e B N N

t on Planning Application / Review

M&i'l' [Eg/ g e DL L Muking Commen
B9

Reference Number:

161120-225619-23380

B SR 09/12/2016

Deadline for submission:

HESX L B2 R 20/11/2016 22:56:19

Date and time of submission:

FHIREIE B HR R YI-1B2

The application no. to which the comment relates:

r&ﬁEAJ ﬂi%/%m ']cﬂ?. Mr. GHXKoo

Namxe cf perser makiry this comment:

BREF

Details of the Comment :

. Fully support.

ew developments in Discovery Bay surely create employment opportunity in property industs \’




PEMS Comment Submission SN

44933
BRI 58/ R L K Making Commient on Planning Application / Review
f?’@% _— 161121-172031-87029
eference Number:
BT AR 09/12/2016
Deadline for submission: .
P B R 21/11/2016 17:20:31
Date and time of submission:
Gl el .
The application no. to which the comment relates:
r
RERA #£8/580 48 Mr. Lee Yarnall

Name of person making this comment:

BRFE

Details of the Comment :

I refer to the applicants response to comments dated October 2016. Specifically their response to
LandsD comment no. 6 re-provision of hiking trails. The applicants response is that the PRF hiki
Ing trail does not encroach on area 6F. As a hiker who uses that trail on a weekly basis I can assu
re you that this is not true. The only access to the hiking trail is the access staircase which is loca
ted within area 6F (this is staircase is clearly shown in the Landscape Master Plan Figure B.1). T
he drawing no. PRF-001 dated 14/1/2016 Rev. C shows the hiking trail going around the applica
tion site. The drawing is incorrect, the trail does not go around the site - it is a steep wooded slop
e with no trail present. My comment is that development of area 6F could cause this hiking trail

to be closed for the duration of the construction works as there is no other access to the trail apar
t from the access staircase. Can I be reassured that the applicant will make allowance for access

o the staircase during and after completion of construction?




PEMS Conunent Submission ¥/}

) 4494
A B AN/ REL LR L S Making Comment on Planning Application / Review
F
Refervence Nmuber: 161121-132159-80584
PRATERA
Deadline for submission: 09/12/2016
A E A R R
Date and time of submission: 21/11/2016 13:21:59
HRETH MR HESR DB/
The application no. to which the comment relates: Y-
TIRERA ) 42/ :
’-‘ Name of persu mzaVtiag this commci:i: %E Mr. Steve Li
BRFE
Details of the Comment :
[Support change the city planning for improvement of Discovery Bay living enviornment |
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R R o R R L R B Making Commient on Planning Application / Review

#F0 161123-120809-67856

Reference Number:

PR 09/12/2016

Deadline for submission:

#X AR 23/11/2016 12:08:09

Date and time of submission:

FTRRRAR I e AR SR Y/1-DB/2

The application no. to which the comment relates:

TIRERA , E&/4%08 44 Mr. J Chau

Name of person making this comment:

BRHH

Details of the Comment :

To:

Secretary of the Town Planning Board
tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
[Re:

JApplication Y/I-DB/2, Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext. (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay
ITo rezone the application site from "Other Specified Uses" annotated "Staff Quarters (5)" to "Re
idential (Group C) 12"

Dear Sirs,

[Herewith we call on the Town Planning Board:

[To reject the application Y/I-DB/2 to rezone Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext. (Part) in D.D. 352, Dis
lcovery Bay from "Other Specified Uses" annotated "Staff Quarters (5)" to "Residential (Group
IC) 127

[My reasons for objecting to the application are:

1. Two amendments have failed to address my comments made in earlier submission for the orig]|
inal and amended submission, which are as follows:

2. Original proposed site use allowed for 170sqm, at a scale of 3 stories at 9m maximum height,
kiesignated for living quarters for staff serving the Discovery Bay development. The application
aims to increase this to 2160sqm of private residential development. This is over 127 times the o
friginal proposed development scale. The application also proposes nearly the same the number o
f units currently existing in the tower cluster of Coral, Crystal, Woodland, Woodgreen and Woo
[dbury combined, vastly increasing the unit density in the area.

3. The end of Parkvale Road feeding into the proposed site (tunning along Woodbury, Woodgre
en and Woodland Court) is in a narrow, tightly curved, cul-de-sac arrangement, with a very-narr
pw width at the top behind Woodbury Court, and is already very heavily used by logistics and ut
Elity vehicles and buses serving the current population density. The volume of vehicles already ¢

danger to the residents, as recognized by the Developer as evident in the addition of speed
ps to the section in recent years. Construction vehicles and delivery of heavy machinery, an

1 increase in logistics, utilities and transport vehicles to support the additional population will ca

kﬂé&in\()n}ine Commentt 161122 _19NRN0_ELETREL (Carmrment V LM 2 heml  22/11/901K

RERIRERY T PITRN TR Rl ETD

1172
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PEMS Conuuent Subuussion H2/2
AL

e considerable danger and nuisance to the residents in an area alrcudy busy with large vehicle

. Nuo. “23 bus serving the R(CM area is already frequently overcrowded with the current popu
Dation density, Adding 476 units, nearly doubling the current cluster unit count, to the area will e
(cessively strain the buscs; the option of adding additional bus lines will not be an option as mul
iple bus lines will also be very prablematic for the aforementioned constrained feeder road into
the application site.

. The proposal will replace an arca of existing natural open green lawn heavily used by the resi
dents” children and pets, as an escape from the traffic on the road which makes up the majority o
f the open areas surrounding the existing towers. The application will in fact reduce the area of n
tural green space for residents and replace it with hard landscaped garden features.

6. The application erroneously claims to respond the 2015 Policy Address. In the 2015 Policy ad
dress the CE notes “according to the latest projection in December 2014, the housing supply fro
g the first-hand private residential property market for the coming three to four years is approxi
ately 74 000 units, which is the highest on record.... the private sector will, on average, produ
e about 14 600 flats each year in the next five years, representing an increase of about 30%.” T
he address did not advocate for additional private housing supply; it called for “private sector’s ¢
pacity to assist in increasing and accelerating the supply of subsidised sale flats™ which the appl
ication fails to respond.

. Current sites zoned under this land use is currently used by the management company for the
‘provision of staff quarters to serve the Discovery Bay development’, that is staff of the resort
fmanagement. It is not, as stated in the application, for staff ‘required by the general residences’.
8. Staffing quarters provide affordable resident space for the staff that is necessary to sefve'the r
esort of Discovery Bay, and is an important relief on the public or private housing pressures esp
ially for the working levels across Hong Kong. In addition, given the lack of affordable housin
within Discovery Bay for staff serving the resort, many are driven to seek accommodation else
where, adding to the pressures on the limited public transport options connecting Discovery Bay
and the rest of Hong Kong.
. Given the increased areas of development in Discovery Bay already planned, there should be
increase of staffing quarters in Discovery Bay to keep up with the increased workload and de
g a.nd.
10. Very limited open consultation with the existing residents have taken place since the start of
the year, and no additional efforts have been made since the first submissions, there are no detail
s of the development design available in the presentation materials given to the residents. No tra
ffic assessments of internal public transport to demonstrate impact by increase of population can
be supported discussed with residents.

»

he application site should be retained for the use of “Staffing Quérters (5) “at the original densi
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PEMS Comment Submission = QWA
7 0NI6 443
BEA I SR/ A% HR B Making Comment on Planning Applicadon / Review 3
&5t 161125-094301-80476
Reference Number:
ﬁ%}?ﬁ&}ﬁ 09/12/2016
Decadline for submission:
&&E%g%ﬁﬂ oo 25/11/2016 09:43:01
Date and time of submission:
T BHEAR B P H SRR Y/A-DB/2
The application no. to which the comment relates:
r
EERA &%/%*E . SeéE Mr. Andy Lau
Name of person making this comment: “

BERAHFE
Details of the Comment :

lSTJpport this application as it can better utilize the land in Discovery Bay and let more people to
live in this beautiful community.




PENES Conumtent Subaission

B/,
1497
IR Skt o &,qfﬁﬂ&ﬁ'ﬁ Nahing Canpment oo Planning Application / Review !
i‘%w&t 161125-124155-45353
Refercace Number:
HRIRES o 09/12/2016
Deadline for submiisyion:
5 A\
8T H Y AR . 25/11/2016 12:41:55
Date and time of submission:
FT R DYt .
The application no. to which the comment relates:
-
k / -
BER A, g&/488 Feds Mr. BRSo4

/' Name of person making this comment:

| MEFH

/" Details of the Comment :

TR - B e BRI LA - MR ARSE - lttsw“%ﬂ“lﬁtf‘ﬁ?ﬁ@miﬁﬁ&\
[ SEEINSRELERE -
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PEMS Comument Subnussion
14898 o

FOAESTEH /BRI & B Making Comment on Planning Application / Review
SFEIE

Refercace Number: 161125-121609-01891
ﬁiﬁﬁgfor submission: 09/] 2/2016
ﬁfaﬁn?ﬁfﬁsubmission: 25/11/2016 12:16:09
3 BRETHR &Y FB S G R V/1.DB/2

The application no. to which the comment relates:

TIEBERE A, #2578

Name of person making this comment:

S Mr. Sit

BERHIS
Details of the Comment :

CEFstal » SRR TR T NS EENEE -
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PLENS Comment Submission

i/
e 4439
FL WY eh P FRHE L T

& Making, Cotannont an Vianning Application / Review
2 5kt
Reterence Number:

161125-124728-94143
HE AR

Peadline for submission:

09/12/2016
H2 X H R BT

Date and time of submission: 25/11/2016 12:47:28

FIRETIA B 4R 5%

The application no. to which the comment relates: RSN L

THRERA /218

Name of person making this comment:

BERHWH

Details of the Comment :

2+ Ms. Wong

he government should utilise the land resources and the developer should bn'ng'better environ \
ent and facilities to the community through good planning so I fully support this plan -




’ PEMS Comument Submission Ty
) A500

TR AR R BE DR TR 0 S L B B Making Commeent on Planning Application / Review

BB G R

Reterence Number:

161125-144909-48995

FEEBRIA 09/12/2016

Deadline for submission:

HEZ E 1A R s 25/11/2016 14:49:09

Date and time of submission:

B BH OIS 4R SR ) ' Y/I-DB/2.

The application no. to which the comment relates:

THERA ) HEREHE S Mr. Albert

Name of person making this comment:

ERFF

Details of the Comunent :

BREBR BB IRE Lol B EREFESBANERZIN IR RTEREES \
R - BB - PR FIEREREES : e —
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PEMS Connment Submission ERNA!

4501

'ﬁ/

SRR O/ TR PR UL MRS Minkiing Conmient on Planning A pplication / Review
Retference Number: 161125-174503-96882
R ERHE

Deadline for submission: 0971272016

IR HHE B

Date and time of submission: 25/11/2016 17:45:03

FI BRI B H SRR

The application no. to which the comment relates: Y/-DB/2

TIEER A #2/5% He4 Mr. CedricLO

Name of person making this comment:

BREFH

Details of the Comment :

Increase the value of nearby properties
Create more job opportunity ]




PENS Commient Sabmission

HRATRRIH
Dcadline for submission:

FBIE B HH R 5]

Date and time of submission:

73 BREIAR B H 4R SR

The application no. to which the comment relates:

TIRBREA 1 G828

Name of person making this comment:

ERFE
Details of the Comment :

R RO AR
4502
SR AR R, Maiing Conaenc on Planning Application / Reviaw \
B4 Rt
Neforence Nunber: 161125-214634-08122 !

09/12/2016

25/11/2016 21:46:34

Y/1-DB/2

$z4 Mr. Chan ShiLung

ow

/W‘%%:f:i&f%ﬁ,ﬁ@:tiﬂzx}iﬁ’ﬂEﬁ%,ﬁfﬁ*ﬁ]ﬁ’ﬂﬂ@ﬁ%@,?ﬁ%@% E‘J%E%ﬁ%ﬁiﬂ
R E R R RFERIEEN G R B RE SERE R ERERE i § B




PEMS Comment Subimission Hi/1
4503

]

LN RN E Making Commeni on Planning Application / Review
2Tkt 161125-215658-29312

Reterence Number:

AR
Dceadline for submission: 09/12/2016
' B%&Bé‘ﬁﬂ . 25/11/2016 21:56:58
Date and time of submission:
el Lol (L T N—
The application no. to which the comment relates:
r
HERA fé‘ﬁ@/%fﬁ . 424 Mr. Chan Shi Lung
Name of person inaking this comment:
BRFEN
Details of the Comment : :
BB » SO ERHLHER

T e Ba e o g s s Th o L & o AR b I B
s FER B SRR AN EEEIE S T E TR SRR RE

AR %7 ERIECE - 5% -
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4504

SL AR o PR R 5 Maldng Connmeny an
2 Fiait

Reference Number:

Ersadind o)

Deadline for submission:

R H IR

Date and timme of submission:

H RHET MBI R R TR

FEEER A, A58

Name of person making this comment:

BRHH

Details of the Comment :

The application no. to which the comment relates:

Plapning Application / Review

161127-101859-94446

09/12/2016

27/11/2016 10:18:59

Y/-DB/2

Sz Mr. Morten Lisse

is very much against the resident's wish.

ace.

thc future development.

strongly oppose any more development in Discovery Bay and yet another proposa\ from HKR

iscovery Bay was designed as a low density "green" living environment and now the town has

own out of proportions, with incredible traffic - double decker busses, heavy goods vehicle, co
struction vehicles and an increased number of private cars - all causing pollution and jeopardis
s the safety for the many children of Discovery Bay - with no traffic control measurements in p

t is furthermore evident that most pro-development comments for the further expansion of Disc
very Bay, in order for HKR to make more profit on the expense of the citizens of Discovery Ba
/, are made by corporate owners, friends and employees of HKR, who all have a vested interest

doubt you will see any true resident of Discovery Bay in support of these plans.




PENS Comment Subnussion 1/

4505

S0 AR A B AR BL Making Conanenton Planuing Application / eview
2 g iy
25N 161128-135047-50286

Reoference Number:

VI
FE AR 09/12/2016

Deadline tor submission:

B 1] TR IR T
PR H RS 28/11/2016 13:50:47

Date and time of submission:

HRIRS B R Y/I-DB/2

The application no. to which the comment relates:

THRERAL g/218 s Mr. {a]Bi2E

Name of person making this comment:

BRAN

Details of the Comment :
TSRt B EG  BRILEE |
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PENIS Conunent Submission ¥iv/y

A506

FEATI B 5/ KB B B, Making Comment on Planning Application / Review
BFHGE 161125-125946-26130

Reterence Number:

PERIR 09/12/2016

Deadline for submission:

PR 5 HE R BF R .25/11/2016 12:59:46

Date and time of submission:

FIBREYAR B TR ST Y/1-DB/2

The application no. to which the comment relates:

THREREA  HL/L508 2.4 Ms. Sophia Woo

Name of person making this comment:

BREFE
Details of the Comment :

E ully support the development for a better Discovery Bay. _ ‘
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ﬂ"?‘r: Owens, Stephen @ Hong Kong —

T 25t 20060 B A 14.38

R tphpdiepland gov b

Mf: Vicky 4 5 0 7
M Application No ‘TPB/YA-DBR

M- OO 201614 3732-0001 pdf

‘ear Sir / Madam,
e: Subject: Application No. TPB/Y/I-DB/2

note the Town Planning Board has now accepted 2 deferments from the applicant, 13/5/16 and 26/8/16, on the
forementioned application. As a number of my previous comments have not been addressed in the latest
ubmission 1therefore tenderthem again. Please see the attached.

)f great concern to residents, especially those with limited mobility, who utilise the sole dead end small road with
st?ep incline to Parkvale Village is being considered as the sole mode of transporting all construction materials,
‘quipment and labour to the site. Nowhere in the study is there any reference to weight implication which may
%damage_to the road. Furthermore no reference to the impediment to the regular bus service which will
n 1y be caused due to the extremely limited space for turning.

‘his is surprising as a better access point would be from the bigger and quieter Discovery Bay Golf Club Road -
vhether this road be for construction purposes or permanent - | leave to the Board's discretion. Surely The Hong
‘ong Town Planning Board know better than to allow the applicants to transport through a village of some 1,000
esidents when a perfectly practical alternative exists affecting a few golfers ?

+ egards,

/icky Fong Yuen Kwan

Jotice to recipient: This e-mail is meant for only the intended recipient of the transmission, and may contain
nformation of CBRE that is confidential and/or privileged. If you received this e-mail in error, any review, use,
lissemination, distribution, or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. Please notify us immediately of the
arror by return e-mail and please delete this message from your system. Thank you in advance for your

soo0~ -ation. www.cbre.com
By virtue of your

-esponding to this email or emailing an employee of CBRE, your name and relevant contact information provided
may be collected, retained, and/or processed by CBRE for its internal business purposes. We will safeguard and
xeep confidential your contact information and you always have an option to exclude your information in our
zollection, retention and/or processing by contacting the sender of this email. If you would like to know more
about how CBRE and its associated companies process your personal data visit
http://www.cbre.com/EN/Pages/legal/privacypolicy.aspx
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To: Secretary, Town Planning Board

{Via email: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk)

Application No.: TPB/Y/1-DB/2

Dear Sirs,
tication to Develop Areas 6f (behind Parkvale

Re: Hong Kong Resort Co Ltd’s A

I have the following comments:

(1} The Applications TPB/Y/I-DB/2 and TPB/Y/I-DB/3 seek approval to increase the
ultimate population at Discovery Bay from 25,000 under the current Qutline
Zoning Plan {(OZP) to 29,000 under the revised OZP. The Applications include
detailed impact statements to show that the increase is well within the
capacity limits of the lot. However, the impact statements ignore the essential
fact that, under the Land Grant, the Government has no obligation to provide

potable water and sewerage services to the Lot.

» Discovery Bay is required to be self-sufficient in water and sewerage
services under the Land Grant, and HKR wrote to the City Owners'

Committee on 10 July, 1995 stating that the reservoir was built fora
maximum population of 25,000. The impact assessments ignore this

essential fact.
I demand that the population cap of 25,000 be preserved, so as not to
breach the Land Grant.

In spite of the conditions contained in the Land Grant, when the tunnel was

L]
built Government agreed to allow potable water and sewerage
connections to Siu Ho Wan. However, the agreements are between HKR
and the Government, and they remain secret. Now, the Government has
refused to provide additional water and sewerage services to cater for a

population beyond 25,000.
! demand that Government release the existing water and sewerage

services agreements.
(2} If the Town Planning Board insists on approving the Applications, | further

request that the following issues be addressed.




)
H
]
§

* Due to Government’s to provide potable water and sewerage services
beyond a population of 25,000, HKR is proposing to restart the water
treatment and waste water treatment plants on the Lot. Under the Dead
of Mutual Covenant (DMC), HKR may further develop the lot, provided

such development does not impose any new financial obligations on
existing owners (Clause 8(b), P. 10).

! demand that all costs for water and sewerage services to areas 6f and
10b, including operation of ail treatment plants, storage facilities and
pipelines, be charged to areas 6f and 10b and not to existing villages.

* Although Government agreed to provide water and sewerage services
to DB when the tunnel was built, it refused to pay for and maintain the
connections. As a resu!t,b the Owners are paying over $1 million per year
to the Government to lease land to run pipelines outside the Lot to

connect to Siu Ho Wan. The owners are also paying for all maintenance

of the pipelines and pumping systems.

! demand that Government provide potable water and sewerage
connections to the Lot boundary, just like every other residential

development in Hong Kong.

(3) 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, DB is declared to.be “primarily a car-free
development”. As such, road capacity is irrelevant.

Golf carts are the primary mode of personal transport, and are capped at the

existing number.

1 demand that the Government consider whether it is safe to allow
increased traffic in competition with slow-moving golf carts that offer

no collision protection to occupants.

1 demand that Government review the sustainability of capping golf
carts at the current level while increasing population. Golf carts are.

already selling for over HKS2 million.




e No provision has been made for vehicle parking (distinct from goif cart
parking) on the Lot, and vehicles are currently parked illegally at
different locations.

I demand that Government review vehicle parking before any

population increase.

(4) HKR claims in the Applications that it Is the sole owner of the Lot. This Is untrue.
There are presently over 8,300 ossigns of the developer who co-own the Lot

together with HKR.
1 demand that HKR withdraw the Applications and make revisions to recognise

the co-owners.

(5) Under the DMC, City Management is supposed to represent the Owners
{including HKR) in oli matters and dealings with Government or any utility in
any way concerning the management of the City. Despite this condition, HKR
continues to negotiate direct with Government and utilities, and conclude

secret agreements to which the owners have no input or access. The water and
sewerage agreements, plus the lease to run the water and sewage pipelines

outside the Lot, have already been mentioned, but there are more.
I demand that the LPG supply agreement with San Hing be made public.

1 demand that the proposed bus depot at Area 10b be declared a public bus
depot, and ensure that henceforth frqnchised bus operators have the right to

run bus services between Discovery Bay and other places.

I also have concerns on the following issues:

Given the fact that the only access to Area 6f is through Parkvale Drive which is a
Village Passage way of Parkvale Village, HKR should explain the ways to deliver
Construction Materials and to dispose Construction Wastes.

How will HKR minimize the disturbance to existing residents and hikers during

construction and operation periods?

L e




Spaces for parking and loading/unloading facilitles are not provided in the proposal,

Existing open area at Woodland Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodbury Court is
already very tight. Any new residential developments must take into account
present-day requirements under the Planning Standards and Guidelines.

If Staff Quarter is no longer required in DB, the vacant sites for such uses should
consider to release for enjoyment of the existing residents so as to enhance the

livability of the area.
The Master Plan for Discovery Bay is an integral part of the Land Grant {IS6122 in the
Land Registry). The Land Grant requires that no development or redevelopment may
take place on the Lot until an approved Master Plan showing the development is in
place. The current Master Plan is dated 28 February, 2000. it is not compatible with
either the current outline zoning plan or the current development on the lot. In
order to protect the interests of the current 8,300+ assigns of the developer, itis
essential that the existing Master Plan and OZP are aligned with the existing
development on the lot before consideration of any proposal toc amend the OZP,
Otherwise there is simply too much risk that the rights of the other owners of the lot
will be interfered with. Problems that need to be addressed include incursion on
Government land; recognition of the Existing Public Recreational Facilities; size and
surrounding area of the land designated Gi/C on the current OZP; configuration of

the Area N2 at the inclined lift, etc.

Unless and until my demands are acceded to and my concerns are addressed | object

to the above-mentioned development application.

Yours sincerely
Name: %0/)/6 %/{A/ %h/ﬁ/\/ Owner/Resident of: —
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Tel

email:

23 November 2016

Town Planning Board

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

Dear Sir,

Re: Application Y/1-DB/2 - Proposed Rezoning of Area 6f of Lot 385 RP & Ext in D.D. 352,
Discovery Bay from "Other Specified Uses - Staff Quarters (5)"" to "Residential (Group C) 12

In view of the Applicant's further submissions with "submission of further information”, dated 18

November 2016, | herewith submit my further Comments concerning the above-captioned
Application

Yours faithfully

Peter Alan CRUSH (Mr.)

s S —

( co-owner of
Bay)
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Re: Application Y¥/1.DB/2 ( TPB Retf: 2775)

Proposed Rezoning of Area 6f of Lot 385 RP & Extin D.D. 352, Discovery Bay
trom "Other Specified Uses - Staff Quarters (5)" to "Residential (Group Cyi2 -
Comments of Applicant’s Additional Information™

Further to my two earlier submissions (copies attached) to the Town Planning Board on:
a) 04 April 2016 (your reference No. #1109) and
b) 06 July 2016 ( your reference No #2775
my objection to the proposed rezoning still stands. | also submit the following
additional comments which are in response to the Applicant's further submission of
‘Additional information’ on 27.10.2016

Executive Summary

1. The Traffic impact Assessment and revisions thereto have not provided any detailed
information about a safe and viable means of vehicular access to the site both during
the construction and post-completion occupation phases. The Applicant states that

i Parkvale Drive will be extended to the site. This encroaches on the DMC-assigned

pedestrian passageway which is currently the sole means of access, a semi-
recreational area and a golf cart access path for residents of Parkvale Village.

2. The Parkvale Passageway is neither designed nor constructed for use by heavy
construction vehicles and does not have space for additional designated pedestrian
pavements.

3. The vehicular section of the existing Parkvale Drive is a carriageway of sub-standard
engineering design, of insufficient width for large vehicles to pass and lacks the legal
bare minimum width of pedestrian pavements.

I 4. The proposal for the treatment of sewage and the discharge of effluent into a shallow
seabed, less than 300m from a bathing beach, is environmentally unacceptable and
will encourage toxic red tides as well as concentrations of E. coli.

5. A revised submission by the Applicant proposes an on-site sewage treatment plant
which would blow unacceptably strong foul odors towards the residents of Parkvale
Village

6 6. The Environmental issues raised in submitted comments do not address the severe
impact that a development such as this on the wooded hills of Lantau will have on
Hong Kong's few remaining patches of habitat for the indigenous 'Barking Deer’
(Muntiacus reevesi).

Further Comments in Detail

A. Traffic Impact

Neither the Applicant nor Transport Department have commented adequately on
issues and concemns raised by the undersigned and other members of the public in
their comments to the applicant's previous two submissions.

The planned access to the site both during the construction phases and then later jc\fter
completion and occupation is by means of a proposal to extend Parkvale Drive yvhl;h
lies within Parkvale Village . As detailed in my earlier submissions, Parkvale Drive is a
substandard road not meeting the minimum legal requirements for width of a




carnageway and lacks of the provision of satisfactory pedestrian pavements for much
of its length. The impact of heavy construction vehicles, such a piling equipment and

cement trucks will have serious repercussions on the local shuttie bus and also
endanger pedestnians.

Parkvale Drive , as a vehicular road, does not currently extend to the proposed site
and terminates NNW of Woodbury Court. To extend this carriageway to the proposed
development would necessitate that the existing "Passageway”, which lies within
Parkvale Village, be redeveloped into a vehicular road with sufficiently adequate
pavements on each side. There is insufficient space for this to be accomplished.

There is also confirmed expert legal opinion that serious doubt exists about the
Applicant's claim that he has the legal right to resume this primarily pedestrian
thoroughfare within Parkvale Village ,which is specified as a Passageway within the
relevant DMC and sub-Deed. Discovery Bay Services Management Limited, the
Manager under the DMC, has treated this Passageway as de facto Village Common
Area since the time of occupation of Parkvale Village. For some 30 years it has been

maintained at the expense of the owners of Parkvale Village. The Applicant has no
right of resumption or control of this Passageway.

