoulid
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be reduced in height to minimfze the overbearing impact on the coast” and that
"..Public viewers from the southwest would expericnce a long continuous
building mass abutting the coast. Efforts should be made (o break down the
building mass with wider building gaps...." arc stilt valid after this revision.

Unless and until the applicant s able to provide detiled responses to the comments
for further review and comment, the application for Area 10b should be withdcawn,

. . 2 T
Signature : I olaﬁ anra [‘- Due: C© 7 /e e 2o'”
YRR\ - v g %2 '. L "

Name of Discguery Bay ((/\-mcr/ Resident:

Address: ____|
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1S/F, North Point Government Offices
333 Java Road, North Point
(Via email: tpbpd@pland.gov.hlc or fax: 2877 0245/ 2522 8426)

Dear Sir,
‘ Section 12A Application No. Y/1-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 of Hong Kong
Resort (“HKR”), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments
regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 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,

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

10of3
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residential area, and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case {rom
environmental perspective and against the interest of all propeaty cwners of the

district.

The proposed reclamation and construction of a decking with a width of 9-34m
pose environmental hazard to the immediate rural natural surrounding. There ave
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 ete. The submission has not
satisfactorily addressed these issues and without any proper consultation with the
CO-OWners.

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.

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.

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. ‘

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

Pobd
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impact assessment o the operaiional 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 Arca 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 selting 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.

I disagree the applicant's response in item (b) of UD&L, PlanD's comment in
R(C that the proposed 4m wide waterfront promenade is an improvement to the
existingv 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 “....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 : \/q\/\ \’\\\/ e Date: 7/( (> 2L

Address:

n
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x5 Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/3 Area 10b, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D D. 352, Discovery Bay -

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)

Drear Str,

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

g . « " L
1 r;lgr to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort ( “HKR™ ), Masterplan Limited,
to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 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.

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 rectamation, violation of the lease
conditions, contravention of the Foreshore and Sea-bed (Reclamation) Ordinance, and encroachment on Government
Lands etc. The submission has not sz;tisfactorily 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 swrounding infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or

et e it e,
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support to the proposed development, e.g. all required road network end retared utihiies imp:

this submitssion ete, The proponent should consult and lizise with all property ow " |2
cost and expense of all infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption 0 other property owrer

should be properly mitigated and addressed tn the submission.

6. The proposed felling of 168 nos. mature trees in Arca 10b is an ecological dis L pOses 2 st ‘

enviropmental impact to the immediate ratural setung. The proposal is unaccepiable ar proposed tree o

plan or the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

7.

“eycsores”. We respect that Area 10b has been {hc backyard of Pgrlea \’ lag
existing use and operation modes of Area 10b, and would prefer there will be no ct
operational modes of Area 10b.

8. The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house the bus depot, the repar workshops, the d
g00ds stores including petrol filling station and RCP are unsatisfactory and would cause operational health «
hazard to the workers within a fully enclosed structure, especially in view of those polluted air and volanle pasexs enmitiod
and the potential noise generated within the compounds. The proponent should canry out a sztist:
impact assessment to the operational health and safety hazard of the workers within the fully enclos:
propose suitable mmgauon measures to minimize their effects to the workers and the resicden:s nearby.

RN i
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9. The proposed removal of helipad for emergency use from Area 10b is undesirable in view of its poseble urgent tse

for rescue and transportation of the patients to the acute hospitals due to the rural and remote seiting of Discovery Rav.
This proposal should not be accepted without a proper re-provisioning proposal by the zpplican: 0 the sausiaction of alt

property owners of Discovery Bay.

ed 4m owide

7

10. 1disagree the applicant's response in item (b) of UD&L, PlanD's comment in RiC that the prope
waterfront promenade is an improvement to the existing situation of Area 10b. The propose TOw promenade lacking
of adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view of its rural and natural setung.

factory and [ agree

11. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A 13 sull unsaus
that the comments made by Architectural Services Department that ... The podium of the building blocks nos. 1.7 to 114
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-cffect and pose considerable +isual impact to s vicinity...."
and by Planning Depariment that "....towers closer to the coast should be reduced in height 1o minimize the overbearing
impact on the coast" and that "....Public viewers from the southwest would cxperience a long continuous building mass
abutting the coast. Efforts should be made to break down the building mass with wider building gaps...." are sl valid
after this revision.

Unless and unti} 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 Owner: Li Sung Ming
Address: |
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xH: Section 12A Apphication No. Y/1-DB/3 Area 10b, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay 4 6 13

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 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

1 rcH® to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort ( "HKR™ ), Masterplan Limited,
to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 10b isin 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 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 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.

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
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support to the proposed development, ey, all required road network and related wtlites improverrent works ans et of
this submission ete. The proponent should consult and Lizise with all property owners being affected and undertake the
cost and expense of all infrastructure out of this development. Tts 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 1s an ecological disasier. and poses & substantial
environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal 1s unaccepizble and the proposed tree preservation
plan or the trce compensatory proposal are unsalisfactory.

7. disagree the applicant's statement in item E.6 of RtC that the existing bases parks in Arca 10b open space are
"eyesores”. We respect that Area 10b has been the backyard of Peninsula Village for years and are sausfied with the
existing use and operation modes of Area 10b, and would prefer there will be no change to the existing land vse or
operational modes of Area 10b.

8.  The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to housce the bus depot, the repair workshops, the dangerous
goods stores including petrol filling station and RCP are unsatisfactory and would cause operatoral health and safety
hazard to the workers within a fully enclosed structure, especially in view of those polluted alr and volatile gases emitted
and the potential noise generated within the compounds. The proponent should carry out a satisfactory environmenta
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 setiing 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 T 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 stil] 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.

CHAN gv' ] ino

Name of Discovery Bay Ovmer- 11
Address: :
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The Seeretariat

A
Town Plaming Board 4611
15/, North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

(Via email: tphpd@pland.gov.hik)

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

Resort (“HKR”), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments

regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

Kindly please note that [ strongly object to the submission regarding the

proposed development of the Lot. My main reasons of objection on this particular

submission are listed as follows:- -

1.

HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 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 [ 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.

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.

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

1of3
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residential arca, and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from
environmental perspective and against the interest of all property owners of the

district.

The proposed reclamation 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 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.

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.
»

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.

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.

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, cspecially 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

20f3
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unpact assessment to the operational healtiv and safety hazard of the workers
within the fully enclosed suructure and propose suitable mitigation measures 1o

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 transpartation 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 satis{action 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 proposcd narrow promenade lacking of
adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view of its rural and natural

setting.

I1. 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

" n

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 sull 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.

Orson Li
Resident
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The Secretaviat
Town Planning Board 46 ;

15F, North Pomt Government Offices

fo o
[ 3

333 Java Road, North Point

(Via ematl: epbpd@pland.cov.hk)

Dear Sir,
Section 124 Application No. Y/1-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 of Hong Kong
Resort (“HKR™), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments

regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

submission are listed as follows:-

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 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.

2. The disruption, pollution and nuisance c¢aused 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

1of3
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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.

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.

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 devélopment, 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 othér 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 the 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 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 heaith 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

20f3
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impact assessiment 1o 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. T 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.

Stella Cheung
Resident

bol
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Regards,
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The Secretariat

Town Planning Board

15/F, North Point Government Oftices
333 Java Road, North Point

(Via email: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or fax: 2877 0245/ 2522 8426) g

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

’ i
Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016 4

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong 1
Resort (“HKR™), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments l
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

I #mam

the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in

A e e

~ 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

ThEd

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

e A b

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 it

deviation to the land use of the original approved Master Layout Plans or the il

approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from service area into

10l



residential arca, and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from
environmental perspective and against the interest of all property owners of the

district.

The proposed reclamation and construction of a decking with a width of 9-34m
pose environmental hazard to the immediate rural natural surrourding. There arc
possible sea pollution by the proposed reclamation, violation of the lease
conditions, contravention of the Foreshore and Sea-bed (Reclamaion) Ordinance,
and "encroachment on Government Lands etc. The submission has not
satisfactorily addressed these issues and without any proper const Itation with the

CO-Owners.

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 sutfer 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 vic:nity 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 the inuuediate natural
setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree presecvation plan or
the tree compensatory prdposal are unsatisfactory.

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 bs 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

L 20f3




impact assessment 10 the operationul health and safety hazard of the workers
within the fully cnctosed structure and propose suitable mitigatior measurcs 1o

minimize their effects to the workers and the residents nearby.

9. The proposed removal of helipad for emergency use from Arca 10b is
undesirable in view of its possible urgent use for rescue and (ransperiation of the
patients 1o the acute hospitals due to the rural and remote setling 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
RiC that the proposed 4m wide waterfront promenade is an improyement to the
existing situation of Area 10b. The proposed narrow promenads lacking of
adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view of its rurel and natural
setting. A ‘

11. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Pian 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 Plamﬁng 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 : e Date: '%C { 2O [ C

3of3




e

1

o W

R

ere R

TR R s e

Sl

@bpd

R R e e O R R . T T 1*T S &

-

1.8 4

ERELEE IR 7 I g B A1 Y R
.

FiFHE
W EE
WA
XH:

Kt {4

Dear Sirs,

Please refer to attached with respect to the above quoted application.

Grey Gougld 3
MERA06F BIEH 2324
tpbpd@pland gov.hk

Application No. YA-DB/3

Jovial 7TE_Apphication No. YI-DB3.pdf.pdf

I am the owner of_

Regards,

Greg

@
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e Seeretariat
g4
Fown Planning Board 4617

153/F. North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

Dcar Sirs.

Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/3
Arvea 10b, 1,0¢ 385 R & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discqyery Bay
Objection to the Submission by the Applicant ou 27.10.2016

[ 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 T strongly object to the submission regarding the
proposcd 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, 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 scek 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.c. a change

from scrvice into residential area. Approval of it would be an undesirable
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precedent case [rom environmiental perspective and against the interests of oi

resident and owners of the district.

‘The proposed land reclamation and construction of over sea decking with a width
of 9-34im poscs environmental hazard to the immediate rural natural surrovading.
There are possible sea pollution issues posad by the proposed reclamation. This
is a violation of the lease conditions, in contravention oi the Foreshere and
Sea-bed (Reclamation) Ordinance together with encroachment on Government
Land, along with other transgressions.  The submission has not satistuctorily
addressed these issues and has been completed without any proper conseltation

with the co-owners.

The original stipulated DB population of 25.000 should be tully 1espected as< the
underlying infrastructure cannot stand up under such a substential fnercese in
population implied by the submission. All DB property owners and occuners
would have to suffer and pay the cost of the nccessary upgziading of
infrastructure to provide adequate supply ot support to the proposed development.
For one example the required road networks and related utilities capacity waorks
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

da

Yot

all infrastructure of any modified development subsequently azree

A

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 ccological disaster.
and poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural sctting.
The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan or the tree

compensatory proposals arc totally unsatisfactory.

We disagree with the applicant's statement in item E.6 of RtC that the existing
buses parks in Area 10b open spacc are "eyesores”. We respect that Area 10b has
been the backyard of Peninsula Village for years and are satisfied with the
existing use and opcration modes of Area 10b. and would prefer there will be no

change to the existing land use or operational modes of Arca 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 operalionél 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

20f3
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the compounds. The proponent should carry ot a satisfaciory environmental
impact assessment to the operational health and satety haczard of the woikan
within the fully enclosed structure and propose suitable mitigation measures 10
minimize their effects to the workers and the residents nearby.

9. The proposed removal of helipad for emergency use from Arca 10D s
undesirable in view of its possible uraent use for rescue and transnortaion 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 1o satisfaction of all property omners of Discovery Bay,

10. We disagree with the applicant’s response in item (b)) of L& Pluni)s
comment in RIC that the proposed 4m wide waterfront promenade 15 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 L14 is about 250m in length that is too long and menotonous.
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 closcr to the coast should be reduced in height to minimivze the
overbearing impact on the coast” and that "....Public viewers from the southhwest
would experience a long continuous building mass abutting the coast. Eftorts
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 revicw and comment. the application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.

Signature : gﬁ g Di‘-‘C?, /[O L/ 7/614
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Dear Sirs,

Jovial 7F_Application No, Y1-DB3.pdl

Please refer to attached with respect to the above quoted application.

I am the owner of
Regards,

Greg
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The Seeretariat
Town Planning Board
13/, North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road. North Point

Dcar Sirs,
Section 12A Application No, ¥/1-DB3/3
Arca 10D, Lot 385 RP. & Ext (Part) in B.D. 352, Discovery Bay
Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

| refer to the Response to Comments submitled by the consultant of jiong Kong
Resort ("IMKR™). 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. 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 1o 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 seck 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.

o

The distuption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the
immediate residents and property owners nearby is and will be substantial. This

the subimission 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, ie. a change

from scrvice into residential arca. Approval of it would be an undesirable
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precedent case {rom environmental perspective and against the interesis of all

restdent and owners of the district.

The proposed Jand reclamation and construction of over sea decking with a width
of 9-34m poses environmental hazard to the nmmediate rural natural surrounding,
There are possible sca pollution issues pased 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 satisfactorihy
addressed these issues and has been completed without any proper consuliation

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 and oceupiess
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 onc example the required road networks and related utilitics capacity works
arising cut 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 1two.
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 ccological disaster.
and poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural sciting.
The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree prescrvation plan or the tree

compensatory proposals are totally unsatisfactory.

We disagree with the applicant’s statement in item E.G of RtC that the existing
buses parks in Area 10b open space are "eycsores”. 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 [ully 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

20f3
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Signature ;-

the compounds. The proponent should curry out a satisfactory environmental
impact assessment to the eperational health and safety hazard of the workers
within the tully enclosed structure and propose suitable mitigation measwres to

minimize thetr etfects to the workers and the residents nearby.

The proposed removal of helipad for cmergency use from Arca 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.

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 Areca 10b. The proposed nartow
promenade lacking of adequatc landscaping or shelters is unsélisfaclor)f in view

of its rural and natural setting.

The revision of the development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of
Amnex A is still unsatisfactmy and we agree that the comments made by
Architectural Services Department that "....The podiﬁm of the building blocks
nos. .7 to .14 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 unti} 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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“The Secretariat

Town Planning Board

15/F, Noith Point Government Ofiices
333 Java Road, North Point

Cear Sirs,

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

| refer to the Response to Comments submiited by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort ("HKR™),

Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned application on
27.10.2016.

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

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 | 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, poliution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents and
progerty owners nearby is and will be substantial. This the submission has not addressed.

J
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 8-34m poses
environmental hazard to the immediate rural natural surrounding. There are possible sea pollution issugs
posed by the proposed reclamation. This is a violation of the lease conditions, in contravention of the
Foreshore and Sea-hed (Reclamation) Ordinance together with encroachment on Government Land,
glong with other transgressions. The submission has not satisfactorily addressed these issues and has
bezan 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. Al D3
property owners and 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
shoud consult and liaise wilh all propenty owners being affected. ALminimum undertake the cost and




expense of all infrastructure of any modified development subsequently agiced to. Disruption to
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
environimentat 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 RIC that the existing buses parks in Area 10b
open space are "eyesores". We respect that Area 10b has been the backyard of Peninsula Viliage 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 helipad for emergency use from Area 10b is undesirable in view of its posg
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, PianD’'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 unsatlsfactory 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 that ; D
"...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 GIANFRANFO BIGAZZI
E-mail: IR
Date: 5

Address:
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E=§ Objection to the Submission by Hong Kong Resort on Cct 27 2016
{5 SCN_0080.pdf

To whom it may concern,
Please see attached signed objection letter.

Regards,
Discovery Bay residents.
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‘The Seeretariut

Town Planniog Beard 4620
15/F, North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Peint

(Via email: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or fax: 2877 0245 /2522 §426)

Dear Sir,
Scction 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/3
rea 10b, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discoverv Bay

Objection 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™), 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 Se.tion [ 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 Arca 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 constriction 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 inte
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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.

The proposed reclamation and construction of a decking with a width of 9-34m
pos¢ cnvironmental hazard to the immediale 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 consuitation with the
co-owners.

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. Tl.e 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.

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

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 backyé:d 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

20f3
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FEH: Anna Leung
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EH Obgection t the submmnsion lay HK Resort on Oct 27 2016 1e Discovery Jsay ~

K SCN_ 0077 it 4 C Z 1

Please see attached my obyction letier on above subject. Please do take it seriously!!

Hong Kong Resort has been making Discovery Bay a mess trying to profit themselves by expanding ail sort of

commercial activities i the tranquil environment of DB as a public traffic free, safe and pleasant community. As a result,
the ared 18 now becoming more polluted with heavy traffic 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

becoming Stanley Market & Ocean Park!

The key of complains and objection of further unnecessary projects in the area are those so called these projects are have
to no actual beneflts o the residents' living in DB. And in most cases, they bring more trouble and nuisance to our
living life in DB.

Bcum resident and owner of DB over 25 years, [ have lived long enough here to tell the bad projects from the good
which are primarily for their own pocket of Hong Kong Resort.




The Secretariat

4521 :
‘Town Planning Board !
15/F, North Point Governmeni Offices ) /{
333 Java Road, Norih Point

(Via email: {phpd@@ptand.eov.hk or fax: 2877 0245 /252

Dear Sir,
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Section 12A Application No. Y/I-D13/3
Area 10b, Lot 383 RI’ & Ext (Part) in D.D. 332, Discovery Bay

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

——
T —

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

Kindly please note that I strongly object to the submission regarding the
proposed development of the Lot. My main reasons of objection on -his particular 1
submission are listed as follows:-

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 10b is in deoubt, 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 Sc.tion I of the

PDMC, every Owner-(as defined in the PDMC) has the right anc: liberty to go

@ pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes connected with b
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 cor.sent from the

co-owners of the lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the

st

R . v

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

et % a3

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

=

immediate residents and property owners nearby is substaniial, and the i
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 Layow Plans or the

approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, L.e. from service area into

1of3
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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.

The proposed reclamation and construction of a decking with a width of 9-34m
pose environmenta! 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 Sca-bed (Reclamation) Ordinance,
and encroachment on Government Lands etc. The submission has not
satisfactorily addressed these issues and without any proper consultution with the

co-owners.

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 develoyment, e.g. all
required road netw ork and related utilities improvement works ar sed 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 cisruption 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 the imiaediate 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 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 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. The proponent should carry out a satisfactory environmental

20f3




impact assessment fo (he operational health and safety hazard of the workers
within the Tully enclosed structure and propose suitable mitigatic n measures o

minimize their effects to the workers and the residents ncarby.

R T

9. The proposed removal of helipad lor emergency use from Area 10b is ;
undesirable in view of its possible urgent use for rescue and rransyoriation of the
patients to the acute hospitals due to the rural and remote setiing of Discovery
Bay. This proposa! 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 ilem (b) of UD&L, Planl)'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 1 agree that the comments made by Architectural }a
Services Department that "....The podium of the building blocks nos. L7 to L4
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 i
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 vevision.

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

for further review and comment, the application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.

A

D
3 /i 3006

Signature : i f D
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The Secretariat

Town Planning Board 4G22
15/F, North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

(Via email: tphpd@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 (Par€) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

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

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

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 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 Scction 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 arca into

1Tof3




residential arca, and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from
environmental perspective and against the interest of all property owners of the

district.

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, violatior of the lease
conditions, contravention of the Foreshore and Sca-bed (Reclamation) Ordinance,
and encroachment on Govemment Lands etc. The submission has not
satisfactorily addressed these issues and without any proper consuitation with the

CO-Owners.

The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the
underlying infrastructure could not afford such substantial increasc 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. Thz 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.

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.

I disagree the applicant's statement in item E.6 of RtC that the existing buses
p'arks 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

20f3
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fapact assessment (o the operational health and safely hazard of the vorkers
within the fully enclosed structure and propose suitable mitigation mcasurcs 1o

minimize their effects to the workers and the residents nearby.

O

The proposed removal of helipad for emergency use from Area 10b s
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. 1 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 unsatisfacrory 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 t6 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 : ) 4//";‘,(\/‘\ e
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Dear Sirs,

Please see attached signed obejction letter on above Discovery Bay project.

Regards,

i
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Town Planning Board
15/F, North Point Government Oflices
333 Java Road, North Point

(Via email: tphpd@pland.gov.hic or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 3426)

Dear Sir,

Scction 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

1 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 1 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.

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

immediate residents and property owners nearby is substantal, 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 Laycui Plans or the

approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from service area into
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residential avca, and appraval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from
cavironmental perspective and against the interest of all property owners of the

district.

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 sca pollution by the proposed reclamation, violation of the lease
conditions, contravention of the Foreshore and Sea-bed (Reclamation) Ordinance,
and cncroachment on Government Lands etc. The submission has not
satisfactorily addressed these issues and without any proper consultation with the
CO-OWNCTS.

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.

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 compensalor); proposal are dnsatisfactory.

I disagree the applicant's statement in item E.6 of RtC that the existing buses
parks in Arca 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 usc 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 praponent should carry out a satisfactory environmental
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tmpact assessment to the operational health and safely hazard of the workers
within the futly enclosed structure and propose suitable mitigation measures to

minimize their eflects 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 transpaortation 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 saiisfaction 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
O building mass abutting the coast. Efforts should be made to break down the

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

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments
for further review and corment, the application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.
/
o (\;/’Z%'(M o // 0 / ol

Signature :_~o. 7~ _ Date:

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident:
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Dear Sir/Madam,

Please find attached my objection to the application from HKR for redevelopment of Area 10b at Discovery Bay.
Yours Sincerely,
Huw Watkin

Huw Watkin, CAMS
Head of Busingss Intelligence — Risk Managed Services
Yhomson Retiers

SG(L,’ Governance, Risk and Compliance Solutions at accelus.thomsonreuters com
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The Secretarial
Towa Planning Board
15/15, North Point Government Offices

333 Java Read, North Point

(Via email: tpbpd@pland.gov.hik or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

Dear Sirs,
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

1 refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong

Resort (“HKR™), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments

regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

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

1.

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 consuit 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 property owners 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
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from service into residential arca. Approval of it would be an undesirable
precedent case from environmental perspective and against the interests of all
restdent 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
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 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.

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
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pothuted air and volatile gases emitted und the potential noise gencruted within
the compounds. The proponent should carry out a satisfactory environmental
impact assessinent (o the operational health and safety hazard of the workers
within the fully enclosed structure and propose suitable mitigaiion 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 praperty 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 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 : Huw Watkin
Date:  December 5, 2016

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: ___ Huw
Watkin__
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The Secretariat

Town Planning Board ‘ 4

<

15/F, North Point Government Offices
! 333 Java Road, North Point
i (Via email: mhpd@pland.gov.hk or fax: 2877 0245 /2522 8426)

Dear Sirs,
Section 124 Application No. Y/I-DB/3
Area 10b, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 332, Discovery Bay
Objection to the Submissijon by the Applicant on 27,10.2016

I refer to the Response to Comments submitied by the consultant for Hong Kong
Resort (“HKR™), Masterplan Limited (“Masterplan”), to address the departmental
(P comrnents 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. Ireject 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 1o 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

ﬂ 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.

r Upon the execution of the DMC, the lot was divided into 250,000 equal

. undivided sheres. To date, more than 100,000 of these undivided shares have
been assigned by HKR 10 other owners and 10 the Manager. The rights and
obligations of all ewners 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 |0b 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 part or parts of the Service Area as shall be used for the benefit of
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the Cin These City Common Areas together with those City Retcined Areas
as defined and these City Common Facilities as defined form the entire
r o

"Reserved Portion” and "Minimun Associated Facilities” mentioned in the

Conditions.”

Special Condition 10(a) of the Land Graat states that HKR may not dispose of
any part of the lot or the buildings thereon unless they have entered into a Deed
of Mutust Covenant. Furthermore, Special Condition 10(c) states:
“(e) In the Deed of Murual Covenant referred to in (a) hereof, the Graniee
shali:
(i) Allocate to the Reserved Portion an appropriate number of
undivided shares in the lot or, as the case may be, cause the same 1o be
carved out from the lot, which Reserved Portion the Grantee shail nor
assign, except as a whole to the Grantee s subsidiary company...”

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 ~ exceptas a
whole 1o the Grantee’s (HKR’s) subsidiary company. Thus, HKR has no right
whatsoever to develop the Service Area (Arca 10b) for residential housing
for sale to third parties.

- Tt will also be noted from the foregoing that HKR may either allocate an
appropriate number of undivided shares 1o the Reserved Portion, or carve same
out from the Iot. According to the DMC (Section I, 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 1o 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 to third parties is unsound. The Town Planning Board should reject the
application forthwith.

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 end 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 1o 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.

20f5
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lu response to DLO’s comrnent #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
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 secret to
the DLO and withhold information on 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 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
eppears from the Greenvale Sub-DMC and Siena Two A Sub-Sub DMC that
Retained Area Undivided Shares were improperly allocated 1o the Siena Two A
development. As such, the owners of Siena Two A do not have proper title o
their units under the DMC.