B. Sewage Treatment

i) The applicant still proposes to have an onsite local sewage treatment piant although
the proposed location of the site has been amended to be within Area 6f. The applicant
maintains that the area is of sufficient size to accommodate such a facility but this is
highly doubtful. The Applicant has provided no detaiis about the exact location and its

construction could probably only be accomplished by uprooting large areas of hillside
vegetation crucial to slope stability.

it) Odors from the treatment plant will be blown and reach residents of the existing
developments in Parkvale Village and other neighbouring villages. The high-rise
buildings of Parkvale experience exceptionally high summer and winter breezes as
result of thermal air currents on the surrounding hills and associated strong winds
blowing down the long and deep valley leading from the Discovery Bay Golf Club area.
These strong winds, experienced for at least seven to eight months in each year, will
carry the sewage odor into the neighbourhood and be very unpleasant for residents.
Despite repeated requests from the Environmental Protection Bureau, the Applicant

has still not provided any evidence to show that the sewage treatment plant will not
cause offence to nearby residents

ilf) The applicant still proposes to allow treated sewage to be discharged into a marine
outfall adjacent to the ferry per and located only a few hundred meters from the public
bathing beach at Tai Pak Bay. It is suggested that the levels of concentrated nitrates
and other minerals in the treated waste will be insufficient to cause red tides based
upon the figures used in a so-called computer-simulated model but no mention is made
of the special circumstances of the very shallow seabed next to the bathing beach.
Shallow waters are more likely to be affected by sewage discharge rather than deep

sea water. Red tides are therefore a very likely outcome if treated sewage is to be
discharged in this vicinity.

|




C. Protection of Fauna.

The applicant does not address the issue of the destruction of habitat for Hong Kong's
‘barking deer' (Muntiacus reeveasi ). The wooded hills of Lantau are now the only
remaining credible habitat for this creature. Although not on the Worid's endangered
species list, it will be great loss for Hong Kong's country parks and green belts if
continued development on a large scale is permitted on the hills of Lantau. In recent
years there have already been fatalities of these deer driven down from the wooded
slopes by encroaching developments. The Environmental Protection Bureau has failed
to address this issue raised in previous submissions.

D. Concluding Remarks

Generally the Applicant and many Government departments and their respective
overseeing bureaux have been negligent and failed to respond adequately to legitimate
concemns and issues raised by members of the public in their well-reasoned
submissions. The Town Planning Board should therefore reject the Applicant's
proposal. The Applicant has additionally avoided explaining publicly its response to
certain Government departmental concemns citing this is "commercially sensitive
information”. This attitude should be unacceptable to the Town Planning Board during
a public consultation exercise which is supposed to be open and transparent.

VSl

Peter A. Crush
23 Nov. 2016
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TPB Ref: #1109

Re: Application Y/1-DB/2
Proposed Roezoning of Area 6f of Lot 385 RP & Ext in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay
from "Other Specified Uses - Staff Quarters (5)" to “"Residential (Group C) 12"

i object to the proposed rezoning for the following reasons:
Traffic Impact

1. The developer's plan for this site illustrates no means of vehicular access'to the
new estate or for the provision of parking space for buses and other essential

service vehicles.
2. No means of access to the site for noisy and heavy construction veh_icles and
associated plant is illustrated on the plans. However in the accompanying text there

is a stated intention that the “existing Parkvale Drive will be extended to serve area

6f".

3. The Traffic impact Assessment presented with this Application conside(s only the
forecast traffic impact on general access to Discover Bay via critical road links and
junctions. The report omits to provide any detailed forecast or consideration of the

localized traffic impact on internal roads to nearby existing residential blocks in

Parkvale Village.

4. The daily passage of heavy construction vehicles and cement trucks etc. during
construction phase and then later upon compietion heavy vehicles servicing the
proposed large development will have very damaging affect on the infrastructure of
Parkvale Village. The unwarranted disturbance on a quiet village and impact of the

flow traffic passing through the Parkvale Village roads and narrow pedestrian and
recreational passageways will be a danger to the village residents.

5. To the rear of Woodbury, Woodgreen & Woodland Courts (known within the
community as the "Woods" blocks) is a narrow brick-paved passageway with an

average width of only 6.0 meters which is primarily for pedestrian and recreational

use although it is provided with a number of golf cart parking spaces. This village
passageway also provides access to emergency vehicles. The passageway and
notably the garden area adjacent to it, has also in recent years been marked out to
provide three goods vehicle unloading spaces area out of necessity because of the
increase in vehicular traffic entering the village following the opening of the Discovery
Bay Tunnel Link. There are frequent obstructions within this passageway caused by
parked goods vehicles. The local bus service is also frequently obstructed from
tuming around at the end of the Passageway. Any suggestion of introducing further
through traffic to area 6f via this passageway is not justifiable because of the
unacceptable and disruptive impact it would have on these residential blocks.

6. The passageways within the Parkvale Village are private roads (see map at
Appendix 'A’) . The section of Parkvale Drive between Middle Lane and Woodbury,

Woodgren and Woodland Courts has also been defined by the Manager (a wholly
owned subsidiary of the Applicant) as Village Common Area. Even if the developer

claims rights of access through the village, these rights would not extend to the
purchasers of any flats which might be subsequently built within area 6f should the
Board grant approval to this application. The purchasers of the flats in this new
development would therefore have to seek a means of access other than through
Parkvale Village. The construction of an independent access road is not suggested
within this proposal which in consequence is defective and should be rejected by the

Board.
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Engineering and Structurat Comments

7. The roads within the existing Parkvale Village according the DMC and Sub-Deed
are deemed as Passageways and Village Common Areas which are privately
owned by the "Owners" of the village. The developer has no rights to retrospectively
redesignate these as City Areas or City roads and provide access over or through the
said private passageways to the residents of a new estate..

8. The impact of construction vehicles and heavy plant passing through Parkvale
Village roads will have a tremendous and unwarranted impact on the roads and will
create obstructions and havoc to existing essential transport to the village.

9. Following construction of the new blocks, the presence of some 470 plus units witl
result in up to two thousand additional residents. The transport needs for these
people clearly need to be taken into consideration at the earliest planning stages.
The absence of proposed transport links on the plan is an unacceptable omission.
The failure of the Traffic impact Assessment to consider these issues means that the
report is defective and should be rejected by the Board.

10. For the purposes of illustrating the above concerns, members of the Board are
requested to view these photographs with the appropriate annotations in Appendix "A’

Sewage Treatment

11. In 2015 the Environment Protection Department { EPD) stated in a report that
“the current capacity of sewage treatment works (SHWSTW) has been allocated for
other existing and planned future developments and that SHWSTW has no spare
capacity to cater for the additional sewage from the potential development at
Discovery Bay". EPD also advised that there is currently no plan to increase the
design capacity of the SHWSTW in the short and medium terms.' The building of
some 470 residential units would therefore impose an increased sewage demand
which existing infrastructure and facilities are unable to accommodate.

Potable Water Supply

12. In 2015 a Water Supplies Department report stated "The existing capacity of the
(water treatment works at) SHWWTW is already insufficient to supply the existing
developments and other concurrent developments within the supply zone of
SHWWTW. Therefore, SHWWTW and Siu Ho Wan FWPS are expected to be
upgraded to a reported capacity of 300,000 m3/d irrespective of the Discovery Bay
potential developments.” The report continued that "if the expanded treatment plant
still cannot provide fresh water supply to the potential development areas of
Discovery Bay, an alternative fresh water supply scheme to abstract raw water from
Discovery Bay Reservoir, treat by a new water treatment plant and distribute by new
water mains is recommended." There is therefore no firm knowledge of whether
water supplies capacity will be adequate for further large residential development in
Discovery Bay. No alterations to existing plans should be considered until the
Govemnment has in place water supplies which can guarantee an adequate supply of
potable water in draught conditions.

Co-owners of Discovery Bay - Consent Required

13. The developer, HKR claimed in their application to be the sole land owner of
Discover Bay. This is inaccurate because each of the individual flat owners has
shares in the property assigned to them. The Town Planning Ordinance requires that
applications such as these require the applicant to obtain the consent or give
notification to all owners to the satisfaction of the Board that this has been carried

out. No such undertaking has been conducted and the application should therefore
be declined.

|
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Photo
Fhagtedraphs ot the Passageway to the rear of the Woods Blocks in Parkvale Viliaae

Lescription & Comment

PAC1

Fly-Ash concrete
Single deck bus 7O
(width of passageway

is too narrow for large
vehicles 1o pass a bus
or large goods vehicle)

& Woodland Courts (high

Bird's-eye view of the "passageway’ to rear of the Woodbury, Woodgree-n
rise blocks) illustrating that this area is predominantly a narrow paved pedestrian, recreational and

golf cart parking area providing access to the lobbies of the high rise blocks. it also provides for
restricted access for service vehicles, the local bus service, school buses and delivery vehicles
which may traverse at low speeds to park in one of only three unloading bays. It not a property
engineered road and lacks a camber to allow for efficient drainage, being constructed of concrete
bricks laid on a non-reinforced sand underlay. This renders the surface prone to subsistence and

minor flooding during heavy rainfall.

PAC3 & PAC4
Bird's-eye and ground level views of the cul-de-sac end of the passageway next \9 Woodiand Court
and at the point where the public footpath and scenic hiking trail commences leading to the

Discovery Bay Lookout.
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View of the brick-paved passageway to
rear of Woodbury Court with the local bus
passing the corner of the block. This
illustrates the narrowness of the
passageway and its lack of a speciﬁc'
carriageway for vehicles with separation
from peopie on foot. It also demonstrates
the passageway is to0 narrow to.allow for
vehicles passing from the opposing
direction.

This again illustrates the narrow width

( average 6.0 m) of the passageway
behind the ' Woods' blocks and specifically
demonstrates that a when a goods vehicle
of only medium size is parked in the
unloading bays, there is barely sufficient
gap remaining for a bus or other vehicle to
pass. This is exacerbated further when
there are pedestrians also passing through.

This picture illustrates building set-back (at
the corners) is less than 0.15m from the
edge of the passageway. If this pathway
served solely as a pedestrian zone this
could be acceptable practice but this
circumstance is dangerous if the
passageway is designated as carmiageway,
road, street or highway. The protruding
corner of the Woodbury Block also creates
a blind spot for drivers of approaching
vehicles as well as for pedestrians exiting
the residential block lobby because of the




curvature of the pathway. Experience over many years of several very near miss twraffic accidents
(when children were almost knocked down by speeding vehicles) led to the Village Owners
Conunittee installing a speed bump at this critical location. This speed control device requires
constant repairs and madintenance due to vehicles causing damage 1o it.

This bird's eye view of a bus
llustrates that a long wheet based
vehicle has {0 drive along the
centre and even into offside
portions of the passageway in
order to manoeuvre the long
vehicle around the sharp
curvatures. This prohibits any
vehicle from ovetaking when
stationary at the bus stop and
- " passing of vehicles from the
- ) ' -- opposing direction as well as
potentially endangering
. pedestrians. tis only because
the local bus and service
companies' regular drivers are

familiar with the dangers and
drive particularly carefully that serious accidents have not occurred. . This would not be the case for

construction vehicles and other outside vehicles with unfamiliar drivers.

PACY9

General view of the central

6.0 m {width) passageway
illustrating the narrowness and
lack of a proper separated
carriageway for vehicles.

portion and cul-de-sac end of the




PAC10

View of the local bus tuming gt the n?r'l;g:d
end of the passageway- This is @ rf3§ ri
space and requires very careful 'dnvnng.
Often the turn requires 3 ﬁve-ponrvmt‘ turn .
even for experienced drivers far.mhar wit
the location. The turning operation f:an
take up to two or three minutes during
which time all other vehicle movements

are impossible in this vicinity

These views illustrate that the
passageway behind the ‘Woods" high-
rise blocks is primarily a pedestrian
thoroughfare which is used not only by
residents and visitors to the high rise
blocks but also by children as a play
area as well as hikers making their way
to scenic hill trail to the Discovery Bay
Lookout. It is unsuitable for conversion
into road with a heavy increase of
vehicular traffic passing through.




lllustrates two portions of the passageway where the concrete bricked surface has subsided due to
the passage of heavy vehicles. These patches retain pools of water several inches deep for several
hours after heavy rain. The passage of additional heavy vehicles would increase the likelihood of
further subsidence.




COPY \

Re: Application Y/1-DB/2 TPB Ref: #2775

Proposed Rezoning of Area 6f of Lot 385 RP & Ext in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay from "Other

Specified Uses - Staff Quarters (5)" to "Residential (Group C) 12 - Comments of Applicant's
Additional Information"

Further to my original submission made 04 April 2016 (your reference No. #1109) my objection to
the proposed rezoning still stands. | also submit the following additional reasons which are in
response to the Applicant's submission of 'Additional information”:

Traffic Impact - Revised Traffic Study - Annex C

1. The revised Traffic Impact Assessment under cover page "Annex C - Revised Traffic Study”
presented with the Applicant's further information as “"Responses to departmental and public
comments” remains defective. This Traffic Impact Assessment continues to omit any thorough
examination of the unsatisfactory impact which the proposed development would have on
pedestrian and road traffic safety for the existing nearby residential developments. This would apply
both during the construction phase and following completion and occupation. The report states
(paragraph 1.1.5) that comments made by Transport Department have been addressed, but no
mention is made concerning the traffic impact deficiencies pointed out by members of the public.

2. Paragraph 2.1.8 confirms that the Applicant is continuing with the intention of making use of a
Parkvale Village privately maintained 'Passageway' to create an extension to Parkvale Drive,
providing an access road to the new development. This is in spite of many submissions from
members of the public and the Parkvale Village Owners Committee (whose members include highly
qualified engineers and experienced road traffic experts) pointing out that said Passageway was
neither designed for, nor is a structure suitable for, conversion to a vehicular road. it was designed
primarily as a pedestrian access yard to the ground floor lobbies of existing high-rise residential
properties. This Passageway also provides a common recreational area as well as a very limited
number of parking spaces for golf carts which are registered by Transport Department as Village
Vehicles. In more recent years (since the opening of the Discovery Bay Tunnel Link) three
unloading bays for Goods Vehicles have been added within this Passageway but only out of
necessity for short-term parking of vehicles which are being used for the removal/delivery of
fumiture or for provision of essential services. The parking arrangements for these Goods Vehicles
are far from satisfactory and result in frequent obstructions and dangers to pedestrians. Any

additional road traffic through this Passageway would have a severe detrimental impact on safety
and to the environment.

\

, 3. Paragraph 4.1.10. This sub-paragraph
;? is within a section of the report dealing with
%4 impacts the development might have on

pedestrian and cyclist movements within
" Discovery Bay and particularly the existing
Parkvale Village. It includes the words
; "While the clear width of the narrowest part
# ' ’sy of the footpath is 2.5m assuming 0-5m
% lateral clearance on both sides of the
footpaths....... . This statement is
inaccurate and must have been included by
negligence or to deliberately mislead. The
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‘Passageway’ that is to become an extension of Parkvale Drive lacks the provision of any footpaths.
Furthermore, many sections ot the existing Parkvale Drive have sub-standard narrow footpaths on
one side of the road only. Several long sections of this footpath are less than the recommended
minimum width of 1.6m* being only between 1.20m to 1.35m in width, which does not faciiitate
pedestrians with baby trolleys or other large acqassoﬁes to pass by each other if watking from
opposing directions. An essential crash parrier™” prevents pedestrians from stepping onto the

carriageway to pass.

4. Paragraph 5.2.1 headiined "Conclusion” states: " The proposed
additional residential developments in .... (Area 6f ) would not
generate adverse traffic impact to... ferry services,... cntical road
links .... and junctions. Therefore the additional residential
developments are acceptable from traffic point of view”. This report
remains defective because it still omits to consider and analyze the
serious traffic impact that this new development would have on the
existing Parkvale Drive and the proposed extension thereto by
making use of the private "Passageway' which is de facto Village
Common Area. Two-way fraffic on the existing Parkvale Drive is

_ frequently held up when large and long vehicles meet from opposing
directions on the hill. The two-way carriageway is sub-standard '
measuring only 6.2m and below the recommended 7.3m minimum

standard for rural roads.*" The presence of cement trucks and
other large construction vehicles will cause havoc during the
construction phase and following completion, additional large goods
vehicle movements will more than double the already frequent daily
occurrences of obstructions when large and long vehicles are
passing each other.

Length of shuttie bus on the narrow road
necessiates the bus crossing the centre-
line to tum comer and proceed down
Parkvale Drive partially in the opposing lane

¢

Submission by development advisors Masterplan Limited dated 6/06/2016

1. On page 1 of Appendix 'E' the advisor writes that "public comments received ... have been
reviewed and that many of the concemns raised have been addressed in the departmental

comments and does nof require separate response.”

However most of the concemns expressed by Parkvale Village residents about the Applicant's plans
for use of the Passageway have either not been addressed or have been contemptuously dismissed.

For example, HKR claims a legal right to do what they like with the Passageway, to wit : On page 2

of Appendix 'E" the advisor writes
"There are concems on the applicant’s right to affect the use of Parkvale Drive. With reference to

the Sub-Deed of Mutual Covenant for Parkvale Village, we are writing to clarify the applicant’s right
at Parkvale Drive, as follows:
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1 The pant of Parkvale Drive leading from Discovery Valley Road and ernding oul side

the pocket of Parkvale Village does not form part of the Village. Furthermore, this suction
of road also serves another village.

2. The part of Parkvale Drive at the pockel of Parkvale Village is identified as
‘Passageways”. It is not part of Village Retained Areas nor designated by the Registered
Owner as part of the Village Common Areas.

Accordingly, the ownership of the Passageways vests with the Registered Owner who is entitled to

grant a Right of Way to other parties to use the Passageways to the proposed development in Area
6f."

The "Passage Way" and "Village Retained Area” of Parkvale Village designated in the Sub- DMC
are incorporated in the annexed drawing. The road has been realigned with the hammerhead of the
existing "Passageway" in Parkvale Village.

This claim has not been legally substantiated. If the Town Planning Board ignores the persuasive
and compelling legal arguments to the contrary, an application for judicial review is a likelihood. y |
Since the existing Parkvale Village was constructed and occupied almost thirty years ago, the
existing Passageway has been treated as Village Common Area and all costs, repairs and
maintenance charges charged exclusively to the village owners. This was confirmed in recent City
Owners Committee (COC) meetings, when the costs of maintaining city roads were being discussed.
City Management, a wholly owned subsidiary of the Applicant, affirmed that the Parkvale
Passageways are not shared city roads and maintenance costs would continue to be charged to
village residents. Furthermore the Passageway is primarily a pedestrian access and community
recreational area and, lacking designated separate footpaths, was never designed or structured as

a motor vehicle carriageway. It is iudicrous to argue that that this Passageway can now, after nearly

30 years, be retrospectively re-designated as a road extension to Parkvale Drive without consent of
the other assignees. i

Revised Environmental Study

1. Paragraph 2.1.1.4 implies that a small treatment plant will be constructed for sewage - "sewage
effluent will be conveyed to a sewage system"” and that "the treated effluent discharged in the “P
neighbouring nullah and then discharged into the neighbouring marine water".

The nullah that the Applicant proposes
to use discharges adjacent to the
Discovery Bay ferry pier. This is located
less than 300m from Discovery Bay
public bathing beach, which is an
artificially made beach fronting the very
shallow and silted Tai Pak Wan.
Although the effluent will have been
treated it will retain very high
= % concentration of nutrients which has
ween scientifically proven to encourage growth of harmful aigae ("red tides"), particularly in shaliow
? areas.*™ This is environmentally unacceptable and should be rejected by the Town Planning
r

d and the Environmental Protection Department (EPD) .

1
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2. The Applicant's submitted Environmental Study and further revisions state that the wooded area
in the vicinity of the development has no conservation value and impact of further clearance and
construction disturbance will be minimal. Paragraph 7.2.1.3 states:

"All the species found within the development area are conminon species and neither protected nor
of conservation concem. As such, the ecological impacl associated within the site clearance are
expected to be minimal. Moreover, good site practices, including dust suppression measures such
as water spraying and the use of noise mitigation measures, would be implemented to minimise the
indirect impacts during the construction stage. Therefore, it is considered that the impact on the
surrounding ecology would be minimal.”

This assessment fails to take into consideration the impact on the
fauna (particularly the increasingly rare wild mammals native to Hong
Kong. Lantau has in recent years become the last bastion of survival
hope for the barking deer (Muntiacus reevesi) which until recent
times commonly inhabited the wooded mountain slopes of Hong
Kong island and the New Territories.

The hilisides behind Discovery Bay have for decades continued to
afford a habitat and the breeding grounds for this shy and elusive
animal. It has been customary for residents of Pakvale & Midvale
villages to hear these animals "barking" several times each year high~~
up on the hillsides, seldom seen but hidden within the heavy
vegetation. Since new developments and site formations have
reoently been under constructlon near to the golf club, the barking deer have in the past two years
been roaming further down on the lower slopes, much closer to the existing developments behind
_,§ Parkvale and Midvale. Every indication is that they have been driven lower down by the impact of
j! vegetation clearance and construction disturbances. in the past two years there have been at least
: two recorded fatalities of these animals due to attacks by dogs and/or by falling into the deep storm
drain and concrete catchment culverts. The development of 6f will likely exacerbate this threat to
this creature’s habitat and it is recommended that Kadoorie Farm should be requested to provide
the expertise to conduct a scientific investigation to evaluate the impact on the habitat on this

creature. Hong Kong people do not want to lose all their fauna.*"

ey
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i Transport Planning & Design Manual : Val. 2 Highway Design Characteristics : Paragraphs 3.4.11.1 &3.4.113 "The
minimum effective widths of footways "

® The barrier is a necessary safety feature to prevent vehicles from toppling down a steep slope, immediately to side of the
road.

* Transport Planning & Design Manual : Vol. 2 Highway Design Characleristics : Table 3.4.3.1
*Minimum Carriageway Widths in Rural Areas”

¥ *Harmful Algae" by Mindy L. Richlen & others : page 170 in volume 9 , Issue 10 , of the scientific journal 'Elsevier’,
published in 2010.

¥ Kadoorie Farm & Botanical Gardens website : "The dramatic loss of biodiversity can and must be stopped. At KFBG
we work hard to protect the threatened natural habitats and species.” (ttp://www kfbg.org/eng/nature-conservation:
intre.aspx ( downloaded 06.06.2016)

Peter A. Crush
05.07.2016
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Town Planmng Board Secretanat
I&F. North Point Govarnmant Officos 45 09
313 Java Road, North Point. Hong Kong

Fax 2877 0245/ 2522 8426
tmal 1pbpa@pland.gov.hk

Dear Si, .
Soction 12A Appiication No.Y/N-0B/2
For optimising the land uses at Aroa 6f, Discovery Bay
Pubilc comment- in support of the application

| refer to the sbovementionad application which is currently inviting public comment.

1 am writing in support of tho application, for the following reasons:
The pian optinuses the land usc (o alleviate the land shortage issue in HK and

provides more housing choices.

« The area is auitable for rosidential buliding as it has basn designated for staff
headquartiers which are no longer required. The plannod plot ratlo Is still low

that the Intrastructure and facilities will be sufficient to accommodate the extra

population.
o The optimisation of the land use has given due consideration to various
aspects, such as infrastructure, visual, traffic and capacity of the community,
The dosign is sensitive lo the adjucent dovelopment and natural setting. It has
given due regard for tha mountain backdrop and the relationship with the

axisling rasidents.
= The proposed devolopment will ustify for operating a complete separate bus
route from Midvala Village which will offer faster and more diract bus service

for residents.
It creates more job opportunitics, which wili bring in many soclal and

_ economic benafits to tha saciety.
« The plan brings in suitable amount of population to support the businasses of

local shops, in a way 1o provide mora retall choices for residents.
The surrounding area of the proposed development will be beautified and

bring in new leisure facliities.
The mountain viaw of most Crystal and Cora! units will not be blocked due to

the sutficlent distance betweon the buildings.
With one more wvillage, the cost of sharing thc maintenance expense of

L]
communal facilities can ba reduced which will benefit all owners.

Yours faithfully,

Nama: e CAN—— (C._ s.
Contact (emall/ address/ fax): m___._
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Town Pianning Board Secrelariat

15/F, North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong

Fax:2877 0245/ 2522 8426 4510
Emali: tpbpd@pland.gov.h¥

Dcar Sir,

Section 12A Application No.'¥/1-DB/2
For optimising the land uscs at Area 6f, Discovery Bay
Public comment- in support of the application

| refer to the abovementioned application which Is currently inviting public comment.

1 am writing In support of the application, for the following reasons:

The plan optimises the land use to alleviate the land shortage issue in #K and
provides more housing choices.

The area is suitable for residential building as it has been designated for staff
headquarters which are no longer required. The planned plot ratio is still low

- that the infrastructure and facilities will be sufficient 10 accommodate the extra

population.

The optimisation of the land use has given due consideration to various
aspects, such as infrastructure, visual, traffic and capacity of the community.
The design is sensitive to the adjacent development and natural setting. It has
given due regard for the mountain backdrop and the relationship with the
existing residents. :

The proposed development will justify for operating a complete separate bus
route from Midvale Village which will offer faster and more direct bus service
for residents,

It creates more job -opportunities, which will bring in many sodal anc
economic benefits to the society.

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

The surrounding area of the proposed development will be beautified ang
bring in new leisure facilities. '

The mountain view of most Crystal and Coral units will not be biocked due o
the sufficient distance between the buildings.

With one more village, the cost of sharing the maintenance expense of
communal facilities can be reduced which will benefit all owners.

Yours faithfully,

Name:

e Cb—

Contact (email/ address/ f; N
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R CNIO UG ULV = L7

SNSRI REER Making Comment on Planning Application / Review
&3 161129-160432:-87351 457 |

Reference Number:

R 09/12/2016

i
! Deadtline for submission:

i
{

s
RO 29/11/2016 16:04:32

Date and tinie of submission:

B IRESH R AR Y/1-DB/2

" The application no. to which the comment relates:

| rmgmen, ge/sn 4+ Ms. FLam

| Name of person making this comment:

BEREW
Details of the Comment :
The plan optimises the land us to alleviate the land shortage issue in HK and provides more hous

ing choices
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YEMS Comment Sunmission

4512
RUARB e /AR B FL Making Comment on Planning Application / Review
Reference Number: 161129-160106-63362
R
Deadline for submission: ' 0911212016 '
R B REE '
Date and time of submission: 29/1172016 16:01:06 |
AR R AR

The application no. to which the comment relates: YA-DB2

THRERA ) £E/A0

5 . /IME Miss Felice
Name of person making this comment: )

ERE
Details of the Comment :
{Support
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& 4513
{ ROCAS SR /B M 4 & B Making Comument on Planning A pplication / Review
D BN 2
21 -
Reterence Number: 1611221373320
i
| R m
i Deadline for subinission: 09/1272016
B AR .37
4 Date und time of submission: 29/11/2016 21:37:33
s
o B BRETRBID LY Y/.DB/2
The application no. to which the comment relates: ;
r
RERA, #2218 $etE Mr. CY Kwong

Name of person making this comment:

BRFR

Details of the Comment :

support the proposal due to the following reasons:
it optimises the land use at Area 6f in Discovery Bay;
. the new plan will create more job opportunities, which will bring in many social and economi

benefits to the society and citizens.
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45114
R /R R Making Comment on Planning Application / Peview
BZGW

!
. 0634 |
Reference Number: 161129-215139-06340 \
\
AT IRI
Deadline for submission: 09/12/2016
HEZE B HA BRI

Date and time of submission:

29/11/2016 21:51:39

FHETIRE R AR

i
YN-DB2
The application no. to which the comment relates

TREERA ) E2/4R

R /B Miss Mandy Lo
Name of person making this comment:

1
BREH \
Details of the Comment :
[ support the application as

1. it optimises the land use at Area 6f in Discovery Bay.

. the plan echoes with the future development at Lantau Island and keeps DB compettive thron
gh the continuous development and facilities upgrade.

3. the residential use is responsive to the housing market, and can provide more housing choices
and enhance the quality of life.
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4515

PEMS Conunent Subnussion

/ SALIP I WG & H Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

2L ,
! Reference Number: . 161129-220904-08363

, prRedi o
; Deadline for submission: 09/12/2016
R H RN "
Date and time of submission: 29/11/2016 22:09:04
!
f k
BRI P HEDN VI.DBL

' The application no. to which the comment relates:

Name of person making this comment:

BRH

et:uls of the Comment :

I

! CTIEBEA, 228 JNE Miss N Y Lee
, :

|

KA RS EIRRAN > REWOT -
TEANIREL RO HRF - FRHBEEE LA ZHIRRE -
- TREYEESHRNEY RTRREM SR RFRRERHRES -




VAN (omment Hupmission

431¢

LR/ BRI R I g T e s B
SHER
Reference Number: 161201-165143-95622

ong Appiientt f T ay

X IRIA
Deadline for submission: 0971272016 \

R B H B B \
Datc and time of submissiou: 01/12/2016 16:51:43

AR ERT

The application no. to which the comment relates: Y/-DB2

-
BERA, GHEH/ /IME Miss Leong Yin Ling
Name of person making this comment:

R
Details of the Comment :
[Support and Good

—J

"~

AnA
MR ALY
arriAAr 1 4E8 s ARCAA AL VT
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4517

ey

G RN F B S Making Comment ¢n Planning Application s eview
b 161201-165442-31307

Reterence Number:

SRS 09/1272016

Desdline {or submission:

X ERIR A 01/12/2016 16:54:42

Date and time of submission:

HMORE R FER

! The application no. to which the comment relates: YA-DB/2

TRERA ., 241

Name of person making this comment: /1M Miss Marquee Leong

A
! RN
F Details of the Comment :
e - I

Tt e AV LIAAY 1L aan vy

A PSR VAR 82 ) - B R e MItAnA L




TR T TR e e e

4515

BRI R R 1 5 O

!
SH/GR 6
. 73332
Reference Number: 161201 155526
RXIREE
15
Deadline for submission: 0911272615 \
R EAIRER 01/12/2016 19:55:26 i
Date and time of submission: \
i
- I
AR N
The application no. to which the comment relafes: .
FEER.}\J ié‘:f%/%ﬂi ﬁ'_t Ms. Jackie Ip
Name of person making this comment:
BRHE

1
Details of the Cornment : i
A AZHHRREAEOERAT  RROT ¢

ST LR - B LR RO - R R EERE -

L s-EEANAEESR - BRHEERE  SESLMES - BRREER
A SR AD -

- SEIEARETEE - R - REFESEERMEARSS  SSURRERNER
e -

- RIS IR AT ARG SEESERE -

- FIRBEAETESRENE AR ST REERRS -

- SIAERADDEHALEENEE - ARRRBHESHOTERE -
- IREF EEEREOREERIE - R REFRRRSIARIIREEE -

- SHENETRKEERASENEARER - 2BF SN -

ML e M a2 TN 1ACENL =599 ~r

T N e n
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4519

[ gngi ; :
PN R Muking Conmant on Plyioning Appbestion / Raview
| 2w

161201-194817-35082

| Reference Number:

fem 09/12/2016

Deadline for submission:

IR BRI R 01/12/2016 19:48:17

Date and time of submission:

FREHRAE SRR Y/-DBR

The application no. te which the comment relates:

THRERA, £&/EB I+ Ms. Zhang

Name of person making this commenti:

BRaE

Details of the Comment :

EAZR O RBBEVR TR - [RESOF ¢

EIE M LR mﬁ%:ti&ﬁ@&'ﬂﬁﬂ%ﬁ' RETERYFEEE -
- 6~ HEMASAFBEAR - BEIHRTRE - SE P MELLRRE  BEREER

LAZSARTEEI AL - ] . ‘
- SHEIEFEARRNE - R - REHEERERERIEES - SETRASBERE
Lyt

- et BITT ST AYE R4 - SITIME T EREE -

- YRS ESURME - AMRRY R IITRREHRE

- SIAERAOTXHAL/ N EENEE  hEREEFSHEEINE -
- DI LAk RSN - SRR R (LIRS RS I AFOIR RN -
Rt BAIBETHIR RS R A L RER  RET 2 -

“s ST TAN AL nAn

ce s VEIANY IALDIT AENOA M.
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RSB AR R, Yebi  Co e 20 Piciniag Acpiiznn- [ oavin
SRR 5
Relerence Number: 161201-193522-55431
BRI
Deadline for subinission: 091222016 'i

i

X E R R
Date and fime of submission: 01122016 19:35:22
FBREVR MR HE
The application no. to which the comment relates: Y/-DB2

TIRERA ) /28 \
Name of person making this comment: FetE Mr. Samuel ip \
R

Details of the Comment :

AR DR ERORRAE - FEOT -

FTE A THRR  REEFL LT RN - RERRSENNERERE -

- 6f—HEHNARERR  BRSETRE - SRR ﬁgaﬁgi !
AT AT - |

;églﬁ%té&%i&m W% XEFEERERHEAEET - RATERSRARE)
- RS RO SRR AV TR - SIETESERE -

- HEREEESHENY - ATRRLERRIRRERRE -

- SIABEBADSRHALNSENEE - ARRRUESNTERE
- I8 Ehb RERBSEONE - HTRRGRCRBES AR -

- AR R RE R RNE FURIER - RET R -
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i RWENR WL HEE Muking Commeni o Mevaiag Appleation /Mt sview
2T

H 161201-195818-51287

; Reference Number:

R 0971212016

; Deadline for submission:

X RN 01/12/2016 19:58:18

Date and time of submission:

BRI B R Y/1-DB/2

The application no. to which the comment relates:
b

.
BERA ) #E/H0W %4 Mr. GARY LEEL

Name of person making this comment:

BERHH
Details of the Comment :

FAZFRERBOBIRRE - REOT :

SIEFLHRR - HEEE LR EOME - RETEREORERIRE
- I HEMBAFERR - FELHRERE - ABPORETRRE  BHREER

AE T E AL -
%f%ﬁ%i%%:ﬁm CBR - REBETEERRZREEREED  ETTARRRARE

3
FETHPISIR MBS LS - STEEHERE -
MRBTENEESHRME - KRR SRR RATRREE -

F SIAESRADTHALNEENEE - ARRIBHESNITERE -
- 65 EERERISEAIE - HTREB Y SRR RS AR RIERIE -
B tERERIE BN R A A RIEY - RETEZME -
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)

Y R L 23 R 1 T T
SR 161201-195:10-21356

Reference Number:

HRIRA 09/12/2016

Deadtine for submission:

XX H RS

Date and time of submission: 01/12/2016 19:51:10

el e VILDE

The application no. to which the comment relates:

TIRBRA ) #8415

Name of person making this comment:

4 Mr. Samuel

BR#H

Details of the Comment :

AR E BV R - [RERMT ¢
OI MR ¢ RS S R 2O - BT RAN AR EEE -

DABHRTIEEIA T -

lﬁan;; DEBEERE - R4 - DBEFEEFRR R ERIEGED - RmETFR
» HET T R LIS TRRER - SRBEESEREE -

- RREAEELSRNEE ATREHETWRFEREATES -

s SIAERAOT A L/NHEERTRE - AERRUESAITERE -
- IE0F ERERBERERIE - THRE TR IBER S| AFSINRBERE -

- st ERIETHIE R IR R 2R - RREFS2MAE -

- Si—EEMBAEEAR  HAICEERE - AEPaTtRLIMRE

ERREE
TRET

E=N
=

=

<.

iﬂ
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4523

raﬁﬂsg;g,ap\:&wgg Maiog Comune:r 3u Flsuning Apphicsiien / Review
2 F@ 161201-193836-58750

| Reference Number:

BYRHA 09/12/2016

Deadline for submission:

BB ‘ 01/12/2016 19:38:36

Date and time of submission:

E=peil:oped LBk R Y/1-DBA2

! The application no. to which the conunent relates:

FBER A, /410 St Mr. Mr. IP

Name of person making this comment:

B REE

Details of the Comment :

AZ MR BEMZAERE - REWT ¢

TEBLIHRE  BEREFELHTEONE  REFEENNEEIEE -

- 6 -HERNABERR - B HBERE - R POBERILIRE BERREER

A HRTRIIAL -
ﬂﬁiﬁ%i&%éﬁfﬁ CRE - RS EERERMEREES - SRR R

PR TREMBEIIAE RS - SRBEHEHRE -
FAEaslEESSANE ATRRUEWRFEREHRS
SIANEBADTSHA L/ NEEGEE  AERESFSNTEREE -
B LA RBRIBEERIE - MR G X/ R 3| AREIR LI -
SESTERIBETH TR BNERA LS EY  RETHRHE -
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4524

BURMEH MR ER Madr o S mr - 2 P cnlng s Tt g T

etk .

Refevence Numiber: 161201-200022-34622

BRI 09/122016

Deadline for submission:

3 H W R

Date and time of submission: 0171212016 20:00:22

A BREIIIBI R F RS ;
The application no. to which the comment relates: YA-DB72
THERA EB/4H

Name of person making this comment:

/M Miss SOPHIA LAU

BRaH
Details of the Comment :

EAZSMEEBENSRRTE  FROT ¢

FIEALER - BRRES IR ROMEE - REARRENFREE -
- i—HEMRBAREMR  FPLHEHERE - RETOERITRE - 22REER
LA SRERIAD - ‘

- SHEHIESRERDE - R RESASARERHERRET - SHTRESRELER |
RS -

- ST EIE S R BRI LR » SRIBESERE -

- FERGAETRSHENS  ATREHETRFRREDNE -

- BIABBAOT XA LANGETEE - AEREGESNBERS -
- IRBF I B EROBEERNE - SSRGS B RS AR -

- SRS R R AR RSB SRR -

|
|
u
Rt it e
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;:&t;tﬁsl"!!#zf!‘tﬁﬁ.% M.ﬁkiug Coamdagas gn Plnunin&- Applicarion /"feview
2HEY
161201-195317-6263

Reference Number:

LA ]
: 09/12/2016

Deadime for submission:

1 E 4 R R
0171212016 19:53:17

Date and time of submission:

BRI B AR

The application no. to which the comment relates; Y/1-DB/2

R
RERA , E&/278 5otk Mr. Luk

Name of person making this comment:

BR#E

Details of the Comment :

AR ERENIRRESY - FROT ¢

FIERTHRE  FBEELNT RO - RS TEER EEEE -

- S-EERNARERR - B LHETRE - BB RLLRE  BRREER
ABFAFEEIAD -

STRIE B EARERN « R - BT IERERE RIS - RETRFSRHERF
S -

TR ERBBIAIE IR - SRIBEGERE -
FRRGLSESHRME - ATTRRMGHKFRREANE -
BIAEBACTEHE L/ IEENEE  AERBHESHTERE

B LU - SRR TS LR RS ARG -

%t BRIETANE R AR BIA R RIET SR -

v A ALt AAMAIANE
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AR AL HEBR M bing Canment on B2 dlag pantinaion 7 i
SERR

Reference Number: 161201-194648-01449

Deadline for submission: 05/12/2016

X B R

Date and time of submission: 0171212016 19:46:48

HMETH B R

The application no. to which the comment relates: YA-DBA2

FFTEEE)\J E A %4 Mr. Ricky Luk

Name of person making this comment:

ER=

Details of the Comment :

BAZF RS ECERIR R FRIT ¢

FIERTRE  HEREE LR ROMEE - T RRUNERRE -

- S-EEREREERAR  FPIMETRE - ARPOUCRIETRE - ZREEER
DUAARTEIAD -

iﬁ%ﬂaféﬁ%wm& - RE - RBEARERERMEREES  BTRESRELE
« Wt RIS AAIM R IAVE ABRAR - SREE S ERIE -

c MERGAEESRURNE  ATREH TR R ERRES -

- SIABEADRHAELNEENEE  AERRBUESOZEER.

- B LA RGUBSERE - MTRRERCBERSIANOIRERER -

» SGHERMBRH RS R S A U ARk - RISA S 28 -
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4527

zc&l!*ﬂii&&&tﬂtﬁi Maling Co.ament g - aning Appiicr Ton / Raviaw

B iR 161201-201659-41447

i
!
I Reference Number:
1
i

R 09/12/2016

Deadline for submission:

2 T HOIREE 01/12/2016 20:16:59

Datc and time of submission:

FIBRETAR M R 4§ T Y/1-DB/2

The application no. to which the comment relates:

FEERA, %&/EH #4 Mr. Lai

Name of person making this comment:

ERHH

Details of the Comment :

AXFHHRIBOEZOIRREAE - REOT ¢

STEALHRE o BEEE T 2roMRE - REFEREFEEIRE -

- 6F—HEANBFBERRE - BELHIEERE - SHBIPOIRRILIMRE - BB REER
ABERETEEIAD -

- STRIE S RERRRN - R - RIBAFOFRERHERBIET]  REHFREFSEEER
R .

- AT ETI S R IMBII NS L REER - SATIME A EREE -

- RIS ESHRMEY AT RERMEHITE KGR -

F SIAEBAOT SRR L/ EENEE - AERIEHESHITEEE -

R AR R PUESGRE - TR Y SRR RS | ABHIREEERHE -
SEETHRIBETHIRRIGARRICH O RIES - A& 20E -

AR A A~



BLEANP R/ HER Matiing Tt 0 2o Manaing At T
SR

vty
Relerence Number:

161201-202456-90217
RN

Deadline for submission.

09/12/2016
R BRI

Date and time of submission: 011272016 20:24:36

FIRACHRE R FEIR

The application no. to which the comment relates: YA-DB2
THREBERA, &R/20

Name of person making this comment: Fe&E Mr. Lo

EREN

Details of the Comment :

AR MR ERIRNERTE - BRAOT :

[FI#ALHRE - BEEER LA 2RI - RET RN RRIRE -

FET PSRRI R LR - SR E S ERE -
MERGAEELSHRBE - ATREHSHRFERIERE -

- SIABRACOSIRA L NEENRE - ARRRUEINEERE -
- SR AR X BUFSEETE - SR E RUBE RS | AFRRIRREERNE -
St ENBRTHIGRGRNEI A L RER - BRT &2 -

- SE-HEREARBERR  BRLHWETRR - BRI RIMRE  FRERER |
DA RTERIAL - |
%fﬁll?%lﬁ&%%ﬁﬁﬁ CER - XEFEERERHERRED - SETRRARER R

RS -

AAY AAn - nAAvm A




| SR SR E A Msking Conunent ¢a Pi2ouing Applicete? / 2visw
i _,:\—% 5 >

i 161201-201841-21609

; Referense Number.

| SRR 091272016

+ Deadiine for submission:

! s T RIRER

{ Dare and dme of submission:

01/12/2016 20:18:41

| FRORR=RGS Y/-DB2
i The application no. 10 which the comment refates:
!

Lam

| THREEAL EBEE

i Name of person making this comment:

EREE
; Details of the Comment :

STRATRRETE]  RRLT -
[(TERELIHRE  BETEIHR RS - RETERNNEERE -
EXRSREERR  SHIHEERE - ANPHIRIMME - ERREER

BRI -
HESESTEN R CEADSRARLERRE)  BHINTERERE

1s
| mES
| 1 ErET R SOTAI R I TR - SBR AR -

i e

| FRESHEESNNRE - ATRRAHETRFERETRE -
| SAZEADTIRALIVGENEE  AEREETSHTERE -
R LSRR - FRRE SRR AR -
S ERE T B RSEA R - BB EE -

MNIIMA

IR AR oM Nnline MamrmonR 141301 3N1R41 NTANG Cammant V. LNR 12 himl

s
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135 T umen cp Porning Aoplhastion [ Davies

SFEG ) o
Reference Number: 161201-202639-3132¢

BRI 0971272016

Deadline {or subraission:

X OEEFEE
TEDL =l
Date and time of submnission: 01/12/2016 20:26:39

YRR P R
BHTRRIPHEER Y/A-DB/2

The application xo. to which the comment relates:

r
RERA £H/ER %+ Ms. TRACEY LEUNG ;
Name of person making this comment: i

BR*E

Details of the Comment :

A REEMENERNY - ERLT ¢

TEALERE - FEEL IR RNEE - REAREESEERE -
- 6—ECHEAEERR SPIHETEE - RETIENILNEE -

DABAEHR AL -
- SHUEERERSDE - RR - RENEFRERNERRERT - BETREEERERS

e -

- RS R E IR SRETFERE -

- FREEEESRENE AU REMETRFAREERGS -
- SIABEADTXHALNEENEE  ARREETSSNBES i
- BB BRSNS - ISR EFCRERIIASOAERE - L
- S BB ERANERAARER BETERE - 2

LAy AL e 2 e e AT ETANT ANALIA T8IV M W T TYD R SV PaaZaletalsl

oie 72 gt - = o o ——
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varg. |
i

| rRERA, &

R R L

LI ~ I3
. oS A/ IR HE R Mating Comment 1 Planning Applieaticn / Revicw
= 314

i Reference Number:

161201-202003-08882

| XA i

! Deadline for submission: 09/12/2016

| ssseamRm

| Date and time of submission: 01/12/2016 20:20:03
Y/1-DB/2

ARORESETEN

The application no. to which the cemment relates:

LI S5 Mr. Tsang

Name of person making this comment:

RS
Details of the Comment :
AXFERRBDRYIREHY - FEROT :

S ERLERE - Eﬂ§%iﬁ$@ﬂﬁ% &#*DE&WEEX&
SI—HCHENBERR  BPDFEERE - AR PatRbMRE - B2 REER

DUALYEHEIAD -
SAEFRALRE - BR - VETASERERNERRED - REHFRERRERS

RS -
SRS RR I AE LS - SXERSERE -
FREANEESHAEY  ATRRMETRFERZLARES -
SIAERADTIHALNGEOEE - AEREHESONTERE -
EFF ERE XSRS  IRBEESR(URERS  AFIIRBRN -
ST AR SR B R R - RBTERIE -

A1L1AAT ANAANT ABOOA Macecaant YV T TR ALl AANY
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BUSBISE B ZBEER 7 2T 2 Ve i e | e
SHGY
Reference Numibey: 161201-203513-87285 '

i
PRI )
Dreadline foy submission: 05122016

i
R BB

Date and time of submission:

01/12/2016 20:35:13 \
FIBRUIRL B 5 4RO

The application no. to which the comment relates: YA-DB2 \
TIRERA #EB0H .

Name of person making this comment: /I Miss Choy

BRMH

Details of the Comment :

AR BRI - FROT :

FTHALHRIE - REEFAELST ZOME . RETESLORERRE -
- S—HOAKARERR - SR INETRE - SEPORRETHRE  BREKER
A ETHEIA D -

g’rl‘lAE%riéﬁﬁﬁﬁ CRR - ERTEERE RHERAED
s -

cmstrmmaEEnel !
 HE RO YRR UM LIRS  SRETEHERE -

- RS ESRENE  APRRMESREERE RS -

- SIAEEAOFEHALEENEE  AERBHRESNETEEE -
- BiF AR ERIBEERNG - BRI BRI R S AR -

. BRI RS R A SR IR RS RIE -




£ 4533
L

Lo

Tens-eenton T

f
{i DM S RPEE B M,
| By= 161201-202140-50636

,’ Refersnse Nuabeor:

{
| smzemmns

{ Desdline o7 sabmission:

09/12/2016

01/12/2016 20:21:40

i

| BELBERSE

i Date and time of submission:
i =

| HHESH NS Hm Y/1-DB2

g The application no. 1o which the comment relates:
- »
| RSB EBER s Mr. Wong

j Name of person making this comment:

| wamn

, Derails of the Comment :

I I—L&)ﬁﬁiﬁﬁéf&?w&ﬁ#ﬂ "REAT -

[TEALE - RESELYT ROME | RETOSNGSESE -
sI—EDABIRBERR - FRLHHTRE - AN ONHRENRE  BEREER

N EH

[Fe
|PAESEESAL -
- STRIESFILEHR - HE - RESFAFARRHERALET F FATREEBERR

BRS .
- TR AR I RIS LR - SBEAERE -

- FRBRTEEESURNY  RATREMEHRFEREFERE -
- SIAEBAORXFET/NEECEE - RERERESNTEES -
- B8 RA RGBSR - MR R EBRER S AFRIRERN -

BRI TSRV ERT AR EE  RIETERE -

PERVER Bat- B AT

et A

19 et A ALY, ar M e VEVANY ADANAN DNELL

NN £
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Rt*ﬁﬁ‘lbﬁél/!lhm,;ﬂxﬁ, e T S v gaee /‘ - S
st} )

Reference Number:

161201-205821-85731

R

Deadiine for submission: 03/1212016
2% B S R

Date aud time of submission: 011272016 20:58:21
TR LR M AR

The application no. to which the comment relates: YA-DBR2

i
HERA, BE/B0 S Mr. C H Kong
Name of person making this comment:

BREH

Details of the Comment :

It fully support the proposal since it will creat more job opportunity.

33 I ALY ~ A1 €1ANT AAGONT 08T PR T B e an
\
e AV WA and A Mmlina Mame
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[ ot G B TE B SIS M ks O v e o Plamning o prtization { fRevizw

{ B EES 161201-202308-00597

! Refercuce Number:

'

I

| BRI

/ Deadtine for submission: 0971212016

| BB RS 01/12/2016 20:23:08

{ Date and time of submission:
i
HaEE R H RS Y/L.DB/

The application no. to which the comment relates:

THRERA, &R/IER /Ml Miss GRACE MAK

Name of person making this comment:

| BREH
f Details of the Comment :
I

AXFHRERBARRN  FROT

| [FTEAIHRE - FESR LT RO - REUTEEANEERE -
C—HERNABEMR  BPALHRERE - 58PVt RLRE  BEREER

ABHFTHEIAL -
SNEERERIE - AR - XBEHEFRERMERELES  SETTHRERERR

BE

FHRE X E BB I AYE R4S - SIBE T EHREE -

FRRSBEESARBEY - ATRRMEHRFEREERE -

- SIABRADTRHEL/NGENEE - RERIERESHTERE -
e Lo BB - FrRR YR BRI AMCIRRSEE -

RS BRERHIRENRT B A RS R ERA -
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Reference Number: 161201-210911-17474

SRR :
Deadline for submission: 0_9,12/2016

SRR EMRENY , ~

Date and time of submission: 01/32/2016 21:09:11 :
] iR

A Eﬂ&']ﬁ_ﬁﬂ ﬁgﬁﬁﬁ ) B

The application no. to which the comment relates:

FRERA 55T
Name of person making this comment: Ffe M. Yam

i
EREH '=
Details of the Comument :

I supported the idea due to the following: v
= It optimises the land use at Area 6f in Discovery Bay. i '
* The new plan will create more job opportunities, which will tring in meny social and econems § |
c benefits to the society and citizens.
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AN

R
. RS B IEHUE R Mo king T2 oot on Jlanning AppKeation ¢ 1ceview
SHE 161201-210639-78342

- Reference Nuwmber:

SR 09/12/2016
| Deadline for submission:

IRERRE 01/12/2016 21:06:39

Date and time of submission:

i
f
i
| RGRNBHEN
| The application no. to which the comment rclates: YI-DB/2
i TERREAL EL/ER. ) /NE Miss Trene Kwok
i Name of person making this comment:

|

Et

| Details of the Comument

’l ﬁ‘geed with the proposal since it will offer additional posts in both construction and many indu
! letries, - A . . 3
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Reference Number: 161201-213004-58253

HESTRS

Deadljne for submission: 091272016

X BMREE

Date and tine of submission: 01/12/2016 21:30:04

AR B RT

-DB/
The application no. to which the comment refates: Y/-DB/2

TRERA, #2210

- . /j<$8 Miss Ip
Name of person making this comment:

RN

Details of the Comment :

EATF R BB R FRWOT -

EIE R LR - REES DR ROEE - RUTEARENEERE -

- Si—HERBABERR  BRIHETER - RETOHKIETRE  EBRKER
DABSAEIAL -
'iﬂﬁﬁmiﬁﬂm‘ﬁﬁ*ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁi&ﬁ@ﬁﬁ%ﬁ'ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁiﬁﬁiﬁ
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- B LAE QBRI - MR EREBERSIAREIREGR -
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! SEAF R HEXRDEE Moikhg Comment 20 Planning A ppuessgn / Raview
{ BEQEE
161201-213106-53949

I References Number:

;%ﬁﬁﬁ

j Desdline for subnuission:
|

09/12/2016

! e
| RXBASREEY

i Date aud time of submission: 0111212016 21:31:06
1

1

| R S R

HE=): R

j The application no. to which the comment relates: Y/-DB/2

7hiE Miss Leung

Name of person making this comment:

frEEEAJ&%%ﬁ
|

| BRHE

Deetails of the Comment :
AT RE Ry RRTE - REAT -
SR HRE - BEER I T EANE SRR EREE -
- 6-SERFRELRR  SFEINBETRE - SEPLHRLLIMEE  ZRRRER

af
L SERHRAL -
SEETEEEE - AR - REAESERRHERAES RIS ERRE

i
FHETUXEMRREIMND LIRS - STEEERE -
FRRSHERESHRART - AMRRMETRFRE KB -

- SIABEEAORXHETNRENEE ABREHESINTERE -
Ty Lt MR ERR - SRR ES(LBRERS [ AMAHRERR -
FEIERYNERAFENA LY BETERME -

A=t
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S !
Reference Number: 161201-213209-29881 H
R 1
Deadline for submission: 0911212016 !
X H RO !
Date and time of submission: 0112/2016 21:32:09 \
FRREIRE SRR R \
The application no. to which the comment relates: Y/-DB2 l‘
i
TIRERA ) ERIER . !
Name of person making this comment: I Miss Cherry
I
B R !
Details of the Comment : '
EINE I A S s TR T ¥
BT B L RR - RS HAROME - REFRRENBRESE - it

- S EAEHBARERR  BATCEERE - SHCENIIEE B2ErEs ||
DABSRTEEIAC »

=]

i
;ﬂ?‘l‘!’lE%ﬁEEﬁiﬁﬁE C R XEHESEERHERSEN  fETREEEE |
B - ‘

- FEt RIS R RIMBI B TR - SREITERE - |
- MR REAISESRENE - ATREMETRFEREERE - i
- SIAEERACTNHAL/EENEE AERREESOHBERE - '
e THEE R ARG - BTG R(URGIRS I AT -
BRI RE AR KRR - RET SR -
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; R PAMIZBHES Making Conmumnent on Planning Application / Rem

[ W@y
‘ 161130-221540-29739

! Reference Number:

IR 09/12/2016

Deadtline for submission:

R B RS 30/11/2016 22:15:40

Date and time of submission:

BRI ERER Y/-DB/2

The application no. to which the comment relates:

THREBRA R 7N Miss Elaine Kwong

Name of person making this comment:

B R

Detaiis of the Comment :

support the application since the new plan will create more job opportunities, which will bring
in many social and economic benefits to the society and citizens.
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FIRMEHFEZEYER Making Comment on Planning Application [ freview
Reference Number:

161130-221738-85271
it 0

Deadtine for submission:

09/12/2016
1232 B RS- .
Date and time of submission: 3071172016 22:17:2%
AR RB R R

The application no. to which the comment relates: Y/1-DB2

TRERA, GE/BiE

Name of person making this comment:

BRHH

Details of the Comment :

Se4 Mr. Mathrew Lo

e

I agreed with the proposal as the residential use is responsive to the housing market, and can pro!
ide more housing choices and enhance the quality of life.
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e

S AT WL K Making Comment oa Plauning Appiscatca / Keview

| 9%
f ,:zm“ Nombes: 161201-12257-554%2

| B .
iDadm for submissson: 990,220:6

£

i

IE. >4 2N

! H. p 01/12/2016 212,57

| Date and time of submussion:

' HHRGEN R

The application ov. 1o which the cumment reiates: YA-b&2

TRRAA, LR 24 Ms Lam

Name of persun making this comment:

EEnw
Details of the Comment

; [To mantain the unuque positioning and competitiveness of DB m Hong Kong and Lantau, | sup
i the spplication.
L
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BN L XA M

Heferemce Sumber:

mIBR .