The Town Planning Béa.rd cannot allow HKR 16 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.

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.

The proposed land reclamation and construction of over sea decking with a width
4% 5-34m poses environmental hazard to the immediate rural natural
surroundings. There are possible sea pollution issues posed by the proposed
reclamation. The DILO’s comment #5 advised that the proposed reclamation

30f$

R—



0B-DEC-2016 11:sd HERITAGE UNIT F.OUA

“partly falls within the water previously gazened vide G.N. 533 on 10.3.1578 for
ferry pier and submarine outfall.” As such, the zrea has not been gezeted for
reclamation, conuary to the claims made in the Application that all proposed
reclamation had previously been approved. The Town Planning Board sheuld
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. 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 10
m 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
1 viability of the proposals on fresh water supply and sewage disposal contained in
the Applicartion, 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 1o the immediate natural setting.
The proposal is unaceeptable and the proposed tree preservation plan or the tree
compensatory proposals arc totally unsatisfactory.

8. We disagree with the applicant's statement in item E.6 of R¢C 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 1o the éxjstinglland 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
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sarely hazard of the workers within the fully enclesed stucture and propose

suitable mitigation measures 10 minimize their effects to the warkers 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
patieats to the acute hospitals due to the rural and remote seaing of Discovery
Bay. This proposal should ot be accel:;ted 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 esponse 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 narural 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 rémove 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 1o provide detailed responses to the comments
for further review and comment, the application for Area {0b should be withdrawn.

Signature : C"” Date: g A DL
—
Nzme of Discovery Bay Er/Resident: [

Address:
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The Seererariat

Town Planning Roard

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. ¥/I-DB/3
Area 10b. Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bav
Objcction o the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

Irefer 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. Ireject the claim made in response 1o 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 1o 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 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 ne 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 part or parts of the Service Area as shall be used Jor 1he benefit of
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the Ciry. These Ciry Common Areas together with those City Retained Areas
as defined and rhese City Common Facilities as defined form the entire

“Reserved Portion” und "Mirimum Associated Facilities” mentioned in the

Conditions. "

Special Condition 10(a) of the Land 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 Mutal Covenant, Furthermore, Special Condition 10(c) states:

“(c) In the Deed of Mutual Covenans referred lo in (a) hereaf, the Grantee
¢ shall:
! (i) Allocate ro the Reserved Portion an appropriate rumber of
undivided shares in the lot or; as the case may be, cause the sume 1o be
carved out from the lot, which Reserved Portion the Graniee shall nor !
assign, except as q whole to the Grantee s subsidiary company... ”

oo

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 2
whole te 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 IIl, 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
tand owner” 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

eimatimens W

application forthwith.

Pursuant 10 Clause 7 under Section I of the BMC, every Owner (as defined in the
DMC) has the right and liberty 1o 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 10 consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of the lot prior 10 this
unilateral application, The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all
property owners of the lot, should be aintained, secured and respecied.

o
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In response to DLO’s comment #9, which advised "The Applicant shail prove
that there are sufficient undivided shares retained by them for allocation to the
proposed development”, Masterplan stated "The applicant has tesponded to
District Lands Office directly via HKR's letter to DLO dated 3 Aug 2016."

As the lotis under a DMC, it is unsound for HKR to communicate in secret ta
the DLO and withhold information on the allocation of undivided shares from
the other owners. The other owners have a direct interest in the allacation, 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 1o the Residential Development. With the completion of Neo Horizon
Village in the year 2000, HKR exhausted all of the 56,500 Residential
Develepment 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.

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.

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

3ofs
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“partly falls within the water previously gazetted vide G.N. 583 o 16.3.1978 for
femry pier and submarine outfall.” As such, the area has not been gazetied for
reclamation, congrary to the claims made in the Application thal all proposed
reclamation had previously been appraved. The Town Planning Board 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).

The Town Planning Board should note that the development approved under the
existing Outline Zoning Plan (S8/I-DB/4) would already see the population of DB
rise 10 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 Departument 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.

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 unacceprable 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 éxisting land use or operational modes of Area 10b.

The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house the bus depox,
the repair workshops and RCP are unsatisfactory and would cause operational
health and safety hazard to the workers within 2 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
2 satisfactory environmental impact assessment to the operational health and
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safery hazard of the workers within the fully enclosed structure and propose
suitable mitigation measures o minimize their effects 10 the workers and the
residents nearby.

0. The proposed removal of helipad for emergency use from Area 10b is
undesirable in view of {ts possible urgent use for rescue and transportation of the

patients o 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 epplicant's response in item (b) of UD&L, PlanD's

comment in RtC that the proposed 4m wide waterfront promenade is an A
(’ improvement to the existing situation of Area 10b. The proposed narrow 1,
promenade lacking of adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view
of its rural and natural setting. . i

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 showing that the relocation is viable.

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

for further review and ¢ ent, the application for Ar¢a 10b should be withdrawn.

Signature :

Name of Discovery Bay Owner/ Bps'raﬁt:

Address; §
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Michae! McGuire

nichael MeGuire |8
05EI 1220165 3 1
tpbni@pland. gov.hk
Objection to development
KMBT_195_00958.pdf
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The Sceretariat

Town Planning Board

LS, North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

(Via email: tpbpd@pland.gov.hic or fax: 2877 0245 /2522 8426)

Dear Sirs,
Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/3
Arca 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 of 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. 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 i
pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposves connected with i
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 1
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 '!i %
existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners of the Lot, should be maintained, N %
secured and respected. ! %

X . 1

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
!

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

1of3 ] l




from service into residential area. Approval of it would be an undcsirable
precedent case from cnvironmental 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 leasc conditions, in contravention of the Foreshore and
Sca-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 and 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
al]] 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.

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, cspecially in view of those
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polluted air and volatile guses emitted and the potential noise gencrated within
the compounds. The proponent should carry out a satislactory environmental
impact assessment to the operational health and safety hazard of the workers
within the {ully enclosed structure and propose suitable mitigation measures (o

minimize their effects to the workers and the residents ncarby.

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 sctting 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 RiC 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 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 apd

Signature

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: _

ment, the application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.
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The Secretariat

“3 Town Planning Board
: 15/F, North Point Government Offices

: | 333 Java Road, North Paint

Dear Sirs,

Sec@ 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

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

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

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’

(POMC) 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 | 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
sroper 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 property
owners nearby is and will be substantial. This the submission has not addressed.
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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 seivice into residential area.
Approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from environmental perspective and against the interests

s B T e

of all resident and owners of the district.

The proposed fand 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 poliution 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.

E SN

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.

e et <
i ol il

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 sp)ce
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.

:“j 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 poliuted 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

Yoounefor cecrun and teancportation of the patients 1o the acute hospitals due to the rural and remote setting of




Discove~r Bay. This proposal should not be accepted without a proper re-provisioning proposal by the appiicant to

satisfac. _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 tc 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 blacks

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...."

an:‘) 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 :Nicoletta Nunziati

E-(“il:

Date: 5 December 2016
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The Sevretanat

Town Planming Board

13/F, North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

(Via email: tpbpd @pland.gov.hk or fax: 2877 0245 /2522 §426)

Dear Sirs,
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 refer to the Response to Comments submitied by the consultant of Hong
Koﬁ(esoﬁ ( "HKR" ), MasterplanLimited. to address the departmental comments e,
capMied application on 27.10.2016.

Kindly please note that I strongly object to the submussion regarding the proposed development of the Lot A\
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 heid ;rd' T
Principal Deed of Mutual Covernant (PDMC) dated 20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part of the “Service
in the PDMC. Area 10b also forms part of either the "City Common Areas" or the "City Retzned Arc
PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) h
liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes connected with the proper
enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). This hes effectively grar
easement that cannot be extinguished. The Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from
of the lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, 1.¢. all propenty caners of
the Lot, should be maintained, secured and respected.

.Me an
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2. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents and propery caners
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, 1.e. a
change from service into residential area. Approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from environmertal
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
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 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 upgrading of infrastructure to provide adequate
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supply or support to the proposed development, For one exainple the required road networks and related

utilities capacity works arising out of this submission. The proponent should consult and lizise 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 mingated
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 RiC that the existing buses parks in Area 10b open space
are "eycsores”. 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 compounds. The propor n
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 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
we agree that the comments made by Architectural Services Department that ".... The podium of the building b]ogg

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 Arca 10b should be withdrawn,
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E3-H Objection : Section £2A Application No. Y/I-DB/3

The Scerctariat

Town Planning Board

15/F, North Point Government Offices
333 Java Road, North Point

(Via ema)

Dear Sirs,
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

a I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong
Kong Resort ( “HKR” ), 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
"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 subxct 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, potlution 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 A
deviation of the land use from the original approved Master Layout Plana and the approved Outline i
Zoning Plan in the application, 1.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
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satisfactonly addressed these issues and has been comploeted without any proper consultation with

CO-OWNSTS,

3. 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 implicd by the
stbmission. All DB property owners and occupiers would have 1o suffer and pay the

costof the necessary upgrading of infrastructine to provide adequale supply or support to the

proposed development. For one example the required road networks and related

utilitics capacity works arising out of this submission.The proponent should consult and liaise with all
propetty owners being affected, At minimum undertake the cost and expensc of all infrastructure of
any madified 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 poscs 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 ([D
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 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 O
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 RiC 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
ursztisfactory 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-cffect and pose considerable visual impact to its vicinity...."

and by Planning Department that
"L towers doser to the coast should be reduced in height to minimize the overbearing impact on the
coast” and that "....Public viewers (rom the southwest would experience a tong continuous building




mass abutting the coast. Efforts should be made 1o break down the butlding miss with wider building
gaps.. e sl valid atter this revision,

Unless and until the applicant is able 1o provide detailed responses 1o the comments for further review
and comment, the application for Area [0b should be withdrawn.

Glenda Waterfield
Permanent ID Card Holder
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X Section 124 Application No. Y/I-DB/3 Area 10b, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) s D.D. 352. Discovery Bay Objection to the Submussion by the

Apphcant on 27.10.2016

The Secretariat

Town Planning Board

15/F, North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

(Via email: tpbpd@pland.gov.bk or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

Dear Sirs

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 refar to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant for Hong Kong Resort ( “HKR™ ), Masterplan
Lindid ( “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. 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 7pso 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

"pn 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 part or parts of the Service Area as shall be used for the benefit of the City. These City Common Areas
together with those City Retained Areas as defined and these City Common Facilities as defined form the entire
"Reserved Portion" and "Minimum Associated Facilities " mentioned in the Conditions.”

Special Condition 10(a) of the Land 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 Mutval 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 lhe 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---"



mailto:tDbpd@pland.gov.hk

-4 W

AL A SN i MNECS S 6 TR T L e - - - -

As such, the applicant may not assign the Reserved Portion which mcludes the Service Area definedin - IMC i
and showa on the Master Plan - except as a whole to the Grantee' o s (HKR' ) subsiditry company, Thus, HEKR ; '
has no right whatsoever w develop the Service Aven (Area 10b) for residential housing for sale 1o third parties.

1 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 111, Clause 6), HKR shall
allocate Reserve Undivided Shares to the Service Area. However, there is no evidence in the Land Registry that HER
has allocated any Reserve Undivided Shares to the Service Area. Thus, it is maot whether HKR is actually the  “sole
land owner” of Arca 10b. The entire proposal to develop Area 10b for sale or lease to third partics 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 :
liberly to go pass and repass over and along and usc 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 he extinguished. The Applicant has failed to consult or scek proper consent from the co-
owners of the lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.¢. all property
owners of the lot, should be maintained, secured and respected. fj

i

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 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 secret to the DLO and withhold information on
the alfocation 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 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 Honzon
Village in the vear 2000, HKR exhausted all of the 56,500 Residential Development undivided shares that 1t held

under the DMC.

HKR has provided no account of the source of the undivided shares allocated to all developments since 2000. ln(;?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
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 subrmssion 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 sca pollution issucs 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 {or ferry pier and submarine outtall.”  As such,




the area has not been gazetted for reclamation, contrary to the cluums made in the Apphication tha all propased

_clarmation had previously been approved. The Town Planning Board should reject the Application uniess and
until this error is corrected. The Town Planning Board should further specify the need for a rull Ervirormental
Impact Assessment as required under the Foreshore and Seabed (Reclamauens) Ordinance (Cap. 127).

6. The Town Planning Board should note that the development approved under the existing Outline Zoning Plan
(S/1-DB/4) would already see the population of DB nise to 25,000 or more. The current apphication would
increase the population to over 30,000. The original stipulated DB population of 23,000 should be tully 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 1o their concerns.