By’ rinA
Deadling lor submistvn Giror
" R

s & g
" Date and tume of sebmassion: IRy 17 A e BT e ]

1
WU AR EREY
" The application as. to which the tymment relates: Y1082

g 5 1. V% 27

i Name of person makiny this comment: T M Ko

12 ]
. Details of the Comment :

| supported the application as 1t optimizes of the Lzand use has g sder ation. Wi o RTRK
; 7 gven due onxiderstion W YR8
mﬁp mﬁ:r{mxe, visual, wraffic and capacrty of the comerty. The dengn is went
ve jacent deve.opment and rataral : -
the relationship with the e} ,‘gmlxhugvm&zrewd&thh

A
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PEMS LOMMENt Submission
N 4545
SRS e /IR B R Making Comment on Planning Application / Review
s 161201-121523-94568

Reference Number:

HEXRA 09/12/2016

Deadline for submission:

BB FR A 01/12/2016 12:15:23

Date and time of submission:

FRAEIAR B R Y/-DB/2

The application no. to which the comment relates:

TRERA 55 gtk Mr. Ho

Name of person making this comment:

B R

Details of the Comment :

[To ensure the healthy and sustainable growth of DB. I support.
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Comments on the Third Information Submitted in Support of the Section 12A
Application No. Y/I-DB/2 to amend Discovery Bay Outline Zoning Planning for
rezoning the permissible case from Staff Quarters to Flats at Area 6f,
Discovery Bay

¢

As a resident owner in Woodgreen Court in Parkvale Village in Discovery Bay, [ made a submission
to your Board on'7 April 2016 and a further submission on 6 July 2018 both objecting strongly to this
Application by the Hong Kong Resort Company Limited.

I have now seen the further Third Submission of Information which has been supplied to you by the
Hong Kong Resort Company Limited and | wish to lodge a further objection to the manner in which
this Application is being pursued because this further information stitt does not address the various
shortcomings and omissions in the original Application or the Second Submission of infermation by

the Applicant.

My response to the Third Submission of Information made on behalf of the Applicant is to draw to,
your attention the things pertinent to the Application which it doesn’t say and the imporiant matters
raised in previous objections which it does not address fully or 2t ail.

it is of great concem that objections and issues raised by myself and by others including our
representatives, the Parkvale Village Owners Commitiee, have gone unanswered by the Board and
do not appear to have been investigated or given the importance and considerations they deserve by
the relevant Government Departments and agencies responsible for safeguarding the public and the
common good. | would like to know why these departiments are able to ignore significant issues of
health, safety and public amenity leaving the Application to be considered without taking into account
serious issues of public interest which the Applicant and Government Departments have failed to
address. It appears that anything with negative connotations is being downplayed or ignored by the
Board and Government generaily.

The following are the Main Issues which | and others have highlighted before and which
continue to receive inadequate attention or no attention at all. Any of these Issues by
themseives should result in this Application being rejected.

A. Traffic Inpact Assessment

This document is a high level study of the external and internal main roads in Discovery Bay.
This document’is a complete whitewash and even with the latest update does not address the

major traffic impacts which are refevant.

As regards the statistics and information provided with regard to the main Discovery Bay
Road, the study fails to address the compounding traffic congestion which will be caused
concurrently with the proposed Area 6f development, should it go ahead are;

a}

D] Heavy construction traffic related to the redevelopment of the transport terminus
adjacent to the Piaza and Pier over a pericd of at least 2 years.

ii) For a similar period further congestion created by all of the internal and external
bus services refocating from the off-street terminus to numerous new bus stops
along the short stretch of Discovery Bay Road in front of the Fire Station which will

also be impacted
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i) !-Ieavy construction !raf(ic related to the proposed develapment of Area 10b
impacting and compoundiig the construction traffic from the transport terminus

Adevelopment and the bus stop congestion,

iv)  All of the above compounding with this proposed Area 8f construction traffic.

b)  The Traffic Impact study ceases at the junction of Discovery Vailey Rdad with Parkvale
Drive. No attempt has been made to assess the impact on regular passenger bus
scheduies, school busses, emergency vehicles, maintenance and delivery vehicles and
private golf carts which use this sub-standard, narow and winding road which is the only
access to Parkvale and Midvale Villages.

i) Parkvale Drive is so narrow and winding that busses are unable to pass vehicles
in the other direction unless one of them pulls over to the side and stops. Two
large trucks cannot pass thus creating a road block.

iiy Tha private residential driveway from the top of Parkvale Drive by Weodbury Court
and extending behind the Woods is much narrower than Parkvale Drive.

iii) Blockage of Parkvale Drive or the Woods driveway would prevent access by police,
fire and ambulance emergency vehicles not only to the Parkvale Blocks and the
construction site on Area Bf but also the whole of adjacent Midvale Village which is

4 totally dependent on Parkvale Drive.

iv)  The private driveway behind the Woods is a pedestrian precinct with only
occasicnal and careful intrusion of busses and a few other vehicles which are
aware of the safety issues of sharing the driveway with pedestrians, children
playing and the elderly exercising. This is & serious safety issue creating both a
heavy traffic hazard and loss of amenity.

v} All of these issues and more are dealt with in detail under points 1 to 6 of my
submission dated 7 April 2016 and net a single question or consideration appears
to have been raised by any of the relevant departments including Fire Services
Department, Transport Depariment or the Labour Department responsible for
safety on construction sites,

vi)  We reiterate that the proposed use of Parkvale Drive and the Woods private
pedestrian passageway is totally unsuitable and inadequate for both construction
traffic and for subsequent passenger, goods traffic and emergency access to Area
6f. Both the existing Parkvale residents and future Area 6f residents, should this
Application be approved, are totally refiant on bus access through this route.

vii)  This Application should not be approved unless separate access to Area 6f directly
from Discovery Valley Road is provided. &

Sewage Disposal

The Applicant has changed the proposals for sewage disposal yet again as each of its previous
proposals has been rejected. The current proposal for an individual treatment unit for Area 6f is

unrealistic, inadequately detailed and documented and is 2 potential health, water and air
pollutant hazard.

a) ltis proposed to site the sewage treatment unit on Area 6f. This is a restricted and steep
site and no indication is given as to where this unit could be safely located
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i) Most of the flat site is proposed to be taken up with the two residential blocks.

ii) Due to the steep nature of the site there is concern that the unit may not be able to
be constructed safely.

iti} if it is placed on a ledge on the hillside it will be most unsightly to residents gf
Crystal and Coral Courts and possibly the residents of the Woods. It may also be
unstable in the event of a future landslip.

iv)  This Third Submission promises to keep or replace most of the trees and the
natural vegetation which binds the slopes. Installation of the sewage treatment unit
will require the removal of many of these trees and a significant amount of the
vegetation which may result in instability of the slope material,

v) The report indicates that steps will be taken to prevent odours from escaping from
the system but it is uniikely that this will be 100% successful resulting in harmtul
fumes affecting the residents on Area 6f, Crystal and Coral Courts and the Woctis.
This will be unpleasant, a health hazard and quite unacceptable from a planning

permission point of view.

vi) No indication is given as to where the effluent pipeline will be placed with the
potential disruption to adjacent properties from its installation and subsequent
maintenance.

b) It is proposed that the effiluent will be discharged into Tai Pak Bay adjacent to the ferry

pier and the existing stormwater outflow. Various references are made to the effluent
outflows being within “Water Quality Objectives” but the plan does not take account of

the surroundings.

i) The plans suggest that the adjacent shorelines are far enough away and that there
is open water out of the bay towards the harbour.

i) Tai Pak Bay is generally very shallow, the area around the pier needs regular
dredging, and the water is continually churned up by ferries running a regular 15
minutes to 30 minutes schedule throughout the day and most of the night

i) The proposed outfall is adjacent to the ferry pier, to the residentia! properties in La
Costa and the populous waterfront promenade.

The near and shallow area to the outfall also is adjacent to a large number of

iv)
restaurants on D Deck and the very popular beach where children play and swim
or paddie throughout the year.

v) The submission states that *suspended solids, E Coli and ammonia” will be

acceptable quantities. Given the use and occupancy of the adjacent waters and
shoreline we do not consider that the introduction of such poliutants in any quantity

is acceptable.

EPD have asked the Applicant to provide better and acceptable plans and data in
support of their proposal for sewage treatment and efficient disposal and we do
not believe that this has been done.

vi)

We believe that the current proposals for this stand-alone sewage treatment unit and effluent
disposal are a poor substitute for a proper and permanent system and until sewage disposal
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through proper public utilities to the Siu o Wan Treatment Plant can be made, this Application
should b&rkjected.

We are concerned that the relevant departments, Drainage Services Department and the
Environmental Protection Department as well as the Department of Hgalth are tuming a blind
eye to this development. Their role is to improve a healthy environment but in fact they appear
through their inaction to be condoning increased unhealthy pollution by aliowing an additional
source of suspended solids, E Coli and Ammonia to be discharged into shallow water adjecent
to a residential area, public facilities and the public recreational beach and swimming area of a
residential and tourist beach resort. This is quite irresponsible and unacceptable.

Water Supply b

In the absence of a proper public treated potable water supply, the Applicant proposes to
rejuvenate the long disused water treatment plant near the reservoir. This was originally used
to supply Discovery Bay in its early days but was terminated as soon as a proper and quality

guaranteed supply became available from the Government Water Treatment Plant at Siu Ho
Wan.

] Like the sewage proposal, this is a very weak and unsatisfactory arrangement in the long
g term for in excess of 1,000 new residents.
ii) Unlike the public supply, there are no checks or guarantees that water quality from this
rejuvenated source will be properly maintained.
iiy = DB residents are concerned as to who will pay for this water supply upgrade and

operation and maintenance ongoing. It will be too expensive for Area &f residents to pay
for but other non-users should not have to foot the bill.

Wa are concerned that Water Supplies Department and the Depariment of Health are failing to
adequately address the provision of a long term and safe potable water supply to the proposed

Area 8f development and we do not see any guarantees as to the quality or continued supply or
any monitoring thereof.

Permitted Population in Discovery Bay

Current plans and agreements permit a total population of 25,000 pecple in Discovery Bay. The
current population is estimated at some 17,500.

a) Each new residential development either approved or planned is looked at in isolation
and no figures are released as to the total aggregate population ievel being reached.
With the proposed developments in Area 6f an&“Area 10b plus the extensive
development area beyond the tunnel at the north end there would seem to be every
likelihood of the 25,000 iimit being exceeded with the resultant strain on facilities and

utilities but this aspect is not addressed by the Town Planning Board which looks at each
aspect in isolation.

b) Serious questions are being asked about the past and future allocation of undivided
shares in the total development and whether these have been correctly allocated in
accordance with the Deed of Mutual Covenant in the past. No further development areas,
or increase in sanctioned areas, shouid be approved until this issue has been properly
resolved. Against the Lands Department’s queries on this issue as to whether there are
sufficient undivided shares left for allocation to the proposed Area 6f development, the
Applicant has answered that “this is commercially sensitive information”, This is a
cover-up of important information which Discovery Bay owners are entitled to know and
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which demands a cublic answer to the Lands Department. Until a satisfactory answer is
received ‘0 this valid question, approval of this rezoning Application should be withheld.

Local impact and Amenity

tn their original Application, the Applicants have stated that the proposed development in Area
St will have “no adverse impact on adjacent areas”. This is absolutely untrue. All of the
nformation provided by the Applicant has deliberately treated Area 6f in total isolation and has
carefully and deliberately avoided any reference to adjacent areas to the extent that Area 6f

might be thought to be surrounded by greenfield sites with clear access and no obstacles to the
provision of utilities.,

a)  Wih regard tc the adjacent Parkvale Village:

i)

.

i)

i)

v)

vi)

Y
it
i

i)

i)

The proposed construction and future residential traffic access is through the

narrcw private driveway which is a largely pedestrian precinct behind the three
Weods blocks.

This Area 6f development will destroy the personal safety and lifestyle ambiance
of the three Parkvale Woeds high rise blocks.

Parkvale Village will suffer noise and air pollution from the construction and
residential traffic that the development will generate.

The construction work of utility installation and construction traffic will disrupt bus
and pedestrian access for Woods residents.

The preposed sewage treatment plant in Area 6f will create unpleasant and
unheaithy odours and fumes which will seriously affect the health and life -
enjoyment of Parkvale residents.

The bulk of the closely adjacent high-rise blocks on Area 6f will destroy the open
hillside landscape views enjoyed by Parkvale residents and will block out the sky
and will disrupt the light and air movement from behind the village.

The trafiic, noise and dust together with the loss of safety and amenity, disruption
to bus services and the deterioration of the local environment and lifestyle

enjoyment will result in a serious drop in property and rental values in the Woods
high-rise blocks.

)] Wth regard ‘o the wider Discovery Bay:

The usage and potential blockage by heavy construction trucks of Parkvale Drive
will impact access to both Parkvale and the adjacent Midvale Villages not only by
the critical and indispensable bus services but also access to both villages by
emergency fire, ambulance and police vehicles.

The heavy construction traffic to build on Area 6f will impact the bus services and
other tre¥ic on Discovery Valley Road and Discovery Bay Road which is not
mentioned in the Traflic Impact Assessment.

The discharge of sewage effluent after only primary screening into the shallow Tai
Pa% bay which is central to the public and recreational areas of DB Plaza and D
Deck Pestaurants, the resort swimming beach and the La Costa residential area
wil sroduce a serious hezith and odour problem and the potential for red tide
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which will senously zffect the residents of La Costa and Beach V'iages 277 ait
Discovery Bay residents and visitors from outside who wish to use and enjoy e
dining and leisure facilities of the resort.

iv)  Pollution of Tai Pak Bay will be detrimentat to the restaurant 2nd other businesszes
in D Deck and the Plaza and may result in the cancallztion of such popular sublic
events as the annual Dragon Boat races in the Bay and activities such as beach
rugby and volleyball as well as children’s Easter Egg hunts on the beach.

The impact of this proposed Area 6f development, contrary to the statement in the Agphication
that there is no adverse impact on adjacent areas which is quite unirue, is clearly {ar reaching
and in fact will impact the lives not only of adjacent village residents but indeed the heaith and
enjoyment of all Discovery Bay residents and visitors including tourists who stay 2t the focal
Auberge Hotel. Thus the impacts are both to health and Ifestyle as well as economic.

The statements and issues commented on herein are a summary and updated expansion cr hose
contained in my previous Objection Submissions dated 7 April 2016 and § July 2016 which are

appended hereto as Annexure 7 April 2016 and Annexure 6 July 2016 and form part of this Stztemen:
of Objection.

We tryst that this totally inadequate and misleading Application will be given closer and more critics!

consideration by the relevant Government Departments and the Board and will be rejected on muiticie
grounds.




Annexure
7 April 2016

Comments on the Section 12A Application Y/I-DB/2

to amend Discovery Bay Outline Zoning Planning for rezoning the permissible

case from Staff quarters to flats at Area 6f, Discovery Bay

As a resident owner in Woodgreen Court in Parkvale Village, Discovery Bay | wish to strongly object
to the Application by the Hong Kong Resort Company Limited which has been developed without

reference 1o or consultation with the affected DB residents of the adjacent Parkvale Village and which
takes no account of the environmental, safety and financial impacts thereto.

Summary of Major Issues
These are dealt with in the body of this paper but include:

A

The Application is defective in that it deliberately omits any information on issues of a negative
na_ture which need to be taken into account or glosses over them without any clear mitigation
being addressed and in several cases makes statements which are factually incorrect. The

Application should be rejected until all material facts have been disclosed for transparent
consideration.

The Application proposes access to Area 6f for both construction vehicles and future transport
and delivery vehicles via “an extension of Parkvale Drive". This is not true. Parkvale Drive
terminates some hundreds of meters away at the Midvale Village turn-off. The proposal
indicates using the Woods private village driveway which is created as a pedestrian access to
the three residential blocks and on which busses and occasional delivery vehicles intermingle
carefully taking consideration of the family pedestrian traffic with which they share it.

The Application makes no clear proposals with regard to the provision of utilities to Area 6f. No
approval to proceed with residential development should be granted unless adequate and safe
potable and flush water supplies and acceptable disposal for sewage and storm water are
identified to ensure no degradation of the current utility provision to Parkvale Village.

The proposed access arrangements seriously endanger and inhibit access by fire services and

police vehicles to both the construction site and the existing occupied residential blocks in case
of an emergency.

The Application presents the proposed Area 6f development as an extension of the existing
Woodbury/Woodgreen/Woodland community of Parkvale Village but in reality they are separate
in location and different in design and occupancy nature. The concept that the much bigger 6f
development can live off the existing Parkvale access, transport and utilties is an atterppt to cgt
corners and costs, will destroy the living environment and safety of the Woods and simply will

not work in practice. These fallacies are demonstrated by the detailed Map which follows in
Fig. A.

The degradation of environment, lifestyle, bus services and personal safety will hgve a negative
impact on sale and rental values of the five existing high-rise blocks in Parkvale Village.
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The following comments refer to the relevant numbered sections from the Application.

1.0

20

4.0

5.0

Introduction — No comment

The Application - This has been submitted without any notification to or consultation with the
Parkvale Village owners and residents who will be directly affected and whose amenity and
safety has been gven no consideration.

The Application Site — Area 6f

8)

b)

¢

This is not a joint area with Parkvale. It is a quite distinct area of hillside separated from
Parkvale by other open space.

Use of the site for minor 9 meter high Staff quarters was not an unreasonable
assumption given that it would not detract from the hillside skyline view from the Woods,
from Crystal and Corai or from the Plaza or ferry pier. The massive blocks now proposed
will destroy the skyline, the outlock from the Woods and may adversely affect the wind
pattern.

With significant earthworks on the Area 6f platform site to increase the size to cater for
the much larger development, there is serious danger of flood water or even a landslip
affecting Crystal and Coral Courts during at least one almost inevitable deluge black
rainstorm during the construction period.

Concept Plan

a)

b)

c)

In summary the plan appears to be to build excessively large residential blocks on an
unsuitable steep hillside with inadequate access for vehicles, pedestrians and utilities.

The indicated number of flats in the new development is 476 which compares with the
current 252 in the three Woods blocks. The number 3 bus which serves Parkvale on a
generally 15 minute schedule aligned with the ferries is atways over-full at peak hours
and weekends. 1t is not clear from the plan of the proposed development whether there is
provision for a bus tumaround or whether that population wili need to walk through to the
paved area behind the Woods where the bus stop is currently situated. Either way the
additional new population will itself be almost double the existing Woods population so
that there is no way the space or the busses will be able to cope. Bus transportation is
essential at Parkvale Village and above due to the steepness of the road up the hill
which is not walkable as a commute.

The concept plan deals purely with works proposed within the Area 6f site boundary and
indicates that no mitigation will be required outside the boundary. This is totally incorrect
as extensive siteworks including breaking out rock outcrops, some as close to the Woods
blocks as the bus turnaround at the cul-de-sac to create new road access between the
Woods and Area 6f. This would further be exacerbated by the need to install utilities in
trenches through this new access and the Woods private pedestrian paved area. How
these could be faid through this already very narrow passageway without completely
stopping all traffic access is not clear.

6.0 Engineering Studies

3)

The various Engineering Studies are notable for the aspects that they do not comment
on. The studies assume no problems with access and that simple upgrades will deal with
glaring utilities deficiencies.
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b)

)

Study on Drainage, Sewerage and Water Supply

A Working Group of the City Owners Committee has been made aware of sen.008
shortcomings with the existing sewerage design and major works wou!l seerm
needed to accommodate the development proposed for Area 8f and addicnat.y
the very extensive development in Nim Shue Wan at Area 1018 Tr:g 1 nct just 2
local “upgrade”.

There are known shortages of both potable and flush water supplies to Discovery
Bay as a whole and therefore the provision of increasec supplies of safe waizr are
more than a local “upgrade”.

Some three years ago CLP Power proposed to install a larger cable up Parkvaie
Drive to the local substation as curmrent electricity supply to Parkvale and WMidvae
was “marginal’. This project was dropped because difficulties were founc
complicating cable installation. Clearly there is no surplus sucpiy o ‘eec e Arez
6f development so major cablelaying up the main roads and narrow Parva.e Drive
would be needed to service Area 6f.

With the significantly increased run-off from the new development arez anc cagvng
the existing storm water drains wouid be overtaxed resulting ir pack-up anc
flooding if extensive additional storm water drainage was not installed.

There is very real concem that poor or inadequate utilities provision wii; negativery
impact the existing Parkvale residential blocks with potential santatior: and neat~
issues.

Traffic Impact Assessment

The TIA is a broad view of access to Discovery bay and its mam roac voiu™es
does not address the proposed access route via Parkvale Drive anc ~e caver
area at the back of the Woods and as such is completely deficient anc of nc vaiLe
in considering the viability of the Applicant's proposal.

Parkvale Drive is only a local road, not a main road, is nAmow, steep and winaTg
and its road surface is already breaking up. Busses have to cross mtc the mige
of the road to negotiate the bends and other vehicles cannot pass the~ Wit~ arge
construction lorries and additional busses, the likelihood of Tafic ams or
accidents is high. This road is unsuitable for the proposed route.

The paved area of shared pedestrian and vehicle traffic behing the ~ree Woods
blocks has a decorative brick surface as is appropriate to s mterged 2uDose anc
this is already subject to areas of settlement due to the wewgnht of nusses anc
delivery trucks. It is not designed for and will not cope with “eavy constructior
traffic or the higher traffic volumes when the developmenrt s compete

With potentially three times the current popuilat:on from the combinec biocks Dea+
time bus services will need to be increased from one to possitle three As wa™ one

bus in the cul-de-sac no other vehicles can mapeuver especiady whie (he bus
makes a three point tum, the situation wath extra busses woulkd beco™me
unmanageable.

y



d)

e)

I . |
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. Heavy trucks grinding up the steep hill on Parkvale Dnve will make a great deal of
noise which will disturb all of the residents of Parkvale. Empty trucks travelling
downhill at spesd will constitute a danger to other vehicles, pedestrians and
residential property and ils occupants in the case of a brake failure.

. The Woods paved area driveway is very narrow with the corner of Woodbury only
11cm from the edge of the camageway. It seems uniikely that large equipment
such as earthmoving, piling gear or tower crane segments not to mention long re-
bar trucks could safety transit this constricted area if at all. In any event there
would be no safe place for pedestrians with such heavy equipment or construction
or concrete trucks psssing.

. The TIA refers to Discovery Valley Road as the main road towards Area 6f but
does not report on the traffic condition and impact on Parkvale Drive or the Woods
private paved driveway. This possibly reflects the obvious probiems with that as an
access route and the TIA consultants may have assumed a separate direct access
higher up Discovery Valley Road as a more suitable and appropriate access to the
Area 6f construction site and residential complex.

. The Applicant should be required to submit a further proposal including a more
appropnate viable and safe access both for the construction traffic and as a
permanent roadway directly off Discovery Valley Road failing which this
Application should be rejected.

Emergency Vehicle Access

. In the event of two or more construction vehicles and a bus meeting on the narrow
and steep sloping driveway up to the Woods or on the narrow paved area behind,
the ensuing accident or inability to move may prevent emergency services
vehicles of police and fire services including ambulances from accessing the
construction site or the three Woods residential blocks. Should such situation
develop on narrow Parkvale Drive then the whole of both Parkvale Village and
Midvale Village could become inaccessible to emergency vehicles.

. The potential for blockage of access for emergency vehicles to the three Woods
high-rise blocks, the construction site and ultimately two more larger blocks should
be referred to the Police and Fire Services Department for their requirements and
may aiso create problems with the Construction Sites Safety Ordinance.

Construction impact on the Community

. Site formation of Area 6f on a large scaie, the construction of two massive 18
storey blocks and the related construction traffic, dust and noise as well as the

imposition of some hundreds of construction workers into the vicinity will have an
enormous detrimental impact on the Parkvale community.

] Apart from transportation issues, the provision of adequate toilet facilties for
workers to a high enough standard of sanitation and to prevent smells should be
an absolute requirement.

. if the construction of Area 6f proceeds at the same time as the other proposed
Nim Shue Wan cevelopment on Area 10b then significant disruption to traffic and
pusses on Discovery Bay Road and throughout the community at large may occur
and these would be exacerbated by any likely need for trenchworks in the roadway
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for p(OVlsion of additional sewerage, potable water and storrnwater piees ard
electricity cables.

f) Safety

. The passageway behind the lhree Woods residential blocks is a narrow ul-de-sac
in a garden setting with incidental vehicle access by busses anc¢ occasiora
delivery vehicles but is primarily a pedestrian way with brick paving and as such
there are no separate footpaths. Children play ball and ride therr picycles and
scoolers in this area, the elderly walk there for exercise and residents wali therr
many dogs there. The Wood's blocks entrances open directly onto the bre«
pedestrian way with no barriers or protection. The intraduction of heavy
construction vehicles into this totally unsuitable environment is very likely tc resuit
in residents being hurt or killed.

. This private driveway is only 6 meters wide and is constrained by the rock siope
on one side and the residential buildings on the other. There is no rcom for iarge
vehicles to pass. The steep slope up to Woodbury creates one blind spot and the
corner of the Woodbury block which encroaches to 11am from the edge of the
driveway is another already dangerous blind spot for both vehicies and for
pedestrians existing Woodbury. The driveway is simply not wide enough for we
trucks or a truck and a bus to pass and the three point turn bus turmarounc at 'ne
end of the cul-de-sac is already a difficult driving maneuver even now withcu: ine
introduction of through traffic to the construction site and subsequenty '~e
vehicular traffic needed to service the much large new residential Sioces 7-2
driveway paved area is simply not large enough to accommcdate ail of trese exira
vehicles with traffic jams, bus delays and pedestrian accidents teing ‘neviate
The cul-de-sac was not designed for thorough traffic and with the increased iraffic
flows generated by the construction and operational phases the lmited scace « i
not comply with design codes for EVAs, vehicle and pedestrian access

. The proposal to use this Woods passageway route to the 6f site is ill-concervec,
unviable and introduces serious personal safety risks for both adults and cruigren
which are totally unacceptable both legally and morally.

g)  General Access

. The present level of traffic in the Woods passageway cul-de-sac is irmtec ¢ the
regular bus service, occasional delivery trucks and fumiture remcva: va~s ~re
cars and golf carts. When more than one large vehicie s present. came’.’
maneuvering is required to accommodate them. The proposed SoRSUUChOnN woLiC
introduce many times those numbers and with even larger and ionger venicies for
delivery of construction plant, spoil removal, delivery of construction matenats anc
concrete trucks. Also the provision of transport for the workers. Apart from
inadequate capacity, the road base and surface will not be able to cope with the
weight of these vehicles and will deteriorate with problems of surface water anc
potential damage to the utilities below. Once the new residenta biocks are
complete then the daily transport volumes will more than Joudie the:r curren: leve:

. The availability of unimpeded bus services s crit.Cai 1c the Saity doeration Of 'he
Woods high-rise residential blocks in oruer to meet ferry saling imes om e
Plaza Pier. If a blockage occurs with griclochea vehicles in the narrow 0ads. ihe
ability of the existing Parkvale residents to get 10 work. sChOG: O Mmedica: visits 8tc
on time will be curtailed with serous unacceptable disruptor 'c the bus services
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7.0

8.0

9.0

Gty trenches are 1o oo CuG NICLan Ne8& NariCw 1Ca0s anc pastajeviays thaehn
Ueihe will ve hiccred

Ing proposed access route 18 lOIaNY inadequate 1o Cope with (he needs of ihe
resgents ond thie Construction traffic as regards 1Ca0 Casaliy. S5aCe CONSUianis
Bnd the aoility of the exsting roads and Criveways 16 suppoil INE heavy venis
weights.

. A proper access to the new development «n Area 8¢ neads !0 be conslructed
Gructly off Oiscovery Valley Road or Oifiorwis ihis laros davelopment should not
be penmitted

Environmental Considerationy

The proposed development and access have given no cons:Geration 10 the axisting of future
anvironmental impact on Parkvaie Village.

It will introduce more traffic than the area is pnysically capable of handling
Heavy traffic noise nuisance

Construction site noise nuisance

Dust nuisance

Despoliation of natural vegetation on the hillside

Loss of open views of the natural skyline and hillsice

Security, safety and sanitation risks from construction workers

Destruction of village lifestyle and potential traumatic disturbance to children by
introduction of large noisy construction vehicles in close proximity into their environment.

Trees and Landscaping

Loss of many trees from the local landscape which has naturally regenerated since the
platform on Area 6f was cut 30 years ago.

Despoliation of the natural slopes adjacent to the bus turnaround for road and utility
works

Visual Amenity

The large bulk of the proposed 18 storey blocks will not only block the view of the skyline
behind the Woods and Crystal and Coral but by cutting out considerable sky view will
create a darkened and closed in environment.

Thne existence of attractive hillside views from the Parkvale flats is a significant factor in
their sale and rental values which can be expected to suffer.

0.0 Planning Assessment and Justification

No proper planning exercise has been undertaken as to the integration and development
of the Area Bf development into the overall situation of Parkvale Village. )
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. Reference to “very modest development intensities” is simply not true, At 478 new fiats
the new development is nearly twice as big es the existing Woods blocks which it seeks
to attach dself to. The Area 6f development will overwhelm the existing Perkvale and
destroy all of its amenity Aree 6f shouk! be developed as a separate new community

and be provided with its own separate access and ulilities directly off Discovery Valiey
Road

. There is no indication as to how the cost impacts of the new development on the existing
Woods access infrastructure will be met. It would be totally unreasonable if such

enticipated heavy maintenance or probably necessary reconstruction costs fell to
Parkvale Village owners.

11.0 Discovery Bay Population Figures
. No comment Figures shown are confusing and unclear.

. The proposed population increase proposed In Area 6f I3 too great for the local
environment and infrastructure.
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Annexiire i
6 July 2016 &

Sommants on the Further Information Submitted in Support of the Section 12A
Agolication No. Y/i-DB/2 to amend Discovery Bay Outline Zoning Planning for
raroning the permissible case from Staff Quarters 1o Flats at Area 6f,
Discovery Bay

As 3 "sacent ownar » Woodgreen Court in Parvale Vitiage in Oiscovery Bay, | made a suomission
0 vour Board on 7 Apri 2018 ovbjecting stroagly to this Appiication py the Hong Kong Reson
Company Lmalad.

i Mave now $@en thae Fumher Inionnation which has been supplied to you by the Hong Kong Resont
Company Limited and ! wish 10 locge a further objection to the manner in which this Application is
ceng ursuad because this further Information does not address the vanous shortcomings and
oMISONS N NS ONGinai Appiication which | and many others incluaing the Parkvale Village Owners
Sommitiee on behall of resicents drew to your attention in early April.

As the chjacuons and issues raised in my 7 Apnl 2018 submission have not been taken up or
answarad Dy the subsequent questions raised by Government Departments or responded to in the
Funner Information supplied by the Hong Kong Resort Company Limited | append that 7 April 2016
supmussion document as an annax hereto so that the detailed 1ssues may now be properiy considered
ang taken into account by the TPB.

racific main issues which in themselves should nulify this Application are highlighted as foilows but
any omission from the list of other detailed objections set out in the 7 April 2016 submission does not

maxa them any less vakd.
Highlignted Main Issues which the Applicant’s Further Information fails to address
1. Traffic Impact Assessment

This document is a high level study of the extemnal and intemal main roads of Discovery Bay
but makas no mention of the traffic impact to Parkvale Drive and environs which will be the
biggest traffic impact to vital public transport bus services and access for emergency vehicles
¢ Parkvale anc Midvale Villages and to the Area 6f construction site.

We quastion why the Transport Depariment and Fire Services Department in particular as well
as the Labour Depariment responsible for construction site safety have not investigated this
craicai issue,

~

Inadequacy of Village and Site Access

We nave pointed out that the proposed Parkvale Drive site access is simply not capable of
coping with the existing and construction traffic. Parkvale Drive is a steep and narrow road with
tignt curves. To negotiate these curves, the busses need to utilize the centre of the road so that
no other walfic can pass them. Due to the namrowness of this road, even on the few straight
sUretcnes, vans and light delivery trucks pull to the side and stop to ailow busses to slowly pass
mem. Tnere is simpiy not enough width for busses and/or large construction vehicles and
concrete mixer trucks 1o pass on this road. Delays, blockages and accidents will be the result.

i the nafrow paved area behind the Woods biocks which busses and occasional delivery vans
snare wih pecestrians and children piaying, other vehicles have to pull off to parking bays
Wi @ Dus manceuvers and twrns around in this constricted space. This private area was not
wntenced for trcugh raffic and large construction vehicles including a procession of concrete
TXET IFLCKS i Boln cirechons simply will not fit.
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Apart from the width constraints, Parkvale Drive and the private passageway behind the Woods
are not constructed for heavy vehicles. The Parkvale Drive surface 18 already cracking i man,
places and the private pedestrian passageway is constructed only of paving biocks iaid on sand
which will rapidly crack and subside under heavy traffic.

Personal Safety

The privale passageway behind the Woods is in reality a pedestnian precinct through. whicr
occasional vehicles intrude with care given the recreational usage of the area by chiidren and
the elderly for ball games and other play activities and for walking dogs. The main entrances of
the three residential blocks open directly onto this lightly and decoratively paved pathway The
introduction of heavy vehicles into this constructed environment will bring persons and vehicles
into direct conflict and deaths and injuries will be inevitable

Emergency Services

All of the foregoing traffic constraints lead to the clear recognition that an impass between twc
large construction vehicies or with a bus, or a likely accident with aggressive truck crivers
could create a blockage of the Parkvale/Midvale conurbation. This could result in the preventior
of emergency services (fire and ambulance) from accessing both Parkvale ang Migvae
Villages and also the Area 6f construction site. The Police and Fire Services Depariman!
should be consulted on this potential restriction and the Labour Department shou'd be require
to approve the acceptability of the site access under the Construction Sttes Safety Ordinance

Loss of Amenity and Nuisance

Owners in the Woods have purchased flats in a quiet garden setting on a cui-Ce-sac
Introduction of heavy construction traffic into this safe and relaxing environment will create ‘ea-
and stress making each venture outside of this residential blcck a stressfu! and wormy»g
occasion especially for parents. There is no protection or possibility of proper segregatio~ of e
large trucks from the residents as they leave their front door to wait for a bus or to wais ' tme
steps down the hillside. The beauty and peaceful amenity of the surrcundings as saic 'c the

owners will be destroyed.

Because of their location at the top of a very steep hill the residents of the Wccds Mats are
totally dependent upon the regular bus service to access the Plaza and the fermes With tne
inadequate width of Parkvale Drive and the constraints of the Wocd's passageway anc bus
turnaround, introduction of construction and future operationai through trafic inciuaing
additional busses would result in significant disruption to the bus services with extendec t1p
times and missed ferries.

This proposal will result in significant loss of property and rental value tc owners n the ong
term.

The Applicant has repeatedly stated that the Area 6f development woulc have n¢ mdac: o.
implications for areas outside Area 6f but no mention has eve: been made in ther
documentation of these severe safety and environmental impacts on Parxvale Village ano the
Woods residential blocks in particular.

Alternative Access

It is quite apparent that the proposed use of Parkvaie Drive and the Woods prvate pedestar
passageway is totally unsuitable and inadequate for both construction trathc anc subseausn:
passenger and goods traffic to access Area 6f.
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Contronted with the vaeight of facts and ewidence that the Parkvale route is not viable or safe,
ire Applicars have ndicated on one occasion that they wouid consider alternative access
drectly of Discovery Vailey Road which 1s the obvious and workable alternative. However, that
they heve nct incluced this in their Appilication or Further Information indicates that this is purely
1o atiempt to molify Parkvale residents who are angry about this lack of concern for their
weilbeing and safety and cleady they have no intention of doing so

This s 8 case of sacrincing safety and amenity for cost saving.
We believe that the Area 6f development is not viable without proper separate access from

Discovery Valley Road and without it the Town Planning Board should reject the Application or
make spproval subject to the provision of direct access from Discovery Vailey Road.

=~

Sewage Cisposal

It has now been stated by Govemment that they will not provide sewage disposal for Area 6f
{anc also not for Area 10b). The Applicant has stated that a small primary treatment facility
should be built on the 6f site despite statements in the Environmental Impact Assessment
statement that this is not desirable. Apart from unpleasant smells, which the Further Information
acknowledges will be generated, the effluent will be discharged into the open nullah creating
more cffensive smells and environmental and visual impairment. From the nullah the effluent
will be discharged into Tai Pak Bay adjacent to the public facilities and ferry pier and near to the
popular swimming beach. Further it creates the possibility of algae growth and possible red
ides in the bay.

The Drainage Services Department, the Environmental Protection Department and the Heaith
Depanment should all be consulted on this issue and their clearance obtained as we believe
this issue alone should result in the rejection of this Application.

8.  Water Supply

Government have advised that Water Supplies Department will not be in a position to supply
water from Siu Ho Wan for this proposed Area 6f development. The Applicant now proposes to
reactivate old water treatment facilities long closed taking water from the DB Reservoir.
Whether this can mee! the standards which the Health Department will accept is questionable.
DB residents are also concemed that the costs of this water treatment upgrade and operation
will be passed into the City accounts so that residents who receive Govemment water will be
foreed to contribute to this cost which relates solely to the proposed new development.

w

Other Utilities

The Applicant mzkes no reference to other utility services which will be required including the
supply of gas, telecommunications, electricity and stormwater drainage.

No menticn is made as to the source of these supplies or the routing of the services to access
Area 6f. The concem is that this will become a further imposition of trenchworks through

existing residential areas. Also there are unanswered concerns as to any impact these
necessarily provided supplies will have on the supplies to existing properties.

10. Conclusion

Fer 2il of the reasons given and points made in this submission and in my previous submission
cf 7 April 2018, this Appiication should be rejected. In the Application and in the Further
informaticn submitted, the Applicant has failed to provide rezsonable explanation or justification
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for his proposals particularly with regard to access, safety and amandy of the surreunong »ieat
In fact his documentation 1s deliberately misieading in saying that there i3 no imgatt on 2reas

outside Area 6f.

The impact on Parkvale Village in general and the Woods in particular is quite unaccepiazie ir.
social, environmental and economic terms and this Apphication should be rejeclec uruess
separate access direct from Discovery Valley Road is provided and ali other environmentai and

heaith issues are adequately regulated.
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Re: Application Y/1-DB/2 (TPB Ref:2775

Proposed Rezoning of Area 6f of Lot 385 RP & Ext in D.D.352, Discovery Bay
From ‘Other Specified Uses-Staff Quarters (5)' to Residential (Group C) 12~
Comments on Applicant’s Additional Information”

1 am the owner and resident of flat 12 A Woodgreen Court, Parkvale village

My two earller submissions on 29/3/2016 and 30/6/2016 contain my objections tc the proposed
rezoning which still stand. | further submit the following comments which are as 3 result of me
reading the Applicant’s latest submission containing: Additiona! information on the 27 10.16.

A. Road Access.

1.The Parkvale Passageway which the Applicant proposes to use to transport the vehicles tc the
construction site is not fit for purpose. These must include heavy duty vehicles carrying materiais 'ike
ready made concrete and the like. Likewise the Passageway will not support the vehicular access for
the resident of the two proposed new blocks.

2.The Passage way does not have the space for additional designated pedestrian pavement nor is it
designed nor constructed for use by heavy vehicles ,such as piling equipment ang cement icrres.
3.The impact of such heavy construction vehicles will seriously compromise the operation and safety
of the local shuttle bus and utility vehicles and importantly also endanger pedestrians.

4.Parkvale Drive as a vehlcular road does not extend to the proposed site but terminates dowrn frem
Woodbury Court near where it meets the junction with the Passageway. To proceed with
development it would require this Passageway to be developed into a vehicular road with proper arz
adequate pavements on each side.

5.The legal Position.

There is serious doubt, confirmed by legal opinion,that the Applicant has a legal right to resume tne
primarily pedestrian thoroughfare within Parkvale village, which is specified as a Passageway in the
relevant DMC and sub-deed.

6.Discovery Bay Services Management Limited, the Manager under the DMC has treated this
Passageway as de facto Village Common Area since the occupation of Parkvale Village, thus for
around 30 years it has been maintained at the expense of the owners of Parkvale Village. The
Applicant has no right to resume control of this Passageway.

B. Sewage Treatment.

1.The Applicant has provided no details about exact location of the onsite local sewage treatment
plant other than it will be within Area 6f. That the area Is of sufficient size and geographicai stac:e
enough to be suitable for such Is doubtful. its construction would probably involve eartn mowing anc
vegetation destruction that would affect considerably slope stability .

2.1t is understood that the Applicant proposes to allow ‘treated’ sewage to be dischargec 1710 3
marine outlet next to the ferry pier. The depth of the water affected is such that sewage discharge
would be likely to cause red tides and affect the bathing beach adjacent to it.

3.1t must be that such a sewage treatment works would involve unpleasant and unheaithy 3do"s
especially during high summer. its geographical position in refation to Discovery Bay Valiey Road wit
its surrounding hills on both sides will ensure for at least for the greater part cf the year strong winds
will blow such odors into the neighbourhood causing offense and affecting public heath

-

C.Conclusion.

The Applicant’s proposal to construct the two multi storey blocks at 6(f) and the buiaing 0 the Jew
sewage works and the use of these after completion would aiter significantly the quauty of e of
parkvale resldents which they expected when purchasing their properties. And whilst one must be
conscious of the ever Increasing need for housing this should not be to the detrment of the Lommaon
right of quiet enjoyment enjoyed not only by the residents of the immeate area bul aiso thase i~
neighbouring villages as well.
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The Secrenanat v
Town Planning Board 46
13/F, Nocth Peint Government Offices 13

333 Jgva Road, North Point

{Via email: tpbpdé@pland.pov.hk or fax: 2877 0245 /2522 8426)
Dear Str,

Section 12A Application No. ¥/1.DB/2

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

Qbjection 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 | stwongly object to the submission regarding the
proposed development of the Lot. My main reasons of objection on this particular

subrnission are listed as follows:-

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

secured and respected.

2. The dismpdon, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the
immediate residents and property owners nearby are substantial, and the

submission has not been addressed.
3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental
deviation to the land use of the original approved Master Plans or the approved

Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from staff quarters into residential
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area, i approval of it wanld be sn undesicable precedent case from

enviconmental perspective and against the interest of alt property cwners of he
district.
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The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected a8 the
underlying infrastricture capacity could not afford such substantial increase io
population by the submission, and all D3 property owners would have to suffer
anq pay for the cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding
infrastructuse 501 a3 to provide adequate supply or support (0 the propossd
devetopment, e.g, all required road nétwork and telated utiities improvemant
works arised out of this submission ete. The proponent should consnlt and laise
with all property _ownérs being affected and undertake the cost and exgense of il
infrastructure out of this development, s disruption dusing construction 1o other

property owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addr2ssed in tha
submission, ’

)
The proposed felling of 118 nos. matuse trees in Axca 6f is an ¢cological disaster, r
and poses a substantial environmental impact to- the imnfadiate natural seiting.
‘The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed uce pxeécwaﬁon plan or e tree
compensatory proposal ate unsatisfactory,

The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Anaex !
Als stifl unsadafactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in
this revision. The two towers are still sitting toa'close to each other which may
create a wallieffect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an

undesirable viswal impact to the .immediate surcounding, ¢specially ta diose
existing towsrs in the vicinjty.

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

.Signamze : (O
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Dscovery Bay [Area 559, kindly note that my obwwcans ¢

o ¢ Pianning Aoptication Y/LDB/

aeers JApriCants proge. s are 3s ‘ollows.-
ne-pie of the developrment is not satisfactory an< the appication contams numerous ceficiencies in planning

orusal to change the usage of Area 60 from that of 2 170mT GEA three storey Dulding 10 two 18 storey
cluding 476 fiats, of 21,609 m2 GFA 15 contradictory with the OZP stipulation for the provision of (Low

rise} staff quarters 1o serve the discovery bay development. No explanation is provided to clarify where staff will be
housad who érc needed o sarve the discovery bay development
2. The scale and intensity of the proposed development including the plot rat:o, site coverage and buildings heights
{128 meters) are unsvitable for the character of the surrounding Parkvale, Midvale Villages and Discovery Bay

Cevelopmeant as 5 whole
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i. HKR’s application focuses mainly on reference to Coral and Crystal Courts as example of surrounding building
character and fails to take into account that Parkvale, Midvale Villages and Discovery Bay in general contains a mix

of building heights and massing which permit view corridors to ridgelines and provide visual access to the

courtryside. HKR’s proposal to concentrate a cluster of high rise / high density buildings would in effect form a

massive Wall-like structure,

The numerous issues and concerns contained in the “PVOC Comments on Application number: Y/1-DB/2’ dated 12

July 2056 have not been addressed and remain valid. HKR’s claim that many of the concerns raised in the public

consuitation gre addressed in the departmental comments and do not require separable response is inaccurate and

gisrespectfui of those who submitted their comments during the public consultation and of the town planning

orocess. Vericular access via Woodbury Court to a development of this proposed scab~assing is not appropriate
arcing saety and compliance with relevant standards « sed in the PVOC

rog.
<5

27 raises mzjcr concern
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10. Important dimensional information concerning distances and adjacencies from existing bu:
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TUMIINTE MG CCRD Us g L a e wie TR e, L LD Oe A AP T o Ve e L el L e e e 2
s2rTs veR.Cle 217§ 1350 Ag/ sn'saging fa  provenc

APRulance Services Fouc test confirmation must Se ‘o»-ch' LhAL r2400082 TIMT arsgs (50 s o0
menutzs a2 20 mMirwtes nurdan/new 10w ns LAl furn’ 206 re .O(‘C\-""'w?

HE8 Mave act cearly stated whether or not the proposcd devetepment wou'd Gyarte s n e syver b gon L oo,
Leugatonal/Government/institution/Commeunity/Transgort facititie s comained withay Diseraynry bugy Jor o
inforration on the provision of public 1ranspon 10 the prooosed development and surcounding Parvyz'e o
Villages is required le.g location of bus stops, shelters, consecuences of proposed increasad nogy'atisn aen
CONSLruciion werks on public Hus and mintys 1axi aumbers, therw fraquency and impact upon W2unp v en, ol
traffic timings and imparts ete)

width constraints of Parkvale Drive lirmt the abitity of larger vehicies, including buses and consiruri s veacie
pass cne another {e.g the wndth of 31 EVA in the form of 3 carriageway should be not 'ess thar
not in the form 6f a carriageway shou'd he hard-paved, rot less than 5 m wide on sitz} The Tya
and unobstructed access and safe oparation, turning snace for fire appliances at 2l dead-end Tva ~v2
does not demonstrate compliance with relevant standards.

The Government should review the personal transpart options avaitable 1o residents. Consideration shayui Se gven
to completely replacing petro! ang diese! vehicles (goi’ carts, buses, DB Management cars, mini vans, vengoes |
property agent’s vehicles etc.) with more sustainable transport options {e.z. electric vehicles) and a¢here *n 1he 072
requirement which states that Discovery Bay is declared to be "primarily a car-free development”,

The proposed development 2llows direct sight lines into Living Rooms and Bedrooms betwesn Crysta!, Corat Toum
anc the proposed development. The proposal doas not maintain or attempt to address clear 5-5-1' Lirog nf
side to the rear of Crystal or Coral courts for their respective residents. The proposed locations / ori
two tower blocks on the plot have rot are inappropriate; they face and look straight into the Sac’s
and Coral court respectively. There is no attempt to maintain clear sight lines of the hill sida o m—,.d=
or Coral courts or provide 3 resemblance of privacy by preventing direct views in1o bedrooms whick cou c
achieved by offsetting the locations of the proposed towers.

5,

7.2m pn

the Y

fings {e.o. Crysial. Carz!
& Woodland Court) to the proposed development are not indicated on HKR's drawings. Thera is ng ingicaticn of 1
actual height of Crystal, Coral or Woodland Court in relation to the proposed new development {128 meiars! het
This type of information is critical in order to permit informed decisions.

11. The photomontages contained in the developer / applicant’s submission are selective in nature and conte~t; tnev
do not represent 3 full and complete representation of the various important viewing locations; An imec-znt
photomontage missing is from the junction of Parkvale Drive & Discovery Valley Road looking toward the o-oscses
development, containing the front elevations of Crystal, Coral Courts and Woodland Cours. This critical ;

if provided would only serve to strengthen the case for rejecting the proposed concent duz o it5 inagsrop-iate
massive scale and Wall-like structure appearance.

13. Photomontage VP15 (VSR T3} entitled “View West towards Application Site from &

14. HKR’s Environmental Study fails to address the fact that the site (Area 5 is prone %0

15. Information concerning proposed facilities such as refuse collection rcom/point, site

order to understand the |mpact of the proposed development.

vitddiz fane with sranosed
development” does not include an illustration (Photomontage) of the proposed development renderi~g it
irrefevant. If this information were to be provided it would most likely serve to strengthen the case for reje.
proposed development due to its inappropriate massive scale and Wall-ike structure appearance.

]

fiocding and/cm erovide any

mitigation measures.

treatment facility, electricity room/substation and liquefied petroleum gas; sheuic 5
broad uses by floors, such as residential, mechanical, 1ift lobby should be previded.

16. HKR advice concerning intended Facade treatment is vague at best and shoylc be elaboratag uagn T omovide o

basic intent for each material type intended for the Facade with Chromatic palette

17. The proposal does not attempt to positively enhance the environment or stipulate mitigstion measures such as

I < o o IR R G T

communal mid-leve! landscaped gardens; landscaped communal roof gardens or vertical gree:
does not attempt to positively enhance the beneficial use of the 'and, such as leoking “or ¢
sport and recreation; to retain and enhance landscapes such as the large rock format

to improve the general standard of heaith, comfort, and happiness exoeriencad by Jiscove
provision of public, toil 43

not make every reasonu

L The nmroose

Jori%

2ffort to improve the environment for the '\ﬂ"er.’ve*: ::.‘ :‘*e cesi

E
2
¥
3

ks 2 AV




X R TN ]

[T v

R R RECICR RN

o v g
W Lon hgure must e (ahed
47VEN 10 suppot HXR'y Clam

Ipbpd
ey e

wellbeing

The methodology for calculation of the popuiatior of Discovery Bay and ‘esut g B
by the Government for the understanding of everyone No gelails Of METhOAGORY «
that the current popuiation is 19,585 Further, HKR nas not prow:ded an ingependent, professionat survey ot the
current population. The figure is provided by the Manager for Discovery Bay Discovery Bay Senvies Management
Limited (DBSML), which is a subsidiary of HKR HKR nave ut-uzed 2 rauo of 2 S persons per unit which contraaits

G e b besmeaacime em e VT W i e PN e

18.

the official 2011 Population Census, persons-per-unit ratio of 2 7 as stated by HXR:

This is a bad concept proposal and must be rejected

Best Regards,
seb Hong - Discovery Bay Resident
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The Secretariat

Town Planning Board

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

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

Dear Sir,

Scction 12A Application No, V/I-DI3/2

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

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

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

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

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

HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is
now held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC’) dated
20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of either the “City Coramon Areas” or the "City
Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of
the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and libesty to go
pass and repass over and along and use Area 6f for all purposes connected with
the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject 1o 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 w0 the
immediate residents and property owners nearby are substantal, and the
submission has not been addressed.

3.

There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and s fundamental
deviation to the land use of the original approved Master Pians or the apmmvea

Outline aning,Plan in the application, i.e. from staff quarters into residentia

B
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distrier.

The oripinad stiprdated DI population of 25,000 she, it be fuliy respected as ihe
underiying 10{rastructiaee capactty could not effors cuch substandal erease ar
poputation by the subriission, sud all DB propedy owiens would have 1o sutler
und pay for the cost out of s subrrossicn o up ding the sumounding
infrastiuciuie 50 @$ to provide id=gnate supply or suppoit 1o the propaosed
development, e.g. all sequired toad network and related ulilities innprovement
works arised out of this submissiou ete. The proponent should consult and haise
with al! property owners being aftected and undertake the cost and expense of all
infrastructwe out of this development. lts disruption during construction (o other
property owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the

submission.

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

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

existing towers in the vicinity.

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

Signature :

Address:

Date: Qea/b/ﬁj’" ([, 2014
Name of Discovery B:;y O\wner / Rt;s)/dént: C’\/B’ LBurg

for further r :ﬁan comment, the application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.
\ 7




4622

Bou

: : Roud, North Point
o emad: Iphnd@plapd gov. bk o fax: 2877 0245 1 2522 8426)

es

)

Dese Su,

R

Sechon 124 Appilication No. Y/A-DBA2
Area of, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

Obpcnon o the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016
fer 10 the Response 10 Comuments subrnitied by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort ( "HKR" ), Masterplan Limited,

I

i x e
i&  w address the deparimenial 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 pardcular submission are listed as follows:-
© HKR clzims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is now held under the Principal Deed of
Muzual Covenant ("PDMC) dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of either the “City Common Areas”  or the “City
Rerained Areas” as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in
the PDMC) kas the rfdght and liberty 1o go pass and repass over and along and use Area 6f for all purposes connected with
the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). The applicant has failed to
suit or seex proper consent from the co-owners of the Lot prior o this unilateral application. The property rights of

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

con

The disruption, poliution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents and property owners nearby

‘i
zre subsiznual, and the submission has not been addressed.
There 1S mejor change 10 the development concept of the Lot and 2 fundamental deviation to the land use of the original

approved Masier Plans or the approved Qutline Zoning Plan in the application, 1.e, from staff quarters into residential
rea, and approval of it would be an undesmable precedent case from environmental perspective and against the interest

o

oI
hS]

;. of &ll property owners of the disiict.
The crizinzl stipulared DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying infrastructure capacity could
sisch substanial Increase in popalation by the submission, and all DB property owners would have to suffer

Fard
cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding infrastructure so as 1o provide adequate supply

- 5ot 2ford

anc pay for the

or support 10 the proposed development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities improvement works arised out
of this submission ez, The proponent should consult and liaise with all property owners being affected and undertake the

cogt end expense of all infrasiructure out of this development. Iis disruption during construction to other property owners
e
ity shouid be properly mingaied and addressed in the submission.
e ibstantial environmental

of 118 rios. mature trees In Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and pos .
. The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree p.servation plan or the tree

rha v

The proposed feling
TTDAct 10 The immedizte patural sefting




revision of development 2s indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is sill umatisttory in erm of o3
posed height, massing and disposition in this revision. The two towers ars stil} sitting 100 closs 10 2ach e which
Y create a walleffect to the existing rural natural setting, and would poss an undesirable visual impact ‘o he
mediate surrounding, especially o those existing towers in the vicinity,

PENSAOTY Proposal are unsatsiactory.