7. The proposed felling of 168 mature trees in Area 10b is an ccological disaster, and poses a substantial
environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the propased 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 1o 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 noisegencrated
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

2pplicant 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 RiC 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.

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 showing that the relocation is viable.
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Discovery Bay resident
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Town Planning Board
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233 Java Road, North Poimt
(Vig email: tohpd @pland.gov.hk or fax: 2877 0245 /2522 8426)

Dear Sirs,
Secdon 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/3
Area 10b, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay
Chiccton to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

I refer 1o the Response to Comments subniitted by the consultant of Hong

Kcv@eson ( "HKR" ), MasterplanLimited, to address the departmental comments regarding the
capided application on 27.10.2016.

Nindly please note that I strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed development of the Lot. My
~izin 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
FDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7-under Scction I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and
L:berty 1o go pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes connected with the proper use and
enpoyment 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 o this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, 1.e. all property owners of
e [ot, should be maintained, secured and respected.

e A R o

2. The disruption, poliution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents and property owners
rearby 1s and will be substantial, This the submission has not addressed.

i p

3. The Proposal is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation of the land

us¢ from the original approved Master Layout Plana and the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. a
<hange 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 1o the smmediate rural naluralsurrounding. There are possible sea pollution issues posed by the proposed
reclamanion. This is a violation of the lease conditions, in contravention of the Foreshore and Sca-bed (Reclamation)
Cmlinancetogether with encroachment on Government Land, along with other transgressions. The submission has not

satsfacnonty addressed these issues and has been completed without any proper consultation with the co-owners.

e srgirelstiputated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respecied as the wnder lying Infrastructire cannet

stand up ander such asubstantiol increase in population implied by the submission. All DR property owners ad
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supply or suppott o the proposed development. For one example the required road networks and refaled

nitlities capaciy works ansing out of this submission. The proponent should consult and liaise vath &l property
owners bemg attected. AU mnimum undertake the cost and expense of all infrastructure of any

wmeditied development subseguently agreed to. Distuption to all residents in the vicinily should be properly nitigated

[ T

and addressed incthe submission.

6. The proposed felling of 168 mature trees in Area 10b is an ecological disaster, and poscs a substantial
envirenmental 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 statcment 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 satisficd 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.

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 propon'q)
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 their effects to the

o

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
Jacking of adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view of its rural and natural setting.

I1. The revision of the development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is still unsatisfactory &
we zgree that the comments made by Architectural Services Department that ... The podium of the building blocks
nos. L7 to 114 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

o s 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 he made to break down the building mass with wider building gaps...." are still valid after this revision.

I"rless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for further review and comment, the

:prin ation for Area 10b should be withdrawn,

_james hood__ Date: 4 Dec 2016 .

overy Bay Owner i______james hood,

Name of I
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Caroline Howl
N 22010
tphypndi@ pland gov hl
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The Sceretariat i
;‘ Town Planning Board
; ‘ ' 15/F, North Point Government Offices ;
L 333 Java Road, North Point !
-; ! (Via email: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or fax: 2877 0245 /2522 8426) g
i :
Dear Sirs, §
~ Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/3 b
Area 10b, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay {

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016 !

o I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong
Kong Resort (“HKR”), 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:-

R

i 1. The HKR claim that they are the sole land owner of Area 10b is in doubt. The
i lot is now held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated
o 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 [ of the i
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
QB 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 "
1 existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners of the Lot, should be maintained,
1 secured and respected.
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1! : 2. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the ‘I

3 4 immediate residents and property owners nearby is and will be substantial. This ;

H 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
Piana 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 reciamation and construction of over sea decking with a
width of 9-34m posesenvironmental hazard to the immediate



mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

rural naturalsurrounding. There are possible sea poliution issues posed by the
proposed reclamation. This is a violation of the lease conditions, in contravention
ot 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. 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 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 aftected. 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 environinental impact to the immediate natural setting. ! D
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 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 hazard of t{)
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 10bis
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
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noas. L7 w Li1dis about 250m in length that is too long and monateaous. Together
with the continuows layouts of the mediwm-rise residential blocks behind, ihe
developrent may have a wall-elfect and pose considerable visual impact o itg

vichnty...."

and by Planning Department that :
“....lowers closer to the coast should be reduced in height 10 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.

caroline hood Date: 4Dec20l6___

Signature:

Name of Discovery Bay Owner : james hood

Address: [ — 16
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To whom it may concamn,

regards,
Resident of Discovery Bay
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The Secrcturia

Town Planning Board

1S/, North Poini Goverrment Offices
333 Java Road, Norih Point

(Via email: tpbpd@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

Obijection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

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

Kindly please note that I strongly object to the submission regarding the
proposed development o1 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 corsent 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 te considered,
secured and respected.

2. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the
immediate residents and property owners nearby is substantal, and the
submission has not heen 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 Layou: Plans or the

approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from service area infe
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residential arca, and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from
environmental perspective and against the interest of all property owners of the

district.

The proposed reclamation and construction of a decking with a width of 9-34m
pose environmental hazard to the immediate rural natural surrourding. There arc
possible sea pollution by the proposed reclamation, violation of the lease
conditions, contravention of the Foreshore and Sea-bed (Reclamasion) Ordinance,
and . encroachment on Government Lands etc. The submission has not
satisfactorily addressed these issues and without any proper consultation with the
CO-OWNeTS.

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 su;fer 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.

The proposed felling of 168 nos. mature trees in Area 10b is an ecological
disaster, and poses a substantial environmental impact to the in» nediate 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 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 enclosedApodium 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 structuic, 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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impact assessment 10 the operational health and safety hazard o the warkers
within the fully enclosed struciure and propose suitable mitigaticn 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 remoie setting of Discovery
Bay. This proposal should not be accepted without a proper re-provisioning
proposal by the applicant 1o the salisfaction of all property owners of Discovery
Bay.

10. T disagree the applicant's response in item (b) of UD&LL, Plan)'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 visnal 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 ihe comments ~

for further review and comment, the application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.

i
// \ L7 b
Signature : \
~ g
Name of Discovery Bay Q,wn/er / Resident: /5

Address:
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Dear Sears,
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Here attached my objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27/10/2016 :

Area 10b - Discovery bay. v
Please find two Objections; Thank you for your consideration. '

Sincerely,

T. Lesaftre
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The Seereiarial

Town Planning Board

15/F, North Point Govermment Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

(Via email: fphnd@ntand.aov e or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

Dear Sirs,
Scction 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/3
Arca 10h, Lot 383 RP & Ext (Par() in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay
Objection to the Subimission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

[ refer {o the Response to Comments submitled by the consultant of Hong Kong

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

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

proposed development of the Lot. My main reasons of objection on this particular

submission are listed as follows:-

1.

w2

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, 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 property owners nearby is and will be substantiaj. 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
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from service imo resideniial arca. Approval of it would be an undesiiable
precedent case from environmentul perspective and against the interests of all

resident and owners of the district.

‘The propased land reclamation and construction of aver sea decking with a width
of 9-34m poses envirommental hazard to the immediate rural natural surrounding.
There are possible sea pollution issues posed by (he 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
lLand, along with other transgressions. The submission has not satisfactorily

addressed (hese 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 increasc in
population implied by the submission. All DB property owners and 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.

We disagree with the applicant’s statenient 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 satistied 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

203
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polluted air and volatile gases emitted and the potential noise generated within
the compounds. The proponent should carry out a satisfactory environmental
impact assessment (o the operational health and safcty 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
paticnis 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 RiC 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 sheiters 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 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.

] c P 2;;/ .-
Signature: @{(}“ﬂ/ﬂa }/0\1 Date: 3 e c /()
i 1 e :

Address _
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The Secretariat 5 December 2016
Town Planning Board

15/8, North Point Gavernment Qffices

333 Java Road, North Point

(by email)

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

Kindly please note that I strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed
development of the Lot.

The current submission addresses the provision of sewage and water but does not
present the proposed development as a whole and it is therefore impossible to

comment on how the water and sewage responses actually integrate into the
development.

For instance it appears that the outfalls are now three times the size of the existing
outfalls into the sea in order to address the increased runoff from the extensive paved
areas. There is no attached environmental assessment to determine any detriment to

the planned reclamation area or the local beach and bay.

The location of the planned sewage plant is at the base of two roads that slope towards
it.  In heavy down pours the Penninsula Road where it joins Marina Drive regularly
floods and the submission does not address any changes that will be necessary to the
existing roads and drainage in Discovery Bay to reduce the likelihood of flooding in
this area. Nor docs the current response adequately address this risk item for the

supply of water and sewage and likely contamination if the Pumping Station is
fiooded.

i have objccted to HKR previous submissions and note that whilst HKR are now

responding to the missing detail reparding waler and sewage, it is not apparent it the

version now presented is the Scenario 2 previously noted in subimissions, but for
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which no detail was provided at that time.

The other missing submissions that I commented on previously, remain excluded from
the proposed development. It is not apparent how the development deals with these

missing items.

In order to be specific my main reasons of objection on this particular submission are

listed as follows:-

I.  HKR claim 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. I own 10 A Jovial Court and have not been consulted on

the development submission submitted by HKR.

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 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
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required road network and related utilities improvement works arising out of this
submission cte. The proponent should consult and liaise with all property owners
being aftected and undertake the cost and expense of all infrastructure out of this
development. 1ts disruption to other property owners in the vicinity should be

properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

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

I disagree the applicant's statement in item E.6 of RtC that the existing buses
parks in Area 10b open space are "eyesores". ] 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 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.

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-0WNers,

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
1o the workers within a fully enclosed structure, especially in view of those
polluted air and volatile gascs emitted and the potential noise penerated within
the compounds. The proponent should cairy oul a satisfactory environmental

impact assessinent to the operational health and safety hazard of the workers

Tol

1

‘4 w1k




4636 ;!

within the tully enclosed structure and propose suitable mitipation mcasures o

minimize their effects to the workers and the residents nearby.

\ 10. In addition to the last point, the dangerous goods store and petrol {illing station

will pose a serious risk to residents should an incident occur.

11. 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. My elderly father resides with me, and the helipad is a great comfort should
he need specialist emergency care that is not currently provided by the local
hospital. This proposal should not be accepted without a proper re-provisioning

proposal by the applicant to satisfaction of all property owners of Discovery Bay. ™

12. T 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.

-13. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex
A is still unsatisfactory and 1 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 3

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
E ' 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

T3

comments and to these comments, for further review and comment, and for the
applicant to present a whole submission rather than a jig saw of parts that cannot be
3 viewed holistically the application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.

REids

Susan Ho
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Please find enclosed signed objections to the Town Planning Applications in Discovery Bay for Areas
10b and Area 6F. The way in which HKR are currently operating Discovery Bay should be considered a
disgrace, | have been a resident for the past 21 years and whilst some changes have been for the better,
the only single mative for HKR moving forward is financial gain, they do not care about the well-being of
residents or for that matter the environment and public safety.

With the increase in traffic it is only a matter of time before there are regular serious accidents involving
cedestrians 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
Diﬁvery Bay as it is a private area.

Kind Regards

Lee

Lee leronimo
Technical Director
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The Secretaviat

Town Planning Board

15/F, North Point Government Oflices
333 Java Road, North Point

(Viaemail: tphpddaplandenyibk or fax: 2877 0245/ 2522 8426)

Dear Sirs,

Section 12A Application No, Y/I-DB/3
Area 168b, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part)in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay
Obijection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

[ refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant for Hong Kong

Resort (“HKR”), Masterplan Limited (“Masterplan™), to address the departmental
comiments 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 facro 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 shown on the

Master Plan. As per the DMC, the definition of City Common Areas includes the
following: '

“..such part or parts of the Service Arvea as shall be used for the benefit of
the City. These City Common Areas together with those City Retained Areas

(L



as defined and these City Conunon Fucilities as defined form the entire
"Reserved Portion” and "Minimum Associated Facilities” mentioned in the

Conditions.

Special Condition 10(a) of the Land 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:
(1) 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, 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 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.

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 p'urposes 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 scek 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 }naintained, sccured and respected.
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t response to DLO’s comment #9, which advised "The Applicant shali prove th:
there are sufficient uadivided shares retained by them for allocetion 1w the
proposed developmeni”, Masterplan stated "The applicant has responded 10
District {ands Office directly via HKR's letter 1o DLO dated 3 Aug 2016

As the lot is under a DMC, it s unsound for HKRK to communicate in sceret to the
DLO and withhold information on 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 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 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.

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.