Vess and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses 1o the comments for further eview and “omment. tie.
iplication for Area 10b should be withdrawn,

ame of Discovery Bay Qwner / Resident: b3 N
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L
The Secretariat
Town Planning Board ==
15/F, North®oint Government Offices
333 Java Road, North Point
(Via email: tpbpd@plond.gov.hls or fax: 2877 0245 /2522 8426)

Dear Sir,

Secction 12A Application No, Y/I-DB/2
Aren 6, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Pare) in D.D. 352, Discove

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 thc departmental comments
regatiiing 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:-

L

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

now held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC?) dated

209.1982. Area 6f forms part of either the “City Common Areas™ or the "City

Retained Areas” as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section { of
the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go

pass and repass over and along and use Arca 6f for all purposes connected with

the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in
the PDMC). The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the
co-owners of the Lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of
the existing co-owners, i.e. afl 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 are 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 Plans or the approved
Outline Zoning Plan in the application, ie. from staff quarters into residential

1of3



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

submission.

5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster,
and poses 2 substantial eavironmental impact to the immediate natural setting.
The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plar or the tree
compensstory proposal are unsatisfactory.

The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Coacept Plan of Annex
A is sull unsatisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in
this revision The two towers are stiil sitting too close 10 esch other which may
create a wall-effect to the existing rurai natural setting, and would pose an
undesirabie visual impact to the immediate surrounding, especialiy o those

existing towers in the vicinity.

Unless end untii the applicant s able to provide deiailed responses to the comments

for further review and comment, the application for Area [0b should be withdrawn.

f\ Ty
Signature . \b \ \/\v Date: L ¢
Name of Discovery Bay Owner  Resident: ! T T ‘)’“ Nog= 7:

P
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The Secretanar %

Towr Plannung Board

{5/, North Point Government Offices 4624
332 Iava Road, North Point

(¥is emat): tphpdipland.govhk or fax: 2877 0245/ 2522 8426)
Dear Sir,

Sectian 12A Application No. Y/1.DB/2
Area 61, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

jection to the Submissio the Applicant on 27.10.2016

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

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

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

secured and respected. .

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

3.

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

10f2
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area, ! approval of it would be an undesirable procedent case fron
envir entel perspective and against the interest of all property owners of the
district.

The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respecied as the
underlying infrastructure capacity could not afford such substantia! increase i
population by the submission, and all DB property ovmers would have w suffer
and pay for the cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrouncing
infrastrucwure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed
developraent, e.g. all required road npetwork and related utilitics improvernen:
works arised out of this submission etc. The proponent should consult anc lizise
with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expensc of 2il
infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during construction to other
property owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed is thie
submission.

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

The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Aanex
A is still unsatisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposizion in
this revision. The two towers are stil] sitting too close 10 cach other which may
create a wall-effect 10 the existing rural natural sening, 2nd would pose az

undesirable visual impact 1o the immediate surrounding, sspecially to those
existing towers in the vicinity,

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

ORI 4 S YL O

Name of Discovery Bay O)ameﬁ Resident: Cim X‘( A AN s

2013



The Scerctariat 462
Town Pianning Board

15/F, Narth Point Govermnment Offices

333 Java Road, North Paoint

(Via email" tndped-Fplard.gov. bk or fax: 2877 0245 /2522 §426)

Deac Sic,

Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2
Arca 6f, 38 & Ext i .3 iscovery Ba

Objection 1o the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

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

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

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

9

[F3)
h

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

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

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

dismict

The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the
underlying infrastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in
populatior. 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 50 as w0 provide adequate supply or support to the proposed
development, e.g. 2lf required road network and related utilities improvement
works arised out of this submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise
with al{ property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all

1of3
»

LAY

5




—_ - WA T TYVEE T W TTESY @RS TP W

- &

03 Dec 16 00.05 Pollyanna Pin

infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during constrictios 10 uther
property owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and acdressed ir. tie
submission.

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

6.  The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex
A is still unsatisfactory in teem of its proposed height, massing and disposition ir.
this revision. The two towers are still sitting tog clase to each other which may
create a wall-effect to the existing rural natwal setting, and would pose a:.
undesirable visual impact to the immediate surrounding, especialiy w ihose
existing towers in the vicinity.

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

Signature : ?V(ZV Qnro, ( - Date: ©3 Doe deoy7
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Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: . //' P g4 P =D
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Fown Pliening Bowd 4?2
I Noeh Pomt Government Otices o
333 Nva Road, Notth Pomt

(Vi eninls (pbpd@pland pov bk or fax: 2877 02457 2522 §426)

Do S

section 2A Application No. Y/1-1DB/2 T Y Y
Arca 0f Lot 385 RP & Ext (Pant) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay e

Objgecton to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

g 1 to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort £ “HEKR™ ). Mastezplan Linuted,
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 proposcd development of the Lot My main
reasons of objection on this particular submission are listed as follows:-

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the ot 1s now held under the Principal Deed
of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of either the  “City Common Areas™ or the "City
Retamed Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in
the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 6f for all purpeses 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, 1.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
no\ oy are substantial, and the submission has not been addressed.

3. There 1s major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation to the land use of the
original approved Master Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from staff quarters into
residential area, and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from environmental perspective and against
the interest of all property owners of the district.

4.  The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying infrastructure capacity
could not afford such substantial increase in population by the submission, and all DB property owners would have to
suffer and pay for the cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding infrastructure so as to provide adequate
supply or support 1o the proposed development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities improvement works
arised out of this submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise with all property owners being affected and
undertake the cost and expense of all infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during construction to other
property owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.




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

environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The propoﬁmﬁniééépﬁm and the proposed free preservaiion
plan or the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

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

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

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

Name of Discovery Bay Owner: Li Sung Ming 3

Address: (R
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The Necretaiat

Fown Pl Boand

U North Pont Government Offices
333 Java Road, Nanth Pont
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Dear Sir,

Secnon 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2
A 0, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay: .. e . - - .

- o ’ i

Obxction to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

T O%r 1o the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort ( “HKR” ), Masterplan Limited,
to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

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

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

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

4. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying infrastructure capacity
could not afford such substantial increase in population by the submission, and all DB property owners would have to
suffer and pay for the cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding infrastructure so as 0 provide adequate
<upply or support to the proposed development, ¢.g. all required road network and related utilities improvement works
zrised out of this submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise with all property owners being affected and
undertake the cost and expense of all infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during construction to other
property owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.
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The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is still unsatisfactory in term of
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its proposed height. massing and disposition in this revision. The two towers are still sitting t(_)O L\QSC to each other which
may create a wall-offect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact to the

uumediate surrounding, especially to those existing towers in the vicinity.
Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for further review and comment, the

application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.

Li Sung Ming
Ovrer o
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' Dear Si
Seciien 12A Appication No. Y/I-DB2
Axa (n. Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay - -~~~ . D~

Obxction to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

1T 10 the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort ( “HKR™ ). Masterplan Limited,
10 address the departmental comments regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

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

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

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

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

he interest of all property owners of the district.
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4. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying infrastructure capacity
1d not afford such substantial increase in population by the submission, and all DB property owners would have to
and pay for the cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding infrastructure so as to provide adequate

it
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suffer

iy Or suppert to the proposed development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities improvement works
*isec’- out of this submission etc. The proponent should constilt and Haise with all property owners being affected and
: c‘er:ake the cost and expense of all infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during construction to other
operty owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.
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S. . The propgscd felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poses a substantial
environmental 1mpact to the immediate natural setting. The proposdl is unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation

plan or the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6.  The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is still unsatisfactory in term of
1ts proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision. The two towers are still sitting too close to each other which
may create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact to the

immediate surounding, especially to those existing towers in the vicinity. .

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

application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.

Li CHAN Sim Ling
Owner of iEe-—G—————ey N
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Fhe Seuretaai

Town Planning Board

15/, Nanth Point Government Oilices 4¢ -5
333 gava Road, North Point

(Vi email: ipbpd@pland.gov.hk)

Dear Sir,

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

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

T VTGS SEE SIS

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

immediate residents and property owners nearby are substantial, and the

submission has not been addressed.
3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental
deviation to the land use of the original approved Master Plans or the approved

Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from staff quarters into residential

1of3




areay and approval of it would  be an undesirable precedent case from
covironmental perspective and against the interest of all property owners of the

Jistict.,

1. The eoriginal stipulated DB population of 25.000 should be fully respected as the
underlying infrastructure capacity could not aftord 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 adequatc supply or support to the proposed
development. c.g. all required road network and related utilities improvement
works ariscd out of this submission etc. The proponent should consult and laise
with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all
infrastructurc out of this development. Its disruption during construction to other
property owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the
submission.

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

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

undesirable visual impact to the immediate surrounding, especially to those
existing towers in the vicinity.

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

Orson Li

Resident of Sl s>
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Fown Clannmy Baard

A Noeth Point Govermment Oflices . p
343 Java Road, North Pon 46\J

(Via eonwiby aphpdignpland.gov.hk)
ear Sir,

Scction 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2
Arca 6f, 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 I strongly object to the submission regarding the
proposed development of the Lot. My main reasons of objection on this particular

submission are listed as follows:-

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is
now held under the Principal Deed of Mutual. Covenant ("PDMC') dated
20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of either the “City Common Areas” or the "City
Retained Areas" as defined in. the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section |
of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to

‘ go pass and repass over and along and use Area 6f for all purposes connected
with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as
defined in the PDMC). The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent
from the co-owners of the Lot prior to this unilateral application. The property
rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners of the Lot, should be
considered, secured and respected.

2. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the
immediate residents and property owners nearby are substantial, and the

submission has not been addressed.
3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental

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

Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from staff quarters into residential
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avea, and approval ol it would be an undesirable precedent case fron
envivonmental perspective and against the interest of all property owners of the

Jistriet,

4. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the
underlying infrastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in
population by the submission, and all DI3 property owners would have 10 suffer
and pay for the cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding
infrastructure so as to provide adequatc supply or support to the proposed
development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities improvement
works arised out of this submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise
with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all
infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during construction to other

property owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the

submission.

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

compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

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

existing towers in the vicinity.

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

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

Stella Cheung

Resident of g
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Dear Sirs,

Please refer 10 attached with respect 10 the above quoted spplication

1 am the owner o NI

Regardh,

Greg
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The Sceretariat
Fown Phunning Board
1378, North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

Dear Sirs.

Scciion 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2
Area 6f, Lot 383 RP & Lxt (Part) in D.1. 352, Discovery Bay

Objection to the Submrission by the Applictai on 27.10.2616

I refer to the Response 10 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 swongly 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 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 scck proper consent from the
co-owners of the lot prior 1o this unilateral application. The property rights of the
existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners of the Lot, should be maintained,

secured and respecied.

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

)

hie submission has not addressed
) SN TN o o7 -
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The Proposal womajor chanee 1o the development coneept ot the 1ot anid o
trundamental deviation ot the kind use from the orvinal approved Masier Layout
Plana and the approved Oudine Zoning Plan i the application. we. d Change
trom setvice o residential arca. Approval ol it would be an undesirable
precedent case from environmental perspective and against the interests of all

restdent and owners of the district.

The original stiputated DB population of 23.000 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 occupicrs

would have to suffer and pay the cost of the necessary upgrading of

infrastructure to provide adequate supply or snpport 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 ol

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 118 matwre trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and
poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The

proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan or the tree

compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

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

existing towers in the vicinity.

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

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

Signaturc:ﬁg——! Q"*’——'\ Date: ﬂé//g Zf} Z“‘/Z

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / medﬁfiéﬂ«a//

Address:
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Greg Gough

FHE:

P 04H 12820165 2B HIH 23:24
[Lage - (pbpd @pland.gov.hk

xE: Application No. Y/I-DB/2

M Jovial 7F_Application No. YI-DB2.pdf
Dear Sirs,

Please refer to attached with respect to the above quoted application

i am the own er oS EEREENEGEGzG e

Regards,

Greg
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1357, Narth Point Governnent O1fices

333 Java Road. Nori's Point

Scciion 12A Application No. Y/1-DB/2
Avea 6, Lot 385 RP & Exi (Pacd) in 5.0, 3352, Discavery Bay

Objecrion o the Submission by the Applicsnt on 27.15.2516

I refer to the Response to Comments submitied by the consuiznt of Horg Ko
Resort ("HKR™). Masterplan Limited. to address the depurimenial o
regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

ny
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Kindly please note that 1 swrongly object to thc submission regarding the

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

1. The HKR claim that they are the sole land owner of Arca 100 is in dout:. The lot
is now held under the Principal Deed of Murual Covenant (PDMC) dated
20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part of the "Service Area" as definad in th2 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 10 the City Rules (as defined in
the PDMC). This has effectively granted over time an casement that cznnot 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.

o

The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction 10 the

immediate residents and properly owners nearby is and will be substantial. This
the submission has not addressed.
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Yoo the Proposal s major change to the development concept of the Loy and o
rundamenial deviation of the land use from the original approved Master Layout
Plane and the approved Qutline Zoning Plan in the application. ic. @ change
from service into residential arca. Approval of it would be an undesirable
precedent case from environmental perspective and against the interests of ail

restdent and owners of the district.

4. The original stipulated DB population of 25.000 should be fully respected as the
uaderlying infrastructure cannot stand up under such a substantial incrcase in
population implied by the submission. All DB property owners and occupicrs

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 liatse with all
property owners being affected. At minimum undertake the cost and expensc of
all infrastructure of any modified development subsequently agreed to.
Distuption to all residents in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and

addressed in the submission.

N

The proposed felling of 118 mature trees in Area 61 is an ecological disaster, and
poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The
proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan or the tree

compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex
A 1s still unsatisfactory in term of its proposed height. massing and disposition in
this revision. The two towers are still sitting too close to each other which may
create a wall-cffeet to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an
undesirable visual impact to the immediate surroundings, especially to those

existing towers in the vicinity.

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

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

Signaturce : vg—’; Q ~ Date: péz q}. Z‘r’%

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Re‘i*t'rtm‘_d }(’L”[z KC’Z—:&//

20f2
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The Secratariat

Fown Planming Boand

155, Northy Point Govennmand Qffices
Q33 dava Road, North Point

(Vi emain ipbpd@pland.gov.hk)

Dear Sirs,

0 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2

Sectio
Arca 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay N E TR
Chjection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016~- W s TR Ty

L3
| refer to the Relsponse to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort ("HKR™),
> toelzoolag Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned application on
1 16.

Kindly please note that | strpnglv 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.

7 ? disruption, poilution 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 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 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.



mailto:tobDd@pland.qov.hk

The proposed felling of 118 mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poses a substc  al ‘
environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The propagakis-«naggeptable and the proposed

tree preservation plan or the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.
The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex Ais still unsgtis‘fa‘ctory
in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision. The two toyvers are still sitting too
close to each other which may create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose
an undesirable visual impact to the immediate surroundings, especially to those existing towers in the
vicinity.

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

Signature :GIANFRANCO BIGAZZ|

= ol e —
Date: 5 December 201
Address: (RN,
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The Seeretarial

Town Flanaing Board

S/¥, Norih Point Government Oftices

333 Java Road, North Point

(Vig email: tphpd@pland.pov.hik or fax: 2877 0245 /2522 84256)

Dear Sirs,

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

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant 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 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
pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes connected with
the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in
the PDMC). This has effectively granted over time an easement that cannot be
extinguished. The Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the

. co-owners of the lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the
existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners of the Lot, should be maintained,

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

the submission has not addressed.

1of2



3. The Proposal is major change to the dcvch#wnt 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.c. a change
from service into residential area. Approval of it would be an undcsirable

prcccdcn( case (rom environmcnlal perspectivc and agamst the interests of all

resident and owners of the district.

The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the

underlying infrastructure cannot stand up under such a substantial incrcase 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.

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

proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan or the tree

compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

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

existing towers in the vicinity.

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

Date: é/l / /f

//‘“/aﬂ/ J /% Cire

for further review and

Signature :

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident:
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Fhe Secretariit

Fown Planning Board i
E~A North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

(Via email)

Dear Strs,

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

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016 i K

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 submussion 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 ng&v held under (h& T ‘
Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated 20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part of the Serv;e_i)ma. as. duﬁ'{l?‘g Hin
in the PDMC. Area 10b also forms part of either the "City Common Areas” or the "City RetainedAreas” in the ;
PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right al

4§ iberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes connected w1tlhme proper u'se qu
enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). This has effectively ora'med over nm'c an
easement that cannot be extinguished. The Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners
of the lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners of
the Lot, should be maintained, secured and respected.

2. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents and property owners
nearby is and will be substantial. This the submission has not addressed.

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

use from the original approved Master Layout Plana and the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.¢. 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 original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying infrastructure cannc
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

- ;L——gmsgw; s e e I s
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awners ey attecteds ACmimimum under ke te costand expense of all ifrastructure of any ‘
madriied development subsequenthy agreed o, Distuption o adl residents m the viciity should be propetly ity

and addressad w the subnussion.

e v
S The proposed fetling of TES nitie trees m Area 6F 18 an ecological disaster, and poses a substantial environn
et 1o the nmediate natural setting, The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed ree preservation plan

or the free compensatory proposal are unsatistactory.

o. he revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A 1s still unsatisfactory in ter
its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision. The two towers are sull sitting too close to cach ot
which mav create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact

the imuediate surroundings, espectally to those existing towers in the vicinity.

L

Unless and untl the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for further review and comment

apphication tor Area 10b should be withdrawn.

Discovery Bay Pleasure Vessel Owner
Berth: B70 Manna Club

Colin Waterfield
Permanent ID Card Holder
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Town Plinnimg Board

1571, Noth Pomt Government Oftices
333 Java Road, North Pont

(Vi ematl)

Dear S,

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

e 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" ), 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 Sgction I of the PDMC, exepy,
Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go pass ancdi‘;epass “OVEE and along and =
use Area 10b for all purposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject 1o the
City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). This has effectively granted over time an easerhent that cannot
be extinguished. The Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent fromp the co-owners of the
lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all propen“y
owners of the Lot, should be maintained, secured and respected. '

9

2. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents and r
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, 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 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
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i m\‘m\],\\ e ’. 4 -lrl.l;sfng out of .lh.m submission. The proponent should consult and Yiaise with sl
yo s bemg attected. At minimum undertake the cost and expense of all infrastructure of

any maoditied development subscquently agreed 1o, Disruption to all residents in the vicinity should be

properly mitigated and addressed in the submission,

3. The proposed felling of 118 mature trees in Area 6f 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 proposal are unsatisfactory.

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

those existing towers in the vicinity.
Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for further review

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

Discovery Bay Pleasure Vessel Owner
Berth: B70 Marina Club

Glenda Waterfield
=rmanent ID Card Holder
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Dear Sir,
Scction 12A_Application No. Y/[-DB/2
Arca of, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay
> IS

ay

ction 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, w0 address the departmental comments regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

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

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

the Lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, 1.¢. all property owners

AP of the Lot, should be considered, secured and respected.

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

3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation to the land use of
the original approved Master Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, 1.e. from staff
quarters into residential area, and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from environmental

perspective and againstthe interest of all property owners of the district.

4. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying

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

mitigated and addressed in the submission.




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

preservation plan or the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

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

each other which may create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and woulq p(?se an undesirable
visual impact to the immediate surrounding, especially to those existing towers in the vicinity.

B s b T T

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for further review and com‘ment, the
application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.
1.’

Discovery Bay resident
™72 Chung

Date:

Signature : B
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Town Planning Board

18/F, Nortn Point Government Offices
333 Java Read, North Point

(Via email: tpbpd@pland.gov hk)

Dear Sirs,

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

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.20:16 faiit L -
| refer to the Re.sponse to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort (‘HKR™),
aaoterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned application on

.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 (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. alt property owners of the Lot,

should be maintained, secured and respected.

1. ?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 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 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 thg cost and
axpense of all infrastructure of any modified development subsequently agreed to. Disruption to all
-esidents in the vicinity should he properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.
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The proposed felling of 118 mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poses a subste 2l
environmental impact to the immediate natural settnw P‘E;vpro;zosal ls#nacceptable and the proposed
tree preservation plan or the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfa ctory. :

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

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

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

Signature: MARIANNA BIGAZZI

E-mail o

Date: 5 December 2016

Address: JIIIIIFEEEENN~

Sent from Outlook
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{ am ar Ownaer in Discovery Bay and enclose two objection letters for the two propoied Geveosment spphications

in Discovery Bay
regards

Susan Ho

)]
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Dear Sir,

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

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant 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.

I am an Owner in Discovery Bay and this development will seriously impact the quiet

and peaceful enjoyment I have in Discovery Bay and its environs.

I have raised previous objections to this development; I do not find that these have

been addressed adequately or at all.
My main reasons for objection on this particular submission are listed as follows:-

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

secured and respected. If the development is permitted to go ahead my freedom

lof2



to brhe and swalk in this area will be severely infringed.
T'he disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by

o the

and the
submission has not been addressed.

the construction
immediate  residents and  property owners nearby are substantial,
I'he proposed felling of 118 nos. maturc trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster,

and poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting

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

4. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex

A is still unsatisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in
this revision. The two towers are still sitting too close to each other which may
create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an

undesirable visual impact to the immediate surrounding, especially to those
existing towers in the vicinity.

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

for further review and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.
Susan Ho
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o Sas,
{'?CHS(’.‘ find 2nclosed signed objections to the Town Planning Applications in Discovary Bay for Arsos
0L and Area 6F. The way in which HKR are currently operating Discoven/ Bay should be Cons.;j\é}‘;; a
d!sgrace‘ .l have been a resident for the past 211 vears and whilst some changes ihave been for t.he bettaer
“‘?9”‘3’ single motive for HKR moving forward is financial gain, they do not care about tha well-being of
residents or for that matter the environment and public safety. ' ) :

With the? icrease in traffic it is only a matter of time before there are regular serious accidents involving
t’$?d¢f§tl‘lalﬁs and vehicles_. The qondition of the road suiface along the main road is dangerous with N
\\/g;::::g:[ﬁ l??u??les. causing major obstructions to golf carts and cyclists, The speed of construction
’Uiscoveryb B‘;Q tening Wl“’t" S'”"D'? disregard to speed limits, visitors simple assume rules do not apply to
L Yy as it is a private area.

Lee

Lee leronimo
Technical Director

ATKINS

Find out more about what we do and how we do it — www.atkinsglobal.com

13/F Wharf T&T Centre, Harbour City, TST Kowloon, Hong Kong
Tel: +852 2972 10001 DD!: +852 2972 1759 | Fax: +852 2890 6343 | Mob: +852 9753 1762
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Dear Sir, 5 ‘i Lo

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

Objcction to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

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

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

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

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

HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is
now held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC") dated 20.9.1982.

Area 6f forms part of either the “City Common Areas” or the "City Retained
Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section | of the PDMC
every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go pass and
repass over and along and use Area 6f for all purposes connected with the proper
’ use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC)
The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of
the Lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-
owners, i.c. all property owners of the Lot, should be considered, secured and

I.

respected.

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

2. i
o residents agd proPerty owners nearPy are SUbSt?}Ian‘L_'a‘nd ‘the.submxssxog_has not
T Bean addressed. e W2 B i
SR TGN S
There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental
deviation to the land use of the original approved Master Plans or the approved

Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.. from staff quarters into residential area

3.

1of2
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and approval of i would be an undesirable precedent case from environmental

perspective and apainst the interest of all property owners of the district.

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

submission.

The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 61 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.

The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex
A i1s still unsatisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in
this revision. The two towers are still sitting too close to each other which may
create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an
undesirable visual impact to the immediate surrounding, especially to those

existing towers in the vicinity.

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

further review and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.

Signature : /,/JD _lr\/\/;?l/t/) \/Vzﬁ Date: S ) V2 ) Y

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: LEge L ereo rv3 <

rdcress A — G,
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Susan Ho
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tpbpd @pland gov.hk
Objgection letters Sent on behalf of Danie) Kennedy

Obpection DK 5.12.16.docx; 6f OhjectionDK 5.12.16.docx
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he Seerctariat

tovwn Plamning, Board

LSE, Nonh Point Goveenment Offices
333 dava Road, North Point

(Via email; whpd@plund.gov.hik)

Dear Sir,

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

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.

I live in Discovery Bay and this development will seriously impact the quiet and

peaceful enjoyment I have in Discovery Bay and its environs.

I have raised previous objections to this development; I do not find that these have

been addressed adequately or at all.

My main reasons for objection on this particular submission are listed as follows:-

I regularly hike the trails and hills in and around Discovery Bay with my
daughter. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f. This is in
doubt, as the lot is now held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant
("PDMC") dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of either the “City Common
Areas” or the "City Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause
7 under Section I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the
right and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 6f for all

L.

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.c. all property owners of the Lot,

should be considered, secured and respected. If the development is permitted to

10f2



o ahead my freedom to hike and walk in this area will be severely infringed.

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

P

immediate residents and property owners nearby are substantial, and the

submission has not been addressed.
The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster,
and poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting.
The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan or the tree

|75

compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.
The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex

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

existing towers in the vicinity.
Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments

for further review and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.

Daniel Kennedy
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SFFHE: E Cheung
FHHE: 058128 2016F 28— 19:22
UWiFH: tpbpd @pland.gov.hk
g: Objection to the Submission by the Application on 17.10.2016 &
B DB objection.pdf L‘._f L‘\_))
VO A
Dear Sir,
. - N . .
Blease find two attached documents for objection of Application No(Y/I-DB/2)& Application No. Y/I-DB/3.
Regards.
Elsa
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333 Java Road, North Point

(Vewemad: by e e oF lax 2877 0245/ 2522 8426)

Dewr Sir,

Seciiou 12A Application Na. Y/-DR/2
Arca 6f, Lot 385 RP & Exi (Par)) in D.D. 352, Discovery Pav

Objecticn io the Subinission by the Appiicant on 27.10.2016

I 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.

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

submission are listed as follows:-

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

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

secured and respected.

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

immediate residents and property owners nearby are substantial, and the
submission has not been addresspdans, o & voyre o 2wnop
T e T S e

hd -

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

1of2
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wvd, and approval of it would be  an undesitable precedent case from
covitonmental perspective and agamst the intesest of all property owners of the

district,

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

property owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the

submission.

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

compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

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

existing towers in the vicinity.

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

for further review and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.

7 ?( o
Signature : ( J L{ J\gvhuj\\ ] Date: /C - \’2 P e \}O

. e N : 1/ i/ Aok 72 A
Name of Discovery B{y@ / Resident: .'/. { L’—?/(PS C %{\’ 50, Né’?
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e Applicsatiosn / Reviev:

-
PAs s R B B M Mastng Curament o 5150

| ® sz
| Ruference Numher;

/
| RN

I
fl Deadline for subnvssion:

161202-172510-57811
09/12/2016

HETEIRH R IRS IR 02/12/2016 17:25:10

Date and tinte of submission:

B o RATAR B e AR R Y/1-DB/2

The application no. to which ithe comment relates:

FIRERA ; ERIZH SE4 Mr. Lau

Name of person making this comment:

BRI
Details of the Comment :
My reasons for supporting the application of 6f are:

- The surrounding area of the proposed development will be beautified and bring in new leisure

facilities.
The proposed development will justify for operating a complete separate bus route from Midva

e Village which will offer faster and more direct bus service for residents.
It creates more job opportunities, which will bring in many social and economic benefits to the

ociety.

e
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PEMS Comment Submission

SR

4645
EUSAE RN R ER Moking Comment on ©

Yanning Appileavion / Rev;’.w‘\‘\
S&FEW
Reference Number:

161203-112443.56174

B3 bl
Deadline for submission- 091212016
HR2X E HA B 1)

Date and time of submission: 03/1272016 11:24:43

LSl [ighs) Sk et d

The application no. to which the comment relates: YN-DB2

TIRER A, t/2m

Mr. WMLO
Name of person making this comment: rE

¥R

Details of the Comment :

I fully support the application due to the following reasons:
1. it optimises the land use at Area 6f in Discovery Bay.
2. it will increase the supply of residential housing units,




4646

‘Fﬁﬁﬂff’a TEEHE A biecing Covvnztion M g appliestian / keviews
S 1 4 161203-113030-96120

! Reference Number:

09/12/2016

| R
! Deadline for submission:
12 XA RES T 03/12/2016 11:30:30

Date and time of submission:

| FIBREYR M 45t Y/I-DB/2

¢ The application no. to which the comment rclates:
r 3
RERA, &B/ET 4tk Mr. C S Kwong

i Name of person making this comment:

;f BR&H

|l agreed with the suggestion as the plan will create more job opportunities.

! Details of the Comment :




AR ISR E R oy Do s b custag s v
SRR

sl Ted ey
Reference Number:

161203-173102-40950
PRI

Deadline for submission: 0911212016

HEAX E HA BB

Date and time of submission 03/12/2016 17:31:02

YL SRR <nDBA
The application no. to which the commnent relates:
r4a 15
RERA 551 B Miss W L Kong
Name of person making this comment:
Details of the Comment :

g

[ agreed with the proposal as it will create more job opportunity.
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4648
/ FURAF N FZBLHER Msoking Con Plaioa g s op feeillc ./ Review
BFEE -
Reterence Numbar: 161203-172728-30175
b egiod )
Dcadline for submission: 0%712/2016
R ORI
Date and time of submission: 03/12/2016 17:27:28
RMSRRIRAGL Y/-DB/2
The application no. to which the comment relates:
r
BEREA !é%/szg . 7N Miss Melinda Lo
Name of person making this comment:
BEEE
Details of the Comment :
[ supported the idea because it will provide more housing units. ]
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B

ELRRI R/ TRIRR LB R Making Com - .znion Plan.aing Appties . 1 g
2FGN
Reference Number: 161204-082327-63017

AT IREA
Deadline for submission: 095121016 \

HERZ B HA S
Datc and time of submission: 041272016 08:23:27

HBRATRB R SRR

The application no. to which the comment relates: Y/-DB2

rJe S
RERA &8 %ﬁﬁ . $u4 Mr. Kenny Kwong
Name of person making this comment:

B R
Details of the Comment :

[ supported the proposal as it will enhance the supply of housing units and provide more job opp!
ortunity.

—




f FCWRHIN B s 0B Cominene € i e diamion Fieview
| @RI

i Rofercace Number:

161204-083504-64612

;&.‘T.ﬁm

! Deadling for subwission: 09n2n2016

|
';" ﬁfi?i?ﬁsub"mmm 04/12/2016 08:35:04
i

:,‘I Tﬁhfﬂ.«fﬁf,ti?fai which the comment refates: YN-DB/2
/ TIRBRA, H&/ER N Miss Kays

Name of person making this comment:

| MEEH

! Details of the Comment :

| | agreed with the application because the new plan will create more Jjob opportunities ang provid
more housing units to alleviate the housing problem in Hk.

v

NEIINIINIA
nsIIIMA
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AN/ EZRBEER Lasving Sovvomn e Vi Tag Applicnign / 1aview
S50
161204-1G3210-708%4

Reference Number:

PEIRAS 091122016

Deadline for subnussion:

B E R EFE 04/12/2016 10:32:1C

Date and (ime of submission:

F RIS TR TE Y/-DB2

The application no. to which the comment relates:

TRBRA . E/EE 4 Mr. Andreas Oberecker

Name of person making this comment:

HRHEE
Details of the Comment :
o the Town Planning Board

Objection against the rezoning of Area 6fin Parkvale area, Discovery Bay

The application must be rejected.
IThe project is not feasible and comes ar high costs to environment and citizens that will have ©

be born by the public, not the applicant. This is not acceptable. The applicant HKR, iz the resub
mission, is ignoring all valuable comments made by the public and concemed citizens.

The sewage from this development will spill into the South plaza bay located behind the Ferry 2
rea which is approx. ONLY 270 meters to the BEACH and Boardwalk Restaurants (with this ad

ditional sewage will the water quality remain safe?)

HKR has ignored all traffic safety concerns for all of DB, possible maffic blockages o Midvaie
and Parkvale, as well as that fact that there will be limited emergency access in these areas.

The proposed construction site access via Parkvale village is violating incorporaie owner rights.
mative site access and construction waste management plan.

It is clear from the latest submission and new masterplan that the popuiation will breech 25,000
residents.

Finally, all currently ongoing construction projects in DB are poorly managed witk Seques: rols|
e complaints, fire hazards, delays and traffic accidents. HKR is not capable of mzng

e rejected.

Sincerely,

\Andreas Oberecker ;

furthermore the road is not suitable for the additional traffic load. HKR has fziled 10 propose it |

':m-*o such latd

ge scale projects without significant risks to the people and environment: The app.n.:-.ﬂon must b
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4652

SR

A B S EIT LU SRR SR U
& 5 161204-103407-55583

Rl suee Nuaber,

IR RS LY 09/1272016

* Oendling tfor submission

CRTEREREN 04/12/2016 10:34:07

© Date and time of submission:

Rt LR VDR

! The application no. to which the comment relates:

|

THERA ) &R % A Mrs. Anna Putina

Nae of person making this comment:

B e

f Details of the Comnment :

! fro the Town Planning Board

Objection against the rezoning of Area 6f in Parkvale area, Discovery Bay

The application must be rejected.
The project is not feasible and comes at high costs to environment and citizens that will have to

be born by the public, not the applicant. This is not acceptable. The applicant HKR, in the resub
hmission, is ignoring all valuable comments made by the public and concerned citizens.

The sewage from this development will spill into the South plaza bay located behind the Ferry a
rea which is approx. ONLY 270 meters to the BEACH and Boardwalk Restaurants (with this ad

iditional sewage will the water quality remain safe?)

HKR has ignored all traffic safety concerns for all of DB, possible traffic blockages to Midvale
‘and Parlovale, as well as that fact that there will be limited emergency access in these areas.

The proposed construction site access via Parkvale village is violating incorporate owner rights.
furthermore the road is not suitable for the additional traffic load. HKR has failed to propose alte

mative site access and construction waste management plan.

: [Tt is clear from the latest submission and new masterplan that the population will breech 25,000
" [residents. '

Finally, all currently ongoing construction projects in DB are poorly managed with frequent nois
e complaints, fire hazards, delays and traffic accidents. HKR is not capable of managing such lar|
ge scaie prejects without significant risks to the people and environment: The application must b
€ rejected. .
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FEAS LOomIrent Judmission [PERY I
4633
AR RMIZBRHE R Making Commti on Flenving aApphention | feviz / R
SR
Reference Numbey: 161205-110711-87734
PR PRI
Deadiine for submission. 0911212016
e RERUR-LE
Date and time of submission: 051212016 11:07:11
FIRBY S iF
Rl L T CHDBA
'he application no. to which the comment relates:
4 ;
3 IR A S M. Yau

Name of person making this comment:

AR

Details of the Comment :

"‘I'he supplement information is fine and has adddressed a lot of concern from varous parties andF

he community. I support the development.
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4654

DR R RHBEER 00 Crvonencon dinuniug A splicadon / Review
: 161205-124433-47361

{ & FEmIt
09/12/2016

;; Relercuce Number:

!rﬂffﬁﬁ
05/12/2016 12:44:33

" Deadline for submission:

'

| X NSRS
Y/I-DB/2

, Date and time of submission:

=T Lept (2k FE
The application no. to which the conuunent relates:
/NgH Miss Wong

TRERA, E&/EH

/:\'ame of person making this comment:

/ BEEY

; Details of the Comment :
can be seen that environment and landscape have been further beautified from the information
vided in this consultation. I like it and the community can enjoy. The development has my su

i
i
i
!
/
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4555
AR AL I, L s Ot T Dienning 4 g esdan | Resew o
SRR
Reference Number: 161205-175928-8874%
Deadline for submission: 091272016
qe el
BESE RIS . 05/12/2016 17:59:28 |
Zate and time of submission: \
BRI R R AR IR

YA-DBR
The application no. to which the comment relates:

THERA , E2/21

Mr. Jun
Name of person making this comment: RE

Details of the Comment :

Further provided information is more favourable to the community. I don't see why 1 am not goi |’
ng to support the development. :

v
o
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o L 4656
BT il B RS N3 S E crpi T A 1 Raveze
N bl 151205-194622-96883
Roerac., Nuwber:
PRQuY .
d iz /
Deadbine ter snbavssion: 0911212016
I 6
ST G MRS . 05/12/2016 19:46:22
Date and nme of subinission
[ =31 ’
E.sﬂﬂ?ﬁﬂf‘ﬁﬂﬂﬂ . Y/1-DB/2
T'he application no. to which the comment relates
4 Mr. James Femie

THEEA, BB

Name of person making this comment

i mEY

! Details of the Comment :

object to this Planning Application for the following reasons
WVater and sewerage resources are already limited for a max population of 25,000 under the curr

ent Outline Zoning Plan (OZP). These Applications seek to increase that number to 29,000 whic
will be unsustainable without huge additional infrastructure and operational costs, some of the

cost of which will be bome by existing residents and owners
All DB property owners and occupiers would have to suffer and pay the cost of the necessary up

grading of infrastructure to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed development. Fo
r.xample the required road networks and related utility works arising out of this submission. H

aeeds to consult with all property owners being affected, bu( have not. Dlsrupnon to all resi

e population cap of 25,000 should be preserved

- you for considering this important objection




BLIRNSA/ UB R Mokicg Craineat o0 Vienning Appbicaidba d Revie

SBER ) \
Reference Nuniber: 161205-210453-90785 \
PRAZIR B

Peadlioe for submission: 0911212016

FAEAE B W) R

ate and time of submission: 05/12/2016 21:04:53

E=f Rl VR Tt

. Bl Jﬁ.qu,- A . YH-DBR

he application no. to which the comment relates:

TR A IR

h ] . Fet Mr. James Fermie
Name of person making this comment:

S

Details of the Comment :

I object to this Planning Application for the following reasons:

The disruption, pollution, nuisance and expense caused by the construction to the immediate resi
dents and property owners nearby will be substantial. The submission has not addressed this and
the Applicant has not offered any explanation or consultation with residents on the subject.

The rights of the residents and owners in the immediate area are being ignored by the Applicant,
[but we hope and pray that the TPB will be able to act on their behalf 1o protect those rights.

hank you for considering this important objection.
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TICETT Y e

;RS
' Reference Number:

1£1205-203003-73281

, Desdline for submission. 0911212016

; sme s

| EREBRSL s 05/12/2016 20:30:03

: Date and time of suhmission:

| TI RV AT vr.DB2

. The spplication no. to which the comment relates: ’ '
44 Mr. James Fernie

i
[ TERBRA LHEW

'1 Name of person making this comment:

]
|
| BRIy
i Details of the Comment :
I object to this Planning Application for the following reason:

i
;' lé‘bc Application states that HKR is the solc owner of the Lot, which is incorrect. There are prese
i ;ntly over 8,300 assignees who co-own the Lot together with Hong Kong Resorts. HKR should w

/ ithdraw the Application and make revisions to recognize the co-owners.

/ e Applicant needs to consult and seek proper consent from the co-owners of the Lot in order t

| Jo respect and maintain the property rights of all the existing co-owners of the Lot.

|

ank vou for considering this important objection.
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i W o 4
4ETS

iﬁﬁrﬁ:ﬁﬁa&au& STE e g a3t ildde :

| SREERWR . . i

| Reference Number. 161205-203511-3923% \

1
\
HREETIR '
| Dueadline for submission: 091212016
£ B 300 AT
‘l MIBRSE 051212016 26:39:11
Daurte and ume o1 submission:
HRREIRBIR N N,
The application 1no. 1o which the comment rejates:
s £ 14 e
HERA %t—é%?@ ) Seés Mr. James Fernie
Name of person making this comment:

MREH

Details of the Comment :

'\
L object to this Planning Application for the following reasons:

‘The Master Plan forms part of the Land Grant at Discovery Bay, yet the current Mastier Plen (6.0\ \
E1) and the current OZP are not aligned. The Master Plan and OZP should be updaied 10 ensige \
they are properly aligned, before considering any amendments w the OZP. ;

The Proposal is a major change 1o the development concept of the Lot and & fundamenizi devia
on of the land use from the original approved Master Layout Plan and the approved Outitne Zon
ing Plan, ie a change from service to residential area. Approvel of it would be an undesirabie zrel |
cedent from an environmental perspective and against the interests of all residents and gwazts in} !
the district.

ank you for considering these important objections.

T A tesama?
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R endll N
4660
| REE W PR E L Tt Lape i Laview
@R 161205-203259-61653
Refeense Number:
[
; Deadline for submission: 0971272016
R B Y .
" Date 3nd time of submission: 0571272016 20:32:59
LB R ER A
* The application no. te which the comment relates: Y/-DB/2
- =5, £ .
HERA. 558 4 Mr. James Fernie

 Name of person malking this comment:

| EEEE
| Derils of the Comment :
/1 obrect w0 this Planning Applicaton for the following reasons:

'iThe proposed feiling of 118 mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poses a substa
. fntial envirenmemal impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is unacceptable and th
c preposed free preservation plan or the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

Thaniz you for considering theis important objection.
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4601
FARR A/ ZIBE R, Makis, Comment on Flan,. o s poliesran f ooy ams '
SRR \
Reference Number: 161205-215645-3307) \I
i
1
AR
Dendline for submission: 0971272016
BRI EMPIM - 05/12/2016 21:56:45
Date and time of submission:
ok e SR 4 S
ﬁﬁﬂﬁ’]iﬁ‘ll?#}.ﬁﬁ . Y/1-DBR2 \
The application no. to which the comment relates:
r \
RERA i&%/"@_‘m . $e4 Mr. Sze Yeung :
Name of person making this comment: \
R \
Details of the Comment :
[ supported the idea because it will provide more job opportunity and more housing units \
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LRI WAEHR N 11 2 O
AL T4

, Reterence Nummber:

161205-215838-24240

I A\

i Deydline for submission: 09/12/2016
,[ fﬂﬁﬂﬁgﬁﬂﬂ s 05/12/2016 21:58:38
[ Date and time of submission:

;" Eﬂﬂﬂgﬁiﬁlﬁ?ﬁﬁ% . Y/1-DB/2
i The application no. to which the comment relates:

1

f
7)\B Miss Esther Kwong

"RERA &5
/ Name of person making this comment:

WEFHRE

Denails of the Comment :

4662

]

I supported the application because it will lead to more job opportunity.
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4603

TR BRI S 11 ¢~ p Do o0 ol pptins [ i "
BHG 161205-224221-62343 i
Retference Numbeor
L2y 1 "
Hﬂ’{lﬁ'm . 09/12/2016 \
Deadline for submission:

o I
ﬁﬁaw’&“‘wﬂ . 05/12/2016 22:42:21
Date and time of submission:
IR 58 R N
The application no. to which the comment relates:

TRBRA ) KRR st My, Pacus Ho

Name of person making this comment:

BEREH

Details of the Comment :

[Support the development. ;\ ;

file:/Awld-exis2\0nline Con
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161205-224418-81379

| #=E R

,' Reterence Number:

]

I/ ﬁﬁﬁ?mr submission 09/12/2016

|

'; ggﬂfi?ﬁfﬁsubmission: 05/12/2016 22:44:18
Y/1-DB/2

/ H AR Y5 FH R 5E
/ The application no. to which the comment relates:

$ed Mr. Ho Woon

/

f

| THRERBA, BE/EE
Name of person making this comment:

| mREE

Details of the Comment :
}II JI support the development.
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FLIRRIR A/ TR IR L R Madtag Comment on Plasning Appliestion | Ped s \
BEHR
Reference Number: 161205-223308-73693

R

Deadline for submission: 0on2nz016
fﬁ&ﬁm&ﬁf’ﬁ ., 05/12/2016 22:33:08
Date and time of submission:

75 BRI AR CLDBA
The application no. to which the comment relates:

-
BB, fh8/210 S Mr. Patrick Ho
Name of person making this comment:

BRHA
Details of the Comment :
[Support the development.
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Relerence Numbey:

Errsr syl

Deadline for submission:

HE3X B 1 BB R

Date and time of submission:

AR B e A AR e

THREREA L HRATE

BRHE

Details of the Comment :

EURBIE Bz R R -

T ——Y. R R

i)

Name of person making this comment:

CRenL I

The application no. to which the comment relates:

4606

PR RS NN AR W

161205-224023-42943

09/12/2016

05/12/2016 22:40:23

Y/1-DB/2

/]N$H Miss Bonnie Chan

[Support the development.

i,
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The application no. (o which the comment relates:

| BREE

. Details of the Comment :

iAs a resident of Discovery Bay for many years, I would like to express my request to preserve D
; Escovery Bayv as a natural, low density and private car {ree residential area, which was the origin

._,

: ’*g Rong Resort’s application to the Town Planning Board for the development of 6f and 10b hel

. = small Village. The proposed buildings are closely opposite to the Crystal and Coral Court. The
i jCrystal and Coral court are mainly facing east and west. If the 6f project is approved, the side fa
i icing west (half of the view) will be entirely blocked. Therefore, the proposal is absolutely unacc

- {eptable.

Jﬁ

| ¥ <he Lanta Ove V:a_l Development Plan by representatives from the Development Bureau, Planni

ran

TR EEN

1A1206-003027.06167

mrTE
NS 0911272016

Dendline Yor suhniission:

~

and time of submission:

TR A 15 TR A .
. REEA . GBI . NG Miss WONG Miranda
Name of person making this comment:

jal philosophy of living style and town planning of this area. New plans to further develop this pl
2ce with substantial increase of buildings, population and traffic which exceed the existing Mast
et Plan and OZP are not to the bencfits of the residence and I would object to the above-mention
~d development application.

3

jAt present, the total number of units in the whole Parkvale Village is 606. However, the 6f proje
=t aims to build 476 units more. It represents that there will be an increase of 78.5% density of thy

Even worse, the project 10 plans to drastically increase the total number of units in the Peninsulal
‘iilage wmch represents that the population density will be highly increased. The natural envire

wnent wil be se:ox.sly damaged.

‘Deowe choosing Discov ery Bay as home are fond of the natural, quiet and low dense environme
it For emjoying the cnvxomnen., they pay for the long traveling time and the high traveling exp
lf':xses If the project is approved, they will be betrayed, Besides, all the pledges of the Hong Kon
b Government previously made are overturned.

Y

7T

{In *ie Meeting of the Parkvale Village Owners Committee on 5 March 2016, the Presentations o

= g Depariment 2nd Civil Engineering and Development Department on 2 April 2016 and the Ho
if‘ 2t the "‘B Community Hall on 3 April 2016, the project of 6f and 10b were strongly opposed b
L7 most of *he paniicipants against the projects. It reflects that DB residents regard the projects as

lmweicorze.

E
: ;In view of the aforesaid, I strongly oppose the above projects.
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_Ing Kong Resort’s application to the Town Planning Board for th

Reference Number:

HRERAR
09/12/2016

Deadline for submission:

87 DT REER] -
Date and time of submission: 06/12/2016 09:27:49 i
1

T VDB

The application no. to which the comment relates: . !

RERN . LG #4 Ms. TSANG Menit2

Name of person making this comment: ;

EBEMY

Details of the Comment :

IAs a resident of Discovery Bay for many years, ] would like to express my raques: ©o preserve D] ;

iscovery Bay as a natural, low density and private car free residential area, which was the origiz
philosophy of living style and town planning of this area. New plans to further develop this p! I

ace with substantial increase of buildings, population and traffic which exceed the existing Mas (

ler Plan and OZP are not to the benefits of the residence and I would object to the above-mention| |

led development application.

i

At presem, the total number of units in the whole Parkvale Vxllage is 606. However, the 6{ projei :
[ct aims to build 476 units more. It represents that there will be an increase of 78.5% densizv of & !
e small Village. The proposed buildings are closely opposite to the Crystal and Coral Cou ""‘-;‘ i
Crystal and Coral court are mainly facing east and west. If the 6f project is approved, the side fa | |
cing west (half of the view) will be entirely blocked. Therefore, the proposal 1s ahsolutsly tmace ,. :

eptable. ; ;

[Even worse, the project 10 plans to drastically increase the total number of units @ the P:p:'_q_-' ;
[Village which represents that the population density will be highly increased. The zamral emvio g '
nment will be seriously damaged. i
!
[People choosing Discovery Bay as home are fond of the natural, quiet anc low dense exvironme ;e
nt. For enjoying the environment, they pay for the long traveling time arc the high maveiin, mi .
lenses. If the project is approved, they will be betrayed. Besides, all e pledges of the Hozg Kox -
jg Government previously made are overturned. ;

f the Lantau Overall Development Plan by representatives from the Develop

ng Department and Civil Engineering and Development Department on 2 April 20 6 zzc the T, \l
development of 6azd 100 hat!

d at the DB Community Hall on 3 April 2016. the project of 6{ and 10> were sirongly oc:cwd b}
vy most of the participants against the projects. It reflects that DB residents regard & projects as

lunwelcome.

Tn view of the aforesaid, I strongly oppose the above profects.

W rrAns AAAm A AAmAR A~
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r Referance Nunher: 161206-002054-54235

R

Duadline tor submission: 09/12/2016

: By

! 3-1‘28”}.‘%”"3, - 06/12/2016 00:20:54

. Date and tinie of subwmission:

I

|

’ . "

1 ﬁuﬂﬂﬁgﬂ@iﬁﬁ% . Y/1-DB2

! The application no. to which the comment relates:

| TRERA, GEEM 44 Mr. WONG Sai Ho

Name of persen making this comment:

| MRFN

Details of the Comment :

As a resident of Discovery Bay for many years, I would like to express my request to preserve D
iscovery Bay as a natural, low density and private car free residential area, which was the origin

philosophy of living style and town planning of this area. New plans to further develop this pl
cc with substantial increase of buildings, population and traffic which exceed the existing Mast
er Plan and OZP are not to the benefits of the residence and I would object to the above-mention
led development application.

I

[ A1 present, the total number of units in the whole Parkvale Village is 606. However, the 6f proje
| fet aims to build 476 units more. It represents that therc will be an increase of 78.5% density of th
le small Village. The proposed buildings are closely opposite to the Crystal and Coral Court. The
Crystal and Coral court are mainly facing east and west. If the 6f project is approved, the side fa
fcing west (half of the view) will be entirely blocked. Therefore, the proposal is absolutely unacc
eptable.

[Even worse, the project 10 plans to drastically increase the total number of units in the Peninsula
'Village which represents that the population density will be highly increased. The natural enviro
mment wil be seriously damaged.

People choosing Discovery Bay as home are fond of the natural, quiet and low dense environme

nt. For enjoying the environment, they pay for the long traveling time and the high traveling exp
enses. If the project is approved, they will be betrayed. Besides, all the pledges of the Hong Kon
Government previously made are overturned.

the Meeting of the Parkvale Village Owners Committee on 5 March 2016, the Presentations o

f the Lantau Overall Development Plan by representatives from the Development Bureau, Planni

1g Departoent and Civil Engineering and Development Department on 2 April 2016 and the Ho

g Kong Resort’s application to the Town Planning Board for the development of 6f and 10b hel

at the DB Community Hall on 3 April 2016, the project of 6f and 10b were strongly opposed b

most of the participants against the projects. It reflects that DB residents regard the projects as
welcome.

dew of the aforesaid, ] strongly oppose the above projects.

-ems2\Online Comment\161206-002054-54235 Comment Y [-DB 2.html  06/12/2016

————




M1 I HI e

45750

PRI R TR R e g Qe Croating £t o0 | Revigw
S840

Reference Number:

"

161206-102035-3098!

i3RI

Deadiine for submission:

09/12/2016

HEXX H 31 B B

Date and time of submission: 06/12/20]6 10:20:35

F7 RS 51 S R AR R

e L . Y/N-DB/2
I'lic application no. to which the comment relates:
r 7

Name of person making this comment:

BRHH

Details of the Comment :

Envirorunent has been well considered and existing trees will be retained as a buffer. It creates |
less impact to adjacent developed areas but will provide better landscape view. The development
is supported by me.
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Reeeence Namber: 161206-002054-54235

HTREA
KA 09/12/2016

Deadliue for sulnnission:

Fe L8
| IR BRG] 06/12/2016 00.20:54

| Date and timie of submission:

HIR B H A ET Y/[-DB/2

I The application no. to which the comment relates:

TREBA, g5 $e4 Mr. WONG Sai Ho

Name of persount makiog this comment:

BRFEHN

Details of the Comment :
Es a resident of Discovery Bay for many ycars, I would like to express my request to preserve D
iscovery Bay as a natural, low density and private car free residential area, which was the origin
lal philosophy of living style and town planning of this area. New plans to further develop this pl
ace with substantial increase of buildings, population and traffic which exceed the existing Mast
ler Plan and OZP are not to the benefits of the residence and I would object to the above-mention

ed development application.

JAt present, the total number of units in the whole Parkvale Village is 606. However, the 6f proje
ct aims to build 476 units more. It represents that there will be an increase of 78.5% density of th
e small Village. The proposed buildings are closely opposite to the Crystal and Coral Court. The
ICrystal and Coral court are mainly facing east and west. If the 6f project is approved, the side fa
cing west (half of the view) will be entirely blocked. Therefore, the proposal is absolutely unacc

i

epiable.

Even worse, the project 10 plans to drastically increase the total number of units in the Peninsulal
Village which represents that the population density will be highly increased. The natural enviro

Inment will be seriously damaged.

IPeople choosing Discovery Bay as home are fond of the natural, quiet and low dense environme
Int. For enjoying the environment, they pay for the long traveling time and the high traveling exp
lenses. If the project is approved, they will be betrayed. Besides, all the pledges of the Hong Kon

Government previously made are overturned.

the Meeting of the Parkvale Village Owners Comumittee on 5 March 2016, the Presentations o
f the Lantau Overall Development Plan by representatives from the Development Bureau, Planni
ng Department and Civil Engineering and Development Department on 2 April 2016 and the Ho
ng Kong Resort’s application to the Town Planning Board for the development of 6f and 10b hel
d at the DB Comrunity Hall on 3 April 2016, the project of 6f and 10b were strongly opposed b
vy most of the participants against the projects. It reflects that DB residents regard the projects as

unwelcome.

s view of the aforesaid, [ strongly oppose the above projects.