The proposed land reclamation and construction of over sea decking with a width
of 9-34m poses énvironmemal hazard to the immediate rural natural surroundings.
There are possible sea pollution issues posed by the proposed reclamation. The
DILO’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.” 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 Plunning Board should reject the Application unless and until
this crror 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).

The Town Planning Board should note that the development approved under the
existing Outline Zoning Plan ($/I-DB/4) would alrcady 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 Supplics 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.

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 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.

‘The proposed removal of helipad for cmergency use from Area 10b is undesirable
in view of its possible urgent use for rescue and iransportation of the patients (o
the acute hospitals due to the rural and remote seiting of Discovery Bay. This
proposal should not be accepted without a proper re-provisioning proposal by the
applicant to the satisfaction of all properiy owners of DB.

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 1o 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 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.

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 : Z /7 )—J\/V‘ﬂz/u] tr ) Date: ) V. }} L

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: _

Address:
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The Secretariat 5 December 2016
Town Planning Board

15/F, North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

Via Email

Dear Sir,
Application No. Y/{-DB/3
Area 10b, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.1. 352, Discovery Bav

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

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

I live with my daughter (the Owner of 10A Jovial Court) in Peninsula Viilage and |

strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed development of the Lot.

The current submission addresses the provision of sewage and water but does not
present the proposed development as a whole and it is therefore impossible to
comment on how the water and sewage responses actually integrate into the
development.

I have objected to HKR previous submissions and note that whilst HKR arc now
responding to the missing detail regarding water and sewage, it is not apparent if the
version now presented is the Scenario 2 previously noted in submissions, but for

which no detail was provided at that time.

The other missing submissions that I commented on previously, remain excluded from
the proposed development. It is not apparent how the development deals with these

missing items.

In order to be specific my main reasons of objection on this particular submission are

listed as follows:-

1. HKR claim 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.

Arca 10b also forms part of either the "City Common Arcas" or the "City
1of3
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Retained Arcas” in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section 1 of the
POMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go
pass and repass over and along and use Arca 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 ot 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.

The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the

immediate residents and property -owners nearby s substantial, and the
submission has not been addressed.

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. {rom service area into
residential area, and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from

cnvironmental perspective and against the interest of all property owners of the
district, including my daughter.

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.

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 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.

The proposed felling of 168 mature trees in Area 10b poses a substantial

20f3
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caviconmental mipaet to the immediate natural setting. The  proposal s
wiceeplable and the proposed tree preservation plan or the tree compensatory

proposals are unsatisfactory.

7. lam 80 years old, have acute illnesses, and the proposed renioval of the helipad
for emergency use from Area 10b is undesirable in view of its possible urgent
use for rescue and iransportation of the patients, including possibly me, to the
acufe 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.

8. I disagree with the applicant's response in item (b) of UD&I., PlanD's comment

0 in RtC that the proposed 4m wide waterfront promenade is an improvement {o
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 spend a great deal of time pottering in this area as it is close to my

home, the withdrawal of this area from easy public use and access would

seriously impact my quality of life and independent access to this rural and

natural setting.

9. 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
0 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 stiil 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, 4640

Here attached my objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27/10/2016 :
Area 10b - Discovery bay.

Please find two Objections; Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

T. Lesaffre
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ihe Secretarial

Jown Planning Board

15/F, North Point Goverament Oflices

333 Java Road, North Pomt

(Via email: inbpd@pland.zov ik or fax: 2877 0245 /2522 8420)

Dear Sirs,
Section 12ZA Application No. Y/1-D13/3
Avea 10bh, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Pari) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay
Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.20146

[ refer to the Response to Comimenis submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong
Resort (“HKR™), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments

regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

submission are listed as follows:-

1. 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, 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 mainlained,

secured and respected.

N

The 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 use from the original approved Master Layout
Plana and the approved Qutline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. a change
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from service imo residential area. Approval of it would be an undesirable

st g i,

precedent case from environmental perspective and against the interests ol afl

resident aud owners of the district.

4 The proposed land reclamation and construction of over sca decking with a width
oi 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

T S e me i L s T

Sea-bed (Reclamation) Ordinance together with encroachment on Government

l.and, along with other transgressions. The submission has not satisfactorily
addressed these issues and has been completed without any proper consultation

with the co-owners.

F
e st o
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The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the

“ 3.
@ underlying infrastructure cannot stand up under such a substantial increase in
: ;{ population implied by the submission. All DB pllopcrty owners and occupiers
A would have to suffer and pay the cost of the necessary upgrading of /
3 infrastructure to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed development. }
1 For one ex.amp]e the required road networks and related utilities capacity works
. ; _ arising out of this submission. The proponent should consult and liaise with all
: i property owners being affected. At minimum undertake the cost and expense of
' : all infrastructure of any modified development subsequently agreed to. ‘\
i' ‘ Disruption to all residents in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and ‘
‘t -_1 addressed in the submission. ‘ :
i} 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 js unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan or the tree
i (I g compensatory proposals are totally unsatisfactory. '
.
‘5 i 7. We disagree with the applicant's statemient in item E.6 of RtC that the existing
: ! buses parks in Area 10b open space are "eyesores", We réspect that Area 10b has i
| - 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 1\‘_‘
change to the existing land use or operational modes of Area 10b.
L ;

= 8. The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house the bus deport,

the repair workshops, the dangerous goods stores including petrol filling station

‘ and RCP are unsatisfaclory and would cause operational health and safety hazard
; to the workers within a fully enclosed structure, especially in view of those
f; 20f3
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poltuted air and volatile gases emitied and e potential neise gerg dwithia
the compounds. The proponent should earry out a satisiactory ensirommental

impact assessmernit o the eperational healith and safety hazard of the workers

within the fully enclosed structure and p(‘mu suitiable mitigation ircasuies o

minimize their elfects to the workers and the ¢ 2nts nearby,

9. The proposed removal of helipad for emergency wuse fram Area i10h s
P 2ENC)

undesirable in view of its possible urgent use for rescue and iraaspertation of the

patien(s to the acute hospitals due (o the rural and remote setting ol Discovern

Bay. This proposal should not be aceepted without a proper re-provisioning

proposal by the appticant to satisfaciion of all property owners ol Discovery Bas.

10. We disagree with the applicant's response in item (b)) of UD&L, Plani)'s

comment in RtC that the proposed dm wide waterfront promenade s an

3 @ improvemen( to lhe existing situation of Arca 10h. The proposed narrow
i promenade lacking ol adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory in view

ofits rural and natural setting.

I1. The revision of the development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan ot
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 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. Eftorts

should be made to break down the building mass with wider building paps...."

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 Arca 10b should be withdrawn

[rradesf ‘

| e A e < . D/
Signature: \‘r\(J FEMQ e Date: 02 die . “'Jllb

Name of Niscgyery d
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The Secrctaniat

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)
6 December 2016

Dear Sirs,

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

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

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

proposed development of the Lot. My main reasons for objection on this particular

submission are as follows:-

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 forns 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 easemént 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.
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The distuption, poliution and nuisance caused by the construction o the
pumediate residents and property ewners nearby is and will be substantial. ‘This

the submission has not addressed.

The Proposal is a major change to the development concept of the Lot and a
fundamental deviation of the land use from the original approved Master Layout
Plan and the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.c. a change from
service into residential area. Approval of it would be an undesirable precedent
case from an environmental perspective and against the interests of all residents

and owners of the district.

The proposed Jand reclamation and construction of over sea decking with a width
of 9-34m poses an environmental hazard to the immediate rural natural
surroundings. 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 cope with further increases, should there be
such a substantial increase in population as implied by the submission. All DB
property owners and 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. One example is 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
the Developer should 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 unaccepiable and the proposed trec preservation plan or the tree
compensatory proposals arc totally unsatisfactory.

We accepl the applicant's statement in item E.G of RtC that the existing buses
parks in Area 10b open space are “eyesores". However, this provides an excellent

example of how the Developer has little regard for the surrounding areas. We
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respeet that Aveat 10b has been the backyard of Feninsula Village for years and
are satisiied with the existing use and operation modes of Arca 10b, and would
prefer there witl be no change to the existing land use or operational modes of
Arca 10b.

PR
b T L

8. The proposed extensive [ully enclosed podium structure to house the bus depot,
the repair workshops, the dangerous goods stores including petrol filling station 9
and RCP are unsatisfactory and would cause operational health and safety hazard

to the workers within a fully enclosed structure, espccially in view of thosc

Y

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.
>

. P pmes 22 5 4
o wEmm Vot R
R

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.

G

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 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 10 break down the building mass with wider building gaps...."
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are still valid after this revision.

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

tor further review and comment, the application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.

Date: 6 December 2016

Stgnature :

Name of Discovery Bay Owner: FUNG Man Yu

Address:
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Please find attached a copy of my OBJECTION to the above plan,

Best wishes,
Stewart Alderofy
Hong Kong
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The Sceretariat

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)
6 December 2016 -

Dear Sirs,

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

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

103
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E ¢ | 2. the disruption, pollntion and nuisance caused by the construction 1o 1he
RN . . . . . S
6 7 immediate residents and property owners nearby is and will be substintial. ‘This
3
8 | ; the submission has not addressed.
I
f 3. The Proposal is a major change to the development concept of the Lot and a

lundamental deviation of the land use {rom the original approved Master Layout
Plan and the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.c. a change from
service into residential area. Approval of it would be an undesirable precedent
case from an environmental perspective and against the interests of all residents
and owners of the district.

4. The proposed land reclamation and construction of over sea decking with a width
of 9-34m poses an environmental hazard to the imimediate rural natural

surroundings. There are possible sea pollution issues posed by the proposed N i

reclamation. This is a violation of the lease conditions, in contravention of the ‘

Foreshore and Sea-bed (Reclamation) Ordinance together with encroachment on ‘
d Government Land, along with other transgressions. The submission has not \
i s 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
underlying infrastructure cannot cope with further increases, should there be
such a substantial increase in population as implied by the submission. All DB
property owners and 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. One example is the required road networks and
related utilities capacity works arising out of this submission. The proponent (WD
should consult and liaise with all property owners being affected. At minimum
the Developer should 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 Arca 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 accept the applicant's statement in item E.6 of RtC that the existing buses

parks in Arca 10b open space are "eyesores". However, this provides an excellent

example of how the Developer has little regard for the surrounding arcas. We
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10.

11.

respeet that Area 10b has been the backyard of Peninsula Village for years and
are satislied with ihe existing use and operation modes of Area 10b, and would
prefer there will be no change (o the existing land use or operational modes of

Arvea 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 thaosc
polluted air and volatile gases emitted and the potential noise generated within
the compounds. The proponent should carry out a satisfaclory 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 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 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 experienice a long continuous building mass abutling the coast. Efforts

should be made (o break down the building mass with wider building gaps....

Jold
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are still valid atter this revision.

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

tor turther review and comment, the application for Arca 10b should be withdrawn.

Signature : Date: 6 December 2016 : \

Name of Discovery Bay Resident: Stewart ALDCROFT

Address:

40f3
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4644
The Secrelariat .
R C NECIe » P\Qﬁglx\\ G}:“NLG‘L(DVNG«O_\
lown Planning Beard W . B

SN ce i
15/F, North Peint Government Offices SG\_ :A '
' - L

333 Java Road, North Point

(Via email: tpbpd{ipland.gov.ik or fax: 2877 0245/ 2322 §428)

Dear Sir,
Section 124 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

Q Irefer to the Response to Comments submitied by the consultant of Hong Kong

Resort (“HKR™), Masterplan. Limited, to address the deparimental comments
regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

submission are listed as follows:-

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 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 aand 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
subrmission has not been addressed.

3. There is major change to the develapment concept of the Lot and a fundamental
deviation to the land use of the original approved Master Layout Plans or the

approved Qutline Zoning Plan in the application, ie. from service area into
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residential arca, and approval of it would be zn undesirable precedent case from
envircumental perspective and against the interest of all properiy owners of thwe

district.

P

The proposed reclamation and construction of a decking with a width of 9-34m
pose environmental hazard to the immediate rural natura! suirounding. There are
possible sca pollution by the proposcd reclamation, violation of the lease
conditions, contravention of the Foreshore and Sea-bed (Reclarnation) Ordinance,
and encroachment on Government Lands elc. The submission has not
satisfactorily addressed these issues and without any proper cornsulmtion with the
co-owners.

[N

The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as tke
m 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. ail
required road network and related utilities improvement works arised out of this
submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise with all propzrty 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 "cyesores”. 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 depat,
the repair workshops, the dangerous goods stores inchiding petrol filling station
and RCP are unsatisfactory and would cause operational healih 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 cornpounds. The proponent should carry out a satisfactory environmental
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impact assessmeni to the operational health and safely huzard of the workss

o
oS
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within the fully enclosed structure and propose suliable mitigation measures to
minimize their effcets to the workers and the residenis nearby.

9. The propesed removal of helipad for emergency use from Area 10b is

undesirable in view of its possible urgent use for rescue and ransportation 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

F proposal by the applicant to the satisfaction of all property owners of Discevery
\ Ray.

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

O 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 monotenous. 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 : Q\@/\um ()._nA .
m
Name df Discovery Bay Owner;/ Resident: |

- Address:

Tv
Date: Q e l’m()
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The Secretariat Dace L
Town Planning Board
13/F, North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Powunt
(Via email: tpbpd@plund.gov.hik or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

Dear Sir,
Scction 12A Application No. Y/1-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 of Hong Kong
Resort (“HKR™), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmencal 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 libérty 10 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 1o the land use of the original approved Master Layout Plans or the

approved Qutline Zoning Plan in the application, ie. from service area nto
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residential area, and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from

eavironmental perspective and againsi the interest of all property owners of the

disurict

The proposed reclamation and construction of a decking with a width of §-34m
pose environmental hazard to the immediate rural nawral surrounding. There are
possible sea pollution by the proposed ceclamation, viclation of the lease
conditions, contravention of the Foreshore and Sea-bed (Reclamation) Ovdinance,
and encroachment on Government Lands etc. The submission has not
satisfacto-ri]y addressed these issues and without any proper censultation with the
CO-OWners.

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, eg. 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 te
properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

The proposed felling of 168 nos. mature trees in Area 10b is an ecolegical
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.

1 disagree the applicant's statement in item E.G of RtC that the cxisting 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 Jand 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 corpounds. The proponent should carry out a satisfactory environmental
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impact assessment to the operational health and salety hazerd of the worksrs
within the fully enclosed soucwire and propese suitable mitigation meisurss o

minimize their effects 1o the workers and the residents nearby.

9.  The proposed removal of helipad for emergency use from Area 100 s

f

undesirable in view of its possible urgent use for rescue and transportation of the
patients to the acute hospitals due to the rural znd rersote setting of Discovery
Bay. This proposal should not be accepted without a proper re-provisioning
il proposal by the applicant to the satistaction of all property owners of Discovery
1': Bay.

' 10. I disagree the applicant's response in item (b) of UD&L, PlanD's commert 1o

RtC that the proposed 4m wide waterfront promenade is an improvemant tc 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.

T, - T e e i

1t. Therevision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Anrex

-1
prnd ey

A is still unsatisfactory and I agree that the comments made by Architectural
'(j 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
i » development may have a wall-effect and pose considerable visual impact o its
¢ vicihity...." and by Planning Department that "....towers closer to the coast should
[t 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.

| Signamremee“af% Date: erv e datls

Name o@mvery Bay OwnepY Resident:

AT S S s T

Address:
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To: Secretary, Town Planning Board
By hand or post: 15/F, Naonh Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong

By Fax: 2877 0245 or 2522 8426
By c-mail: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

L3RR FLIR B EYEIRY The application no. to which the comment relates

O s ERE - EHERE)

De _ilsoftlg_i Comment (usc s;:;p:u_nte sheet if necessary) PR JUT SRR .
' S VAo o 2 \ 7 E ceoss) sl d i W= ;

e
) . -
g this comment T ')& Vl:;
~ \

TR A 42/ F A Name of person/company mukin
255 Signature iz o

HI¥ Date ——MQ_(;O_(ki
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Comments on Planning Application
g S Yist JE G Reterence No. |
For Official Usc Only WS BT Drute Received |
WERRR -

Imporwant Notes:
M) EENAREENETEREHET RTANE RS (FRE) R
the comment should be made 1o the Town Planning Board (the Board) before Tie expiry of the
specified statutory period;
®) RESZRTRENE SN H P SRS R R (crww.info gov.hidpol) « FRBE,

m PRSI THERETHRNSSRN - FEARME - URERYR - FHEEXaR
H 3N — K AT BT EE (2231 5061) - {0 IL (2877 0245 2522 3426) R WM &
(tpbpd@pland.gov.hk) AR RATHEEHEA - BB KBORATE |
the tentative date of the Board 1o consider the application has been uploaded to the Board's
website (www.info. gov.hk/ipb/). The meeting (or considering planning spplicatons, exeept the
deliberation purts, will be open to the public. For observation of the meeting, reservation of
seat can be made with the Scercturist of the Board by tclephone (2231 5061), fax (2877 0245 or
2522 8426) or c-muil (tpbpd@pland. gov.hk) at least one day before the meeting.  Sears will be
allocated on a first-come-first-served basis;

3) HRRYTERIMRRSRIY - Qe BREBRREBFROSREWN SRS SE

SR (ZERTRGR 2231 5000) ¢ LIRAERRE BFERNEEREE - MR &
the paper for consideration of the Board in relation ¢o the application will be available for public
inspection after issuc to the Board Members at the Planning Enquiry Counters of the Planniog
Department (Hotline: 2231 5000) and at the Public Viewing Room on the day of meeting; snc

P o cmmessems . TEEn @021 OENTRRE | REFTERETE -
EE R L EBEREE -
after the Bourd has considered the application, cnguiry about the decision muy be made at wel. no.
2231 4810 or 2231 4835 or the gist of the decision can be viewed at the Board's website after the

mecting,
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S Apphrcdon fRavie:

161202-172828-89996

EERUS
i Deadline for subniission: 0911272016
i
R IR
PERIMREM 02/1212016 17:28:28
i Date and time of submission:

ERRETIRE R

’
' The application no. to which the comment reiates: Y/1-DB/3

| TRERA EHLR

[ - . He4 Mr. Lan
Name of person making this comment:

Ny reasons for supporting the application of 10b are:

d 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 waterfront setting with impravement to the foreshore promenade and marin
e access.

1
i .
\ The improvement to the foreshore promenade, transportation and marine assess, kaito service a|

More community focal points and public leisure space will be created for the residents and the
ublic to enjoy.

M:;.: Tn”T”TTTP?wrrWYT
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Reference Number: 161203-113242-8753¢ ‘
IR 09/12/2016 ! i‘
Deadline for subuiission: ? !
FRAT BB -
3/12 i :32:42 .
Date and time of submission: 03/122016 1 1:32:42 !
i
F BRI R RS VDB j i
The application no. to which the comment relates: H
TIRER A R4 e Mr. C S Kwong J’
Name of person making this comment: I
j
i
BREE 1
Details of the Comment : !
[t agreed with the suggestion as it will create more job opportunities. |
]
B
4
K
*
I
{
2]
I
o
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5: FESHFEREER Moy Commanten Franntiy dnpiiars/ Revias
Sy
:{dc:n Nuwmber: 161203-112744-94883
}‘: e
i BXRS

Deadline tor submission: 09/12/2016
R B R
Dare and time of submission: 0371272016 11:27:44

1 ATV T 4R

The application no. to which the comment relates: Y/1-DB/3

TRERA , #2510

Name of person making this comment:

%& Mr. WMLo

s BREE

Details of the Comment :

. it optimises the land use at Area 10b in Discovery Bay.

sfully supported the application due to the following reasons:
1
. it will increase the supply of residential units.
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Reference Number: 61203-173307-16582

PSRN

! 00/12/2016
Deadline for submission:

P E B

112/ 17:33:07
Date and time of submission: 03/122016 17:33:0

ATREIR BB RS

The application no. to which the comment relates:

Y/1-DB/3

TRERA H2/21E Sed Mr. WL Kong

Name of person making this comment:

BRI

Details of the Comment :

lI_supported the application since it will create more job opportunity.
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FURINDE A I RS BB Meiing Comment an Elauning Appliestion / Review

161203-172504-43892

Referency Number:
<4 2K T [

’v’b\'_‘ ) . 63/12/2016
Deadline for submission:

R B IR

Date and time of submission:

03/12/2016 17:25:04

IR0

e - . Y/I-DB/3
I'he application no. (o which the comment relates:

THERA L A

: : . 7N Miss Melinda Lo
Nanie of person making this comment:

EL

Details of the Comment :

|t support teh idea becasuse it will offer provide more housing units. i}

A @
ALCREAAN u S SR Fwven mewerrr T TG
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Deadiine fur submission:

4652
SR KRB TR IR B R M esing Conpnann oo R AT N l
el ; '
Referenee Number: 161204-033934-89936 l
]
{
i

LXK L K
BEST LI B 04/12/2016 08:39:34

Date and time of subnission:

BB 35 Ha3l VA-DB/A

The application no. (o which (he comment relates:

CHRBILA S R L Miss Kaps

Name of person making this comment:

R
Details of the Comment :

I spported the application because the new plan will create more job opportunities and provide
more housing units to alleviate the housing problem in HK,

O
s LAt SRRt LS BE
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Referense Nwaber:

AR

IEREHRATE

BERERE

Deadline lor submission:

R LIRS IR

The application no. to which the comment relates:

CIRERA AT

Name of person making this comment:

E {s‘_ﬁi:;lrs&..‘-rtm.:nt T

Date and time of submission:

Details of the Comment :

cisnatiug e tien o Raview

i §1204-082749-34366
09/12/2016
04/12/2016 08:27:49
Y/I-DB/3

4 Mr. Kenny Kwong

s, it will create more job opportunity.

1 \I sipported the proposal as it will provide more leisure areas and create a new focal point. Beside

e atanabache e & o oo SR B B NN
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Reference Nwnber: 1612G5-111035-054053 i
'&
R ‘,
Deadline for submission: 09/12/2016 :
i

PR3z HHA IR R

Datc and time of subniission: 0571272016 1i:18:55

FIRREIRRLY o TRt

The application no. to which the comment rejates: ¥/1-DB/3

TRERA L 8

Name of person making this comment:

e Mr. Yau

R

Details of the Comment : i
The supplement information is fine and has adddressed a lot of concern from various paries and} |
the community. I support the development. :
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161205-124224-340607

' Relforense Nmnber:

| s
| YRG! 09/12:2616

Deadline for submission.

AT O RS
REILE M“A\JE}FHJ« . 05/12/2016 12:42:24
! Date and dine of submission:
AT BROTT G 8 S350 I
. Lo . Y/1-DB/3
Vhe application no. to which the conimient relates:
THERA g

: . /vE Miss Wong
Numne of person making this comment:

BHAH

Details of the Comment :

It can be seen that environment and landscape have been further beautified from the information
provided in this consultation. 1 like it and the community can enjoy. The development has my su
port.

TR
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. 161205-155546-38337
Rulerence Nambaor: N >

L
AR - 0971272616
Deadiine far submission:

L AE TR

e 05/12/2016 15:55:46
Date and time of submission:

AT BRI Bl e 5

FIRRA IR St D

The application no. to which the comment refates:

TIRERA BUAR

Name of person making this comment:

#:4: Mr. Richard van den Berg

BRFE
Details of the Comment : —:]

[l approve and support the plans as presented by HKR

— e
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; Rutorence Number: 161205-180325-42458

Sty .

Deadline for subraission: 091272016

HEXT EHH R . i
1 Date and time of submission: 05/12/2016 18:03:25
|

T RO S R !

The application ne. to which (he comment relates: YA-DB/3

38 Fra -

RERA ER/ER .

Name of person making this comment: §e4 Mr. James Femic

B RS
Dectails of the Comment :

[ object 1o this Planning A_pplicalion for the following reasons:

The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents an
! d property owners nearby will be substantial. The proposed land reclamation and construction of
' over sea decking with a width of 9-34m poses environmental hazard to the immediate rural natur
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 Jand use from the original approved Master Layout Plan and the approved Outline Zoni
Ing 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
ly proper consultation with the co-owners.

e

hank you for considering these important objections.

%‘ P SRV PSRV SR UL LTI e v ae e aenan
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Leference Numbar: 161205-173651-52652

B

PRI .
Deadline for submsission: 911212015

Y2 EL W B .

Dade and (ime of submission: 05/12/2016 17:36:51

T BRI B SR

The application no. to which the comment relates: Y/A-DE3

TRERA L5810

Yo Mr. James Femie
N . == 0 . <
Name of person making this comment: *

BRAH

Details of the Comment :

I object to this Planning Application for the following reasons:

Water and sewerage resources are already limited for a max popuiation of 25,000 under the cu=™
ent Outline Zoning Plan (OZP). These Applications seek to increase that number to 29,000 whici |
h will be unsustainable without huge additional infrastructure and operational costs.

) P
Much of these costs will have to be borne by existing residents and over 8,300 assignees woo ¢ " :
o-own the Lot together with Hong Kong Resorts. The Application states that HKR is the sole 0W] ]
ner of the Lot, which is incorrect. \ .

The population cap of 25,000 (as per the Land Grant)should be preserved.

¥
]
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D¢adling for submission: 09/12/2016

RETIO AR

--, c4.50
- Date and time of submission: 0371272016 17:54:58
WG IR EE VDB
The application no. to which the comment relates: Ya-Le

TIRERA GRAm

. - R o4 Mr. James Fernie
Name of person making this comment:

TR

etails of the Comment :

object to this Planning Application for the following reasons:

HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of this area is disputed. The lot is now held under 1
he Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated 20 Sep 82. Area 10b forms part of the "Se

rvice Area” as defined in the PDMC. Area 10b also forms part of either the "City Common Area
s" 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 t
i Ihe right and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes conn
’ lected 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 casement that cannot be extinguished.

t
|
|
I
|
|
L

The Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of the lot prior to
; Tthis unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners
i lof the Lot, should be maintained, secured and respected.

t [Thank you for considering this important objection that appears to have been overlooked.

o
iLanum e (R RREMITEISS iave

mrtenian. -
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I(elc:cnu Number 161205-174110-94455 }

CHER e

¢
SR . ;
Deadline for submission: 09n2atic i

72 F I BT

G 1T AL
Date and time of submission: 05/12/2016 1741:1€

FBAETHI R SR !

. Y/1-DB/3 i
The application no. (o which the comment relatcs: bBss !

CIRERA L ERATR

i i S84 Mr. James Fernie
Name of person making this comment:

BRIHE

Details of the Comment :

[ object to this Planning Application for the following reasons: . i

tmarty

visitor

The Schedule of Uses for the Promenade at Area 10b states that “This zone is intended
for the provision of cutdoor open-air space... serving the needs of the local residents an
.

pri
é

Under the Deed of Mutual Covenant, there is no provision to allow public access to the Lot nar
is there any rt,quxremcnt for the residential owners to pay for the maintenance of public areas. Sif
nce public access is only allowed if an area is declared to be for Public Recreation en the Mastery |
Plan, this reference to ‘visitors’ should be removed or the Master Plan will need to be revised. wi |
ith HKR undertaking the cost of management & maintenance of public areas. ;

[Thank you for considering this important objection. :
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D<adling for submission: 091272016

BR O
Dace and time of submission: 05/12/2016 18:01:02

HRTR RS ERY

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

TRERAL LL/ER

- . E Mr. Jun
Name of person making this comment: Fok Ms
BRERE

\ Details of the Comment :
I

urther provided information is more favourable to the community. [ don't see why 1 am not goi
g to suppont the development.
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Date and timc of submission: 05/1212616 13:25:23
T BT S 4 VDB !
The application no. to which the comment relates: HR
CRERA AL FeHE N James Femie :
Name of person making this comment: = - :
i
Details of the Comment : f

I object to this Planning Application for the following reasons: ’
[The Revised Concept Plan is still unsatisfactory and we agree that the comments made by Archit |
ectural Services Department that the podium of the building blocks "...is too long and menotono

us. Together with the continuous layouts of the medium-rise residential blocks behind. the deve l
opment may have a wall-effect and pose considerable visual impact to its vicinity.". X

tomy:

|And by Planning Department that: "...towers closer to the coast should be reduced in he
inimize the overbearing impact on the coast” and that "....Public viewers from the southwes: we
uld experience a long continuous building mass abutting the coast. Efforts shouid be made o bre
ak down the building mass with wider building gaps.". This comment is s:ill valid after this revis|
ion.

[The substantial increase in population in the area will be significant, particularly where the large
tower blocks are concerned.

[The proposed felling of 168 mature trees in the area would be an ecologicai disaster, and pos
substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is unaccepia bl
and the proposed tree preservation plan or the tree compensatory proposals are tetaily unsaustac
tory. :
For all these reasons, this application is too greedy. The applicant is bying to squeeze 100 many |
new flats and too many people into such a small area, which will bave a huge negative impact o
n the existing residents and owners.

This application should be revised ta reduce its impact on residents, owners, existing infastruct

ure and the environment.

i ——

[Thank you for considering these important objections.
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Date and time of submission: 05/12/2016 21:54:36
BRNREEHEES

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

\ame of person making this comment:

;
|
17
f
i- ;u =
! SRA L BR/EE S& Mr. Sze Yeung
|
|

= E g
S EA

. Details of the Comment :
supported the idea because it will provide more job opportunity and more housing units. ]
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Reference Number:

RZR

Deadline for submission:

PR RSB E R

Date and time of submission:

FIRRETR B A S 4R R

The application no. to which the comment relates:

TRERA ) SR/

Name of person making this comment:

BRHE
Details of the Comment :

161205-220C08-20204

09/12/2016

05/12/2016 22:00:08

YN-DB/3

/M8 Miss Esther Kwong

i

|1 supported the application because it will lead to more job opportunity.
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“ R'cllvc-!c; Number: 161205-225008-99240
E?;th: submission: 091272016

é i‘::::?rf :iﬁi?f submission: 051212036 22:50:08

| mwmenenan “V/LDB/

! "The application no. to which the comunent relates:

Name of person making this comment:

|
|
g TRBAA ) BHEH #:4 Mr. Ho Woon
!

BREH
! Details of the Comment :
‘ |l sunport the development of Discovery Bay. ]
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Reference Number:

FERISY

Deadline for submission:

12X B A

Date and time of submission:
F ARSI SR
MRERA ) RALH

Details of the Comment :

EORBIRSE SRR ER 0 g O

The application no. to which the comment relates:

Name of person making this comment:

161205-224624-0204€

G9/12/2016

05/12/2016 22:46:24

Y/-DBA3

e Mr. Patrick Ho

]

[Support the development to bring a good environment,
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{Refreence Number: 161205-224747-79062

R 09/12/2016

i DL ulluu for subwnission:

Dute and time of submission:

pofhopet-ilE: B YN-DB/3

The application no. fo which the comment relates:

|

e

! RRB IR 05/12/2016 22:47:47
|

|4

.‘

TRERA, ER/AR /N Miss Bonnie Chan

Name of person making this comment:

e
Details of the Comment :
[Support the development of Discovery Bay. ]
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The application no. (o which the comment relates: -
M35 B 9 % ;
*’ch’f‘}\f /:E{é/é‘,,’m . e Mr. Pacus Ho :
Name of person making this comment:
Dectails of the Comment :
Il support the development of Discovery Bay. |
4
¥
1y,
13 £
X
X !
& “4_
Hi
(A
J
' i
¥ ""i
. )
Iy “
vl




A3 TR

3
D Reference Number:
|
s
‘ Deadline for subinission:
i
R ERE

Date and rume of subniission:

a
]
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The application no. to whiclh the coniument relates:

THRERA , &AM

Name of person making this comment:

E R

Details of the Conunent :

I SRR SRS RPN
sReg LT g D

09/12/2016

06/12/2016 10:24:25

Y/1-DB/3

S A4 Mr. William Yau

nt is supported by me.

Environment has been well considered and deck over instead of reclimation will be adopted. It ¢
reates less impact to adjacent seashore and will provide better promenade view. The developme

p—
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161206-110057-81032

; Reference Nuwber:

S e
CRENARS
Deadline for submission: 05/12/2016

i

! X RE " .
1 Date and time of submission: 06/12/2016 11:00:57
|
|
}

s=fotiohs ¥ Ul b Y/I-DB/3

! The application no. to which the comment relates:

TRER A #&/418 $24 Mr. Thomas Gebauer

Name of person making this comment:

Details of the Comment :

[The matter of the Petrol Filling Station.
[Taking into account the opinion of the KL Consulting Engineers Ltd.
ithe location of the PFS might conform to current Government requirements however I have obje

ctions on following

ounds:

e present location of the PFS is at the very end of the area 10b with no nearby residential deve
| llopment; now the new location should be quasi in the midst of a residential development . This i
s a step back when we talk about environmental
improvemnents in modern town-planning.
{ {The location at the junction of Marina Drive, entrance to the planned housing development and
of Discovery Bay Road
( the main road which has one lane only in uphill and in downhill direction ) should be considere]
d as very questionable
from a safety point of view. In case of an accident at this junction, may it be because of problem
Is at the PFS or .
Ibecause of a traffic accident, EVA could be blocked to
the new development as well as to the large existing development of Peninsula Village, Coastlin
e Villa, Peninsula Drive,
Crest’nom Villa with a high number of flats, houses; the sole vehicular access to these developm
fents with thousands of
Iresidents is via the Discovery Bay Road.
Another important matter to consider is the supply of 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
lalready inherent problems and tankers have to turn in and out of Discovery Bay Road at this ver
ly busy junction.
[The Fire-Department should consider the above issues and should give their unreserved opinion
that they do not see
a problem in the location of the PFS, :
Last not least, in the 21st century “Optimisation of Land Use” should not come without giving r
fegard to highest prevailing standards, not to forget that today’s developments will have be tolera
ted for many decades to come, citizens might be @
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burdened with todays decisions for generations. ;
Because of the above mentioned issues | object to the development as planned, [ object 1o the zp
plication.

[Thomas Gebauer ( owner and resident)
Discovery Bay
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- Reference Number: X
]
{
RCRAT o 09/12/2016

Deadlne for submission:

RS D HE R G AL

IRBMRER 05/12/2016 19:05:30

Date and time of submission:
| .

BHREE R RHGS ,

s . Y/1-DB/3

| The application no. to which the comment relates:

rim¥s

RERA £ B/E0 3 A Mrs. Thomas Gebauer

Name of person making this comment:

BEREE
Details of the Comment :

IA pplication Y/I-DB/3

Re. Environmental Protection ;
[The applicant states under
"“Other aspects”:
"Opportunities for transplantation of trees have been explored where practical to minimise the ||

Impacts to terrestrial

ecology associated with tree felling. In addition to transplantation of trees which identified with
lgood transplamanon

survival rate, a number of trees have also been proposed to be retained.”

{The applicant, as on quite a number of other matters, is vague and makes no real commitment.
How many trees 1o be felled ? The idea about “transplanting identified trees with good survival
ate™ is just an
lexperimental 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
id nature , are of minimal ecological value”
[ This is just an opinion of the applicant without giving any regard to the “real ecological value of
trees * especially in HongKong’s environment. What value is to be placed on mature trees in the
[Horngkong of the 21st century should be carefuily
considered by the TPB.

iThe 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 zhc current Discovery Bay -development and should
therefore plan in such

iway that not 168 trees might be Jost.
There is stili land available in area 10 for the applicant to “Optimise Land Use” without having
to fell trees, without .

[damaging the environment.
[The applicant aiso confuses residents in DB when ,through their Management Company, startin

a “THINK GREEN “
Eampai gn, which belie somewhat commercial plans. The environment ix@hus already deterio
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Held
consideration.

rated over the past years, the living environment has already suffered, therefore every single tree
in DB and HongKong deserves careful

I therefore object to the development as planned.

Thomas Gebauver (owner and resident )
Discovery Bay
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Ihe apphication no to which the comment relates: '

THBLLA R PR M Miss Hui Sau Ying

Navme of person making this comment:

H LA
Details of the Comment :

Kindly please note that | strongly object to the subnussion regarding the proposed development
o1 the Tot. My main reasons of objection on this particular submission are histed as follows:-

1. | reject the clatm 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 pa
rt of the ot is restricted by the Land Grant dated 10 September, 1976; by the Master Plan identif
ied at Special Condition #6 of the Land Grant; and by the Deed of Mutual Covenant (“DMC”) 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 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 ]
ot are specified in the DMC. HKR has no rights separate from other owners except as specified i
n the DMC.

Arca 10b fonms the "Service Area®, as defined in the DMC and shown on the Master Plan. As pc
Ir the DMC, the definition of City Common Areas includes the following:
“-+-such part or parls of the Service Area as shall be used for the benefit of the City. These City
Common Areas together with those City Retained Arcas as defined and these City Common Fac
ilities as defined form the entire "Reserved Portion" and "Minimum Associated Facilities" menti
Joned in the Conditions.”

Special Cendition 10(a) of the Land 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,
ISpecial Condition 10(c) states:

“(cj In the Deed of Mutual Covenant referred to in (a) hercof, the Grantee shall:

(i) Allocate to the Reserved Portion an appropriate number of undivided shares in the lot or, as t
he case may be, cause the same to be carved out from the lot, which Reserved Portion the Grant

jee shall not assign, except as a whole to the Grantee’s subsidiary company,,.”

0




2 Comnners Submssion oy

As sl e appheant imay natassign the Reserved Portione- which include: tive servace ree ¢
kehited 3 the MU and showa on the Master Plan - except as a whele 1o the Grantee's (H11s)
sebsidiary company. Thus, HKR has no nght whatsoever to develop the Service Area {Aice 14
1) for ressdennial housing tor sale to third parties.

Lowal) also be noted from the foregomg that TIKR snay either allocate an appropnate nuinber of
undivided shares 1o the Reserved Portion, or carve same out from the Jot According to the DAC
(Section 11, Clause 6), HKR shadb allocate Reserve Undivided Shares to the Service Area Howe
ver, thiere 1s no evidence i the Land Registry that KR has allecated any Reserve Undivided S
s to the Service Arca Thus, it s moot whether HKR is actually the “sole fand owner” of Arce
10h. The entire proposal to develop Area 100 tor sale or Tease to third parties is unsound. The T
ywn Planning Board should reject the apphcation forthwith,

2. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section 1 of the DMC, every Owner (as defined in the DMC) has t
he right and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Arca 10b for all purposes conn
ected with the proper use and enjoyinent of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the

licant has failed to consult or seek proper consent [rum the co-ewners of the lot pricr to this um!
ateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, 1. all property owners of the !
ot, should be maintained, secured and respected

3. In response to DLO’s comment #9, which advised "The Applicant shall prove that there are s
ufficient undivided shares retained by them for allocation to the proposed development”. vlaster

DMC). This has effectively granted over time an casement that cannot be extinguished. The Appl;

Iplan stated "The applicant has responded to District Lands Office dircctly via HKR's fetier 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 information on the allocation of undivided shares from the other owners. The other ownsrs

have a direct interest in the allocation, as any misallocation will directly affect their propers, nig
hts.

[The existing allocation of undivided shares is far from clear and must be reviewed c.refu'l)
page 7 of the DMC, only 56,500 undivided shares were allocated to the Residentizl Developmen
t. With the completion ofNeo Horizon Village in the year 2000, HKR exhausted all of the 36,

0 Residential Development undivided shares that it held under the DMC.

s since 2000. In the case of the Siena Two A development, it appears from the Greenvale Sub-D
MC and Siena Two A Sub-Sub DMC that Retained Area Undivided Shares were improperiy ali
ocated to the Siena Two A development. As such, the owners of Siena Two A do not have prope
Ir title to their units under the DMC.

The Town Planning Board cannot allow HKR to hide behind claims of “commercial sensitivin”

se its letter to the DLO dated 3 August, 2016, for public comment, the Board should rerect the a
pplication outright.

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

HKR has provided no account of the source of the undivided shares allocated to ali developmenz| .

and keep details of the allocation of undivided sharces secret. 1f the applicant is unwilling to relaal |

and property O\aﬁ\s nearby is and will be substantial. This submission has not addressed this po
int. A

e




TETIERY] 0l 1

.l TITHMLEER L 8.1 2% . 1k 1) ITE

4672

1
t
b

~ing Board should note that the development approved under the existing Outl
N ,,Q, Flan \S,'T -DB/4) would already see the population of DB rise to 25,000 or more. The
i application would increase the population to over 30,000, The original stipulated DB po
pulation of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying infrastructure cannot support the s
batantial increase i popwlation implied by the submission. Water Supplies Department and the
Environmental Protection Department have raised substantive questions on the viability of the p

roposals on fresh water supply and sewage disposal contained in the Application, and HKR has
ot responded adequately to their concerns.

‘1.2

G. W 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
1a Village for vears and are satisfied with the existing use and operation modes of Arca 10b, and
weuld prefer there will be no change to the exusting land use or operational modes of Area 10b.

7. The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house the bus depot, the repair worl
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
lses emitted and the potential noise generated within the compounds. The proponent should carry
: lout 3 satisfactory environmental impact assessment to the operational health and safety hazard o

i f the workers within the fully enclosed structure and propose suitable mitigation measures to mi
i

}

H

|

i

Inimize their effects to the workers and the residents nearby.

S. The proposed removal of helipad for emérgency use from Area 10b is undesirable in view of 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
Ipet re-provisicning proposal by the applicant to the satisfaction of all property owners of DB.

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

1

i

|

]

!

§ 10. The Application has not shown that the relocation of the dangerous good store to another par
i ft of the lot 1s viable. Ary proposal (o remove the existing dangerous goods store to another part
! of the lot should be accumpanied by a full study and plan showing that the relocation is viable.
i
|
l
|

{nless and until the applicant is abic to provide detailed responses 1o the comments for further r
leview and comment, the application for Area 10b should be withdrawn,

o
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FUIRE b 5/ TG R R Making Comment on Planaing Appdication / Fevies:

S .
Reference Number: 161206-G00744-56225
IR
Deadline for submission: 09/12/2016

DA 4
BT R LoBs

The application no. to which thc comment relates:

TREBRA, &S0

Name of person making this comment:

Bras A

Contact Person

kit

Postal Address:

RIENE

Tel No.:

| SO

i Fax No.:

/)3 Miss Hui Szu Ying

L i:ubtd pam@gzplaretcom
E-mail address :
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| Reterence Number: 161205-234052-75520
!
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PRI

09/12/2016

l cadline for submission:

P T E R

f Date and thme of submission: 05/12/2016 23:46:52
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’1 he application no. to which the comment relates: Y/-DB/3

r = &
RERA, G&/EE S8 Mr. Wong Hiu Hei

Name of person making this comment:

Details of the Comunent :

Kirdly 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 pa
irt of the lot is restricted by the Land Grant dated 10 September, 1976; by the Master Plan identif
ied at Special Condition #6 of the Land Grant; and by the Deed of Mutual Covenant (“DMC”) 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 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 1
ot are specified in the DMC. HKR has no rights separate from other owners except as spemﬁed i
In the DMC.

|Area 10b forms the "Service Area”, as defined in the DMC and shown on the Master Plan. As pe]
Ir the DMC, the definition of City Common Areas includes the following:
“.--such part or parts of the Service Area as shall be used for the benefit of the City. These City
ICommon 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
joned in the Conditions.”

[Special Condition 10(a) of the Land Grant states that HKR may not dispose of any part of the lot
jor the buildings thereon unless they have entered into a Deed of Mutual Covenant. Furthermore,
ISpecial Condition 10(c) states:

“{¢) 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 t
he case may be, 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 compm."
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As such, the applicant may not assign the Reserved Portion - which includes the Service Aread |
efined in the DMC and shown on the Master Plan ~ except as 2 whole to the Grantee’s (HKE ')
subsidiary company. Thus, HKR has no right whatsoever to develop the Service Ares (Arza 15 ||
b) 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 i
undivided shares to the Reserved Portion, or carve same out from the lot. According 15 the DMCY:
(Scction 11, Clause 6), HKR shall atlocate Reserve Undivided Shares to the Service Arez. Howel |
ver, there is no evidence in the Land Registry that HKR has allocated any Reserve Undivided St |
ares to the Service Area. Thus, it is moot whether HKR is actually the “sole land owner” of Arez!
10b. The entire proposal to develop Area 10b for salc or lcase to third parties is unsound. The T
own Planning Board should reject the application forthwith.

2. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the DMC, every Owner (as defined in the DMCjhzs ¢ -
he right and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purpe
ected with the proper usc and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defin :
IDMC). This has effectively granted over time an easement that cannot be extinguished. The App| !
licant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of the lot prior to this u :
atcral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all property cwners of the 'l ) {
ot, should be maintained, secured and respected.

comn

3. In response to DLO’s comment #9, which advised "The Applicant shall prave thar
ufficient undivided shares retained by them for allocation to the proposed developm
plan stated "The applicant has responded to District Lands Office directly via HiR's
O dated 3 Aug 2016."

|
i

5
‘Lmr mD !

As the ot is under a DMC, it is unsound for HKR to communicate in secret to the DLO anl witt o)
hold information on the allocation of undivided shares from the other owrners. The other owners ‘

jhave a direct interest in the allocation, as any misallocation will directly affect their properny nig
[ts.

1
'
1

it. With the completion ofNeo Horizon Village in the year 2000. HI\'R s:‘n
0 Residential Development undivided shares that it held under the DMC.

IHKR has provided no account of the source of the undivided shares allecated to all developmen:
s since 2000. In the case of the Siena Two A development, it appears from: the Greenvale >
IMC and Siena Two A Sub-Sub DMC that Retained Area Undivided Shares were improperty all
located to the Siena Two A development. As such, the owners of Siena Two A do not have prope; .
Ir title to their units under the DMC.

[The Town Planning Board cannot allow HKR ta hide behind claims of “coramercial sensi
and keep details of the allocation of undivided shares secret. If the applicant is unwithng o rel
se its letter to the DLO dated 3 August, 2016, for public comment, the Board should reject the a
pplication outright.

4. The disruption, pollution and nsance caused by the constraction o the immediate residents
and property (\\(l b\ nearby is and will be substannal, This submission has nof addressed thi- mef

int,
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ST -m\\\\:‘ land veclamaton and construction of over sea decking with a width of 9-34m p
dronental hazavd to the inmediate rural natural surroundings. There are possible sca p
S po;:\ by the propossd reclamation. The DLO’s comment #5 advised Lhat the pro

p:ml\ falls within the water previously gazetted vide G.N. 563 on 10.3.1978
et svbmarine outfall.” As sucli, the arca has not been gazetted for reclamation, co
A <0 the claims made in the Application that all proposed reclamation had previously been a
-oroved. The Town Planning Board should reject the Application unless and until this error is ¢
;\ied. The Town Planning Board should finther specify the need for a full Environmental Tm
essment as required under the Foreshore and Seabed (Reclamations) Ordinance (Cap. 1

6. The Town Planning Board should note that the development 1pp10vcd under the existing Outl
2 Zening Plan (S/1-DB/4) would already see the population of DB rise to 25,000 or more. The
lcurrent application would increase the population to over 30,000. The original stipulated DB po
rulaticn of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying infrastructure cannot support the s
fubstantial increase in population implied by the submission. Water Supplies Department and the
Environmental Protection Departient have raised substantive questions on the viability of the p
roposals on fresh water supply and sewage disposal contained in the Application, and HKR has
mat responded adequately to their concerns.

7. The proposed felling of 168 mature trees in Area 10b is an ecological disaster, and poses a su
bsiantial 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|
Iy.

8. We disagree with the applicant's statement in item E.6 of RtC that the existing buses parks in
IArea 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
twould prefer there will be ng 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
fxshops and RCP are unsatisfactory and would cause operational health and safety hazard to the
Iworkers 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 carry
lout 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
Inimize their effects to the workers and the residents nearby.

Urless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for further r
leview and comment, the application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.
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Deadline for submission: 093202016
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The application no. to which the comment relates:
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REAA ) HBAHMH S8 Mr. Wong Hiu Hei
Name of person making this comment:
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Postal Address :
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Tel No. :
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Fax No. :
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andy@gzplanet.com '
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E3-H Fuither Obkeetions ! Discavery Bay appheations Y/1-DB/2 and YA-DB/3 4 6 74 :
Dear Swes,
=

Re: Discovery Bay applications Y/[-DB/2 and {/1-DB/3 \

3
1 draw the attention of the Town Planning Board (TPB) to the fact that the entire lot of “‘%
Discovery Bay, including the areas covered by the applications Y/I-DB/2 and Y/I-DB/3, is :
held under a Deed of Mutual Covenant (DMC). Many of the other owners of the lot have grave \1

concerns about the adherence to the DMC (or lack thereof) by Hong Kong Resort Company .
Limited {HKR) and the Manager, Discovery Bay Services Management Limited (DBSML), a ’
whollv-owned subsidiary of HKR.

(i

HKR is bound by the DMC 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 "y
shgges in the lot. ' E
TE&‘ are on-going, unresolved disputes between HKR and the other owners on a number of ‘!
issues, in particular irregularities in the calculation of Management Expenses. HKR is the
owner/operator of all the commercial properties in Discovery Bay and, with the assistance of

its directly controlled subsidiary DBSML, is not paying Management Fees on the commercial
properties in accordance with the clear language of the DMC.

The DMC requires that-Management Expenses must be shared according to GBA, as defined
in the DMC. HKR and the Manager calculate Management Fees for the commercial properties
according to Gross Floor Area (GFA), which allows HKR to underpay its due share of
Management Expenses. Lands Department and the District Councillor of Discovery Bay are
well aware of these unresolved disputes.

No recourse can be taken by small owners through the City Owners’ Committee (COC),
recognised as the owners’ committee under the Building Management Ordinance {Cap. 344),
as HKR controls the majority