.
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Reference Number: 161206-102033-30581 i

|
hj{l‘l'}ﬁﬁ N - 05/12/2016 \
Deadiine for submission:
RREMRIEH 06/12/2016 10:20:35 |
Date and time of submission: \
|
FIBROTA B D R !
The application uo. to which the comment refates: YA-DBI \
\
ry !
BERA L tIam %% Mr. William Yau
Name of person making this comment:
EREH

Details of the Comment :

Environment has been well considered and existing trees will be retained as a buffer. It creates {
ess impact to adjacent developed areas but will provide better landscape view. The development
is supported by me. )
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Dot 161206-140819-35635
Rereace Nugiber:

| XERAG 0911272016
Ocsdiine fad submIssion:
,s:sms,;rq L 06/12/2016 14:08:19
Y/I-DB2

GOt wad daie 0 subguission

R TS
The application no. to which the comment relates
i TIEBRA L &R Sobs Mr. Atepolikhin
Name of person makiag this comment:

- Drceaiss of tae Comment ;
i regoest submited by HXR. The Parkvale Road is already guite busy and navmg a full scale co
,u:.., STCEGOR Site above will make it more crowded and porcnnally more uasafe for children using t

eread 1o walk 1o the plaza and back. Even withour conswruction there is already szgmﬁcam traff

ERF
tAs & resident and the owner of a property at Parkvale Drive [ would like to ObJCCl to the approva

g.:_ an e main Discovery Valley road and the Parkvale segment.
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Reference Number: 161206-140900-69243

T‘E’Sﬂ‘?w] Lo 09/1212016
Deadiine for submission:

PRI E R S 06/1272016 14:05:00
Date and time of suhmission:

F BRI W SRR

The application no. to which the comment relates:

YA-DBR2

TBRA | R

- . Yo% Mr. W. Yau
Name of person making this comment:

BRaH

Details of the Comment :

n, etc. and they are feasible without adverse impact to the existing developments. To this extent,
I agree with the development without hesitation.

Area 6F development has had utilities well considered such as water supply, sewage, storm drai \

' 4
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,! RREEN Ho

{ R Numbar:

161206-130451-61155

09/1272016

| BV
Pevding fov

submission:

PREREEIRY 06/1272016 13:04:51

[ Pae and time of submission:

ATRTITALE P R VDB

f The application no. to which the comment relates:

[ TRERA, #S28 #+ Ms. W Wong

{ Name of person making this comment:

EREY

i Detajls of the Comment :

Secon 12A Application No. Y/1-DB/2
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay
biection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort {“HK
N, Masterpian Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned applica
oz on 27.10.2016.

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

. HRKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is now held un |

er the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of eit
et the “City Common Areas” or the "City Retained Areas” as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant t

d ibesty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 6f for all purposes connected with t
e proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). Th

ithe Lot, should be considered, secured and respected.

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

3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation to t
1€ iand use of the original approved Master Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the ap |
lication, i.e. from staff quarters into residential area, and approval of it would be an undesirable| |
recedent case from environmental perspective and against the interest of al) property owners of

Clause 7 under Section I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right a |

appficant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of the Lot prior to thi ’
j¢ unifateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners of|[

e distriet.
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PEMS Comment Submission B2

4. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the undesiying in
frastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in population by the submissior,
and all DB property owners would have 1o suffer and pay for the cost out of this submissionie ¢
pgrading the surrounding infrastructure so as to provide adeguate supply or support to the propo
sed development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities improvement works arised o
ut of this submission etc. The proponent should consult and lisise with all property owners beis;
affected and underteke the cost and expense of all infrastructure out of this development. Its dist

uption during construction to other property owners in the vicinity should be prope”y mitigated
jand addressed in the submission.

[5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poses 2
substantial envirorimental impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is unaccepiabie
jand the proposed tree preservation plan or the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is still uns
latisfactory in term of its proposed height, miassing and disposition in this revision. The two towe
Irs are still sitting too close to each other which may create a wail-eflec! to the existing nuza! natu

ral setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact to the immediate surrounding, especialt
by to those existing towers in the vicinity.

[Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed r to the co ¢s for furtoer 1
feview and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.
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+ Reference Number: 161206-130536-13648
{
|
| R
! Deadline for submission: 09/12/2016
H
i
| s eshY

Nate and tume of submission: 06/12/2016 13:05:36
| e S
} The application no. to which the comment relates: )

r /

BERA BE/BR St Ms. 1K Chay

Name of person making this comment:

E R

Details of the Comment :

Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2
JArea 6f, 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 (“HK
IR’"), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned applica

tion on 27.10.2016.

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

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is now held un
der the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of cit
her the “City Common Areas” or the "City Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant t
o Clause 7 under Section ] of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right a
Ind liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 6f for all purposes connected with t
he proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). Th
je applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of the Lot prior to thi
s 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
d property owners nearby are substantial, and the submission has not been addressed.

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

e district. .
®
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PEMS Comment Submission B2

- The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying i
frastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in population by the submission,
and all DB property owners would have to suffer and pay for the cost out of tus submission in u
perading the surounding infrastructure 5o as to provide adequate supply or support to the propo | |
sed development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities improvement works arises of *
[ut of this submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise with all property owners oeing} *
affected and undertake the cost and expense of all infrastructure out of this developruent. Its disr|

uption during construction to other property owners in the vicinity should be properly mitgated
and addressed in the submission.

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

6. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A s suli wns |
atisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision. The wo towe| :
rs arc still sitting too close to each other which may create a wall-effect 1o the existing rural natw

ral setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact to the immediate surrounding, especiall
y to thosc existing towers in the vicinity.

\

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses 1o the comments for Suner o
eview and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.
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Deadline for subnussion:

s SRR CPEEs | 06/12/2016 13:07:20

: Daw and tme of submission:

BRAHF T RET Y/-DB/2

The application no. to which the comment relates:

TRERA L AR %A Mrs. CKY Chau

Name of person making this comment:

Details of the Comment :

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

lObjection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

T refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort (“HK
IR™), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned applica
tion on 27.10.2016.

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

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

i Ider the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of eit
her the “City Common Areas” or the "City Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant t

o Clause 7 under Section [ of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right a
nd liberty 1o go pass and repass over and along and use Area 6f for all purposes connected with t
he proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). Th
e applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of the Lot prior to thi
s unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners of
the Lot, should be considered, secured and respected.

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

3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation to t
he land use of the original approved Master Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the ap
plication, i.e. from staff quarters into residential area, and approval of it would be an undesirable
precedent case from environmental perspective and against the interest of all property owners of
the district.
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PEMS Comment Submission W22

4. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying i
frastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in population by the submission,

and all DB property owners would have to suffer and pay for the cost out of this submission in u
[pgrading the surrounding infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the propo

sed development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities improvement works arised ol
ut 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 developroent. its disr

uption during construction to other property owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated
and addressed in the submission.

S. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f1s an ecological disaster, and poses a
substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is unacceptable
and the proposed trec preservation plan or the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is still uns
atisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision. The two towe
rs are still sitting too close to each other which may create a wall-effect to the existing rural natu

ral setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact to the immediate surrounding, especiail
Iy to those existing towers in the vicinity.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for further r
eview and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.
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! & 09/12/2016

; Deadline for submission:

t
B ASSEEAN S
: Date and tme of submission: 06/12/2016 00:06:04

EYXEREHIEST YN-DB”2

* The application no. to which the comment relates:

iorgg i ¢
RERA, REER /M8 Miss Hui Sau Ying

Name of person making this comment:
BB
. Details of the Comment :

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

+ J1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6fis in doubt, as the lot is now held un
| er e Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC) dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of eit
her the “City Common Areas™ or the "City Retained Areas” as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant t
. Jo Clause 7 under Section I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right a
id !iberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 6f for all purposes connected with t
. e proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). Th
" Je applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of the Lot prior to thi
. §s unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners of
bhe Lot, shouid be considered, secured and respected.
The disrepton, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents

2. T

land property owners nearby are substantial, and the submission has not been addressed.
. 5. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation to t

e J2nd use of the oniginal approved Master Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the ap
ipiication, Le. Fom staff quarters into residential area, and approval of it would be an undesirable
. pprecedent case from eavironmental perspective and against the interest of all property owners of
. ghe district.
4. Tte original stipuiated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying ig|
frastuciure czpacity could not afford such substantial increase in population by the submission,
brd al] DB property owners would have to suffer and pay for the cost out of this submission inu
pgrading the surrounding infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the propo ‘
ked development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities improvement works arised o
kit of this submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise with all property owners being
b ffected and undertake the cost and expense of all infrastructure out of this development. Its disr
uption during construction fo other property owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated
jnd addressed in the submission.

™
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PEMS Comment Submission 2z

5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. manure rees in Area 6fis an ecological disaster, and poses a

ubstantial environmental impact to the irimediate natural setting, The proposal is unacceptabie
and the proposed tree preservation plan or the tree p ry proposal are 3¢

6. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is sull was
tisfactory in term of its proposed height, ing and di ition in this revision. The two towe

s are still sitting too close to cach other which may create a wall-effect to the existing rural natu

al setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact to the i iate sur di jall
to those existing towers in the vicinity.

Y.

A

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for further ¢
view and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.
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The application no. t6 whuch the comment relates:

| THEBRA  ERIBH S Mr. Wong Hiu Hei
|

i Name of persoa muking this comment:

L m A

i Detaiis of the Comment :

lKi.ncﬁy please note that I srongly object 10 the submission regarding the proposed development
of the Lot. My main reasons of objection on this particular submission are listed as follows:-

1. HXR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 61 is in doubt, as the lot is now held un

der the Principal Deed of Murual Covenant ("PDMC') dated 20.9.1982. Area 61 forms part of eit
her the “City Common Areas” or the "City Retained Areas” as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant t

o Clause 7 under Section I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right a

Ind liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 67 for all purposes connected with
ihe proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). Th
e applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of the Lot prior to thi
unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners of
e Lot, should be considered, secured and respected.

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

. There is mejor change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation 1o {
& land use of the original approved Master Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the ap
lication, i.e. from staff quarters into residential area, and approval of it would be an undesirable
ecedent case from environmental perspective and against the interest of all property owners of
¢ district.

. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying in
astructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in population by the submission,

d all DB property owners would have to suffer and pay for the cost out of this subrnission in u
grading the surrounding infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the propo
ed development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities improvement works arised ¢
ut of this submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise with all property owners being
ected and undertake the cost and expense of all infrastructure out of this development. Its disr
ption during construction to other property owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated
nd addressed in the subrpission.
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ical disaster, and pOBL
. is an ecological ! table
5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area G\f I:mng. “The proposs] is unaccep .
\ ia] environmental impact to the immediate nnmm“:am sy proposel are unsatisfaciory
and the proposed tree preservation plan or the tree compe!

is still uns
. i Plan of Annex A is
6 The revision of development as indicated in the Revised qump;“ this revision. The two towe
atisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and d"""s“‘;\"’icﬁc <1 10 the existing rucal patu
$ are still sitting too close to each other which may createa w

i i i y e}
al setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact to the immediate surrounding, e3pecl
to those existing towers in the vicinity.

Unless and until the applicent is able to provide detailed responses o the comments for further v
eview and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn
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i Deadline for submission
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i Date and time of submission:

FRREIIR I S G 3r Y/1-DB/2

i The application no. to which the comment relates:

THRERA, H&/50 %4 Mr. David Grant

Name of person making this comment:

BREH

i Details of the Comment :

wish to tender my STRONG OBECTIONS to the proposal to build a residential development a
it this location.

The subject area is totally unsuitable for a development of this size.

It will impact enormously on the natural environment, traffic and the lives of those living in the
vicuuty of the subject area.

[The subject area is a much used recreational area, where people walk, exercise, and enjoy the en
jvironment.

1. THIS IS A MATTER OF COMMON LAW. — PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY.

Tt is traversed by a public footpath that has been used by the public, unchallenged for more than
25 years. This footpath provides a safe access to the surrounding hillside and cousitry park. It is

only in the past 8 months or so that HK Resprts have sought to challenge the public’s right of w
ly by placing various unnecessary signs at the entrance to the sight. These signs are obviously ne

W,

Where the general public have had unchallenged access across land for more than 20 years this e
tablishes a PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY

2. ACCESS LIMITATIONS

e

Safety
The existing road leading to the subject area , beside Woodbury, Woodgreen Court cannot cope

with existing traffic. There are difficulties when more than one vehicle is using to the road, parti
cularly if the bus 2/3 is using the road. Furthermore, access for emergency services is extremely
Himited due to the steep gradient and road width. There have been numerous documented incider
ts where fire vehicles in particular, have been unable to operate effectively.

As itis, the 2/3 bus has to make a 3 point turn at the end of the road, any devc‘"‘ncnt in the sub

NARN2I(
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PEMS Comment Submission 2L

ject area, whether in the course of construction or when tie developraent is compleied worlc &
ve to result in increased usage of the existing road, this would lcad 10 accidents ang furtier iz
ations to emergency services, in addition to mcreased pollution levels.

As it is, the existing 2/3 bus service is one of the busiest in Discovery Bay. An increese r%_,c' :
mtial numbers would severely impact upon the existing transport facilities.

3. UNSUITABILITY OF LOCATION

|A visit to the subject location will confirm that in its present state it is actuaily very smell {zbeui: |
the size of 3 basketball courts) and could not possibly accommodate the pianned resicensal cev ‘-2 3
lopment without massive carthworks that would involve cutting into tie hillside, the use of expi |-
losives to remove a lot of sedimentary rock and destroying the environment aad faune. At presen !’
; t the access point from the roadway is only about 2 metres wide max and to widen his access e

int a large quantity of rock would have to be removed, presumably by explosives.

[This is an area of pristine beauty with an abundance of fiora and wildlife. There are barki
T, wild pig, porcupines etc that inhabit this area and any development of tais site would i :
m the wildlife as well as the existing residents in the area due to the obvious congestoz ‘ }

gv“"'"

[Finally, Discovery Bay is already straming 1n terwas of population and services. It cannot susiain b
further large scale development such as this.

4. INTEGRITY OF THE OBJECTION PROCESS

IThis is the 2nd occasion that potentially affected persons have been asied 0 mzxe sx.u....><‘o*< 1
lon the proposal. It is understood that on the first occasion the integrity of e system may Zave 3 } '
een compromised in that a number of objections were wrongly registereé as SUPPORTING e
proposal and therefore the process was nullified and re-started. .

In view of this, the utmost caution has 10 be exercised in dealing with this process onerwise if Wi
i1l lead 10 speculation that there has been some collusion with the developer.
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To whom it may concern,
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Regards

\ £dward Lam
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Tovwn Plunaing Board

153/7F, Nonh Foind Government Offices
233 sava Roud, North Point

(Via emails tphpd@pland.povihik or fux: 2877 0245 /2522 8426)

Dear Sir,

Scction 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2
Areca 0f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352. Discovery Bay

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

secured and respected.

isance caused by the construction to the

2. The disrppsidn, .po tloﬂ‘"li‘

i'mrr‘léd?ate Tesidents and ° perty owners nearby are substantial, and the

submission has not 1 addresse
.. =) L.. - .,...u:“_ “(\»«

-~ o~ «v-r
. -

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

lof2



area, and approval ot it would be wan o undesivable  precedent case  from
cnvitommeatal perspective and against the interest of all property owners of the
district.

4. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the
underlying infrastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in
population by the submission, and all DB property owners would have to suffer
and pay for the cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding

infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed
development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities improvement
works ariscd out of this submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise
with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all
infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during construction to other
property owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigaled and addressed in the
submission.

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

compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

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

undesirable visual impact to the immediate surrounding, especially to those

existing towers in the vicinity.

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

Date: é/f} /}U/K
/

Signature ;

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident:

Address:
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Ve Sis,

Re: tascovery Bay applications Y/I-DB/\E and Y/I-Di3/3

U deaw the attention of the Town FPlanning Board (TPB) to the fact that the entire lot of
Discovery Bay, inciuding the arcas covered by the applications Y/I-DB/2 and Y/I-DB/3, is

I held under a Deed of Mutual Covenant (DMC). Many of the other owners of the lot have grave
by concerns about the adherence to the DMC (or lack thereof) by Hong Kong Resort Company
i Linuted (HKR) and the Manager, Discovery Bay Services Management Limited (DBSML), a

wholly-owned subsidiary of HKR.

" -
.

= HKR 1s 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
wmres in the lot.

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 of undivided shares in the lot and is able to cast its shares at
any time to control the outcome of any vote. For the same reason, the owners of Discovery Bay
. @ unable to form an Owners’ Corporation as HKR can always block any resolution to
incorporate. ' '

ST -l

Further development of Discovery Bay should be deferred until the unfair treatment of the
small owners has been addressed. Any new development will only subject more owners to the
unfair charging of Management Expenses by HKR and their wholly owned subsidiary, DBMSI

On above grounds I ask the TPB to reject the applications until government departments can
show that HKR agrees to abide in full to the terms of the New Grant and the DMC.

Thank you,

Stefanie Gebaiir




Please see attached

Ms Tsang
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068 1282016F LR 12:00

tpbpd @pland.gov.hk
Section 12A Application No.Y/1-DB2

DB 6f area.pdf
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Town Planning Boad

15/1%, North Point Govarmnment Offices
333 Java Road, North Point

(Viacnail: (phpd@ptand gov.hic or fax: 2877 0245 /2522 8426

Lxar Sirs,

Scction 12A Application No. Y/1-DB/2
Avrea 6f, 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 consult or
seek proper consent from the co-owners of the lot prior to this unilateral application.
The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners of the Lot,

should be maintained, secured and respected.

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

—— ey

Y] -
e [ R oy i
. _, STRSELTE 2

has fiot addressed.” ' .,
3. The Proposal is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a

1of2
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fundamental deviation ot the land use fiom the original approved Master Layout Plans
and the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. a change from service
into residential arca. Approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from
cuvitonmental perspective and against the interests of all resident and owners of the

district.

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

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

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

impact to the immediate surroundings, especially to those existing towers in the
vicinity.

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

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

Signature :_da DA/t Date: __06 DEC 2016
ki .

Name of Discovery Bay Owner/ Resident: __TSANG FUNG NUI

acdress S
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Dear Sts,

Scetion 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2
Aven G Lol 383 RP & Ext (Parr) in D.D. 352, Discovery Buy

Objection fo the Submission by the Applicunt on 27.10.20:§

E Urefer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong
Resort (“HKR™), Masterpian Limited, to address the departmental conunents

regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

Kindly please note that I strongly object to the submission regarding ihe
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 formus part of the."Service Area" as defined in the PDMC.
Area 10b also forms part of cither 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 iiberty to go
pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes connected with
the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in
the PDMC). This has effectively granted over time an easement that cannot be
extinguished. The Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the
co-owners of the lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the

existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners of the Lot. should be maintained,

secured and respected.

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

mm

-

e submission has not addressed.
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3. The Proposal is major change to. 1hc development concept of the Lot and a
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fundamental deyvration ot the fand use Bom the original approved Master §ayow
Plana aad the approved Ouathiae Zoning Plan in the application. i.e.o i chanyge

from senvice into residential oci, Approval of it would be an undesitablie

precedent case trom environmentil perspective and aguinst the interests of all
esident and owners of the disitrict
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The original stiputated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the

underlying infrastructure cannol stand up under such a substantial increase in
population implicd by the submission. All DB property owners and occupiers
would have to sulfer 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

artsing out of this submission. The proponent should consult and liaise with all
property owners being affected. At minimum Lmderl.ake 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 118 mature trees in Area 6 is an ecological disaster, and
poses a substantial envirommental impact to the immediate natural setting. The

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

6.

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

create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an

undesirable visual impact to the immediate surroundings, especially to those
existing towers in the vicinity.

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

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

Ny A
) e

Signature :

Date: 5™ December 2016
Mame of Discovery Bay Property Resident:

Ms HO Woon Pik Bessie 1.M.S.

Address: o

i -
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Town Planning Board

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

(Via email: (pbpd@pland.gov.hk)

Dear Sir,

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

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016 T et e

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

Ly please .not.e that | strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed development of the Lot. My main
reasons of objection on this particular submission are listed as follows:-

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

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

HKR has ignored all concerned comments from residents that were submitted to the TPB; HKR have stated that they
have only addressed government dept concerns in their 3rd submission. How could a responsible developer ignores

the comments and concerns from its residents, if the government allows for that, that can create problems to the
government later on.

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

-
The sewage from this development will spill into the South Plaza bay located behind the ferry area which is approx. only
270 meters to the beach and Boardwalk Restaurants (with this additional sewage will the water quality be safe?

Currently the water quality is already quite polluted especially in the summer time, which we can see polluted water
flowing in the beach).

Crystal and Coral Courts will have a sewage treatment plant behind their building which is most undesirable to them.

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

4. ltis clear from the latest submission and new master plan that the population will breech 25,000 residents. The
original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying infrastructure capacity could no
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 ot
support to the proposed development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities improvement works arised o\
of this submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise with all property owners being affected and undertake
the cost and expense of all infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during construction to other property
owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.
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HKRR has ignored all traffic safety concerns for all of DB residents, possible traffic blockages to Midvale and ;' ale
Villages, as well as that fact that there will be limited emergency accgss,ip Jhese areas.

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

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

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

Name of Discovery Bay Owner & Resident: Li Ho Ching Carmen

sooress e

Date: 6th December 2016

3.

LA j 1

l’ou!d,apprecl?te_the government to consider the above comments and to take appropriate action towards Hong Kong
=esort's Submission for Area 6F.

Many thanks

Carmen Li
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= Section 12A Application No. Y/1-DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext i
tion 12A Application No. . . - .
Asplicant on 27 10,2016 (Party in D.D. 352, Discoviry Bay Objaction 1t Setrmission by the

The Secreiariat

Town Plaraing Board

i5/F, Nerth Point Government Offices

33 Java Road, North Point

Yia emaii: fpbpd@pland.gov.hk or fax: 2877 0245 /2522 3426)
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Dear Sir,

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

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

Bancinglis 2

r . - T ey

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

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

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

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

Te i j t of the Lot and a fundamental deviation to the land use
S e it momroed Stasies Proms o e spproved O g Plan in the application, i.e. from stafl

of the origina} approved Master Plans or the approved Qutline Zonin, .

- ! : : nmental
guarters into residential area, and approval of it would be an und.CSL‘rable precedent case from enviro
perspective and against the interest of all property owners of the district.
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4. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the v rlying
infrasteucture capacity could not afford such substantial ingease in population by the submission, and all D3
property owners would have to suffer and pay for the cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding
infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed development, e.g. all required road
network and related utilities improvement works arised out of this submission etc. The proponent should
consult and liaise with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all
infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during construction to other property owners in the
vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

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

e peaen

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

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

Kwok Ka Ying, resident of_

v
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E: Objection Letter to TPB - area 6f 4 6 8 G
B Obgection Letter to TPB - Area 6f pdf
Hi

Please find attached my objection letter to the proposed development in Discovery Bay behind Parkvale (area 6f).

Please note point number 7 of my objection about the slope study. I believe the slope s not suitable to add any further
development in this area and if not properly assessed or if not taken into consideration, there is a real risk of landslide

and loss of life.

Thank you for your consideration

Leam Murphy

e



The Seerctactut

Town Fhuming Roard

LS/F, North Point Government Offices

333 Java Roud, North Point

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

Dear Siv,

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

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

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

3. There is major change to the development. concept of the Lot and a ﬁmdamental deviation
to the land use of the original approved. M.aster Pl-ans or the approved Outfine Zoning Plan
in the application, i.e. from staff quarters into residential area, and approval of it would be

an undesirable precedent case from environmental perspective and against the interest of all




n

property owners of the district.

The original stipulated D3 population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying
infrastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in population by the
submission, and all DB property owners would have to suffer and pay for the cost out of
this submission in upgrading the surrounding infiastructure so as to provide adequate
supply or support to the proposed development, e.g. all required road network and related
utilities improvement works arised out of this submission etc. The proponent should consult
and liaise with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all
infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during construction to other property

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

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

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

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

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

L would like to see a full study of the sustainability of the slope and surrounding area of this
plot, as I am not convinced the slope can withstand such a large development in addition to
what already exists. I believe the area is susceptible to landslides, and building this

development would increase the risk of landslides and risk to lives of residents in the area.
Please consider this.

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

Signature : /Kaa/vv\/‘-ﬁé 4 Date:  December 6™, 2016

A4

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Residént: Leam Murphy

ridres:__ o
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Yown Planning Roard

15,F. Norih Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

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

Pear Sir,

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

Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in 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.

e

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

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is now held under the
Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC") dated:20.%T98%. Ared 6f “formis . pidft- of -either- the “City
Common Areas” or the "City Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section |
of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go pass and repass over and
along and use Area 6f for all purposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the
City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-
owners of the Lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all
property owners of the Lot, should be considered, secured and respected.

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

3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation to the‘ land use
of the original approved Master Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, \.e..tmm staff
quarters into 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.
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4. The ovignad stipwlated DR population ()1‘25.()(1(‘)le1()11|(| he ﬁlle respected as the underlying infrastructure
capacity could not aftord such substantial increase in population by the submission, and all DI} propenty
owners would have to sufter and pay for the cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding
Intrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed development, ¢.g. all required road
network and related utilities improvement works arised out of this submission etc. The proponent should
consult and linise with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all
intrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during construction to other properly owners in the
vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

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

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

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

Signature : Date:

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: Stefanie Gebauer

‘T\

Address: sy




The Secreiarial

Town Planning Roard

15/F, Nowth Point Govemment Offices
533 java Road, North Point

{Via cmail: (b Jdpland.gov.hk or Tax: 2877 0245 /2522 8426)
Dear Sir,

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

Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay
Objection to the Submission by the Applicant 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 caprioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

1.  HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lotis

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

been addressed. ’

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

lof2

The disruption, poliution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate
resjdents and property owners nearby are substantial, and the’submission has not
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and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from environmental

petspective and against the interest of all property owners of the district,

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

submission.

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

compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

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

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

further review and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.

Signature : % Date: -2~ |,

v N
Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: \Q-TWA\J € G GL,-A/\/\ YL
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(Via email: phpd@npland.cov.hk or fax: 2877 0245/ 2522 8426)
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Near Sirs,

Section 12A ApplicationNo. Y/I-DB/2

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

PETCY I IS
~:
-

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.

e LY

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:-

"’f 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 [0b 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
owrners of the Lot, should be maintained, secured and respected.

-
g
?

ORI

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. e

The Proposal is major change 1o the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation of the land use
R from the original approved Master Layout Plana and the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. & j
i change from service into residential area. Approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from
i environmental perspective and against the interests of all resident and owners of the district.




L) (| F e

]

€ -

Vhe 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 DI3 property owners and
occupiers would have o sutter and pay the cost of the necessary upgrading of infrastructure to provide adequate y
supply or support to the proposed development. FFor one example the required road networks and related utilitics
capacity works arising out of this submission. The proponent should consult and liaise with all property owners
bcing affected. At minimum undertake the cost and expense of all infrastructure of any modified devclopment

subscquently agreed to. Distuption to all residents in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the
submission.

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

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

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

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

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

Date: 06/12/2016

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: Linda Barnes, Tony Webster ’\
Address: s

Sent from Qutlook




FHE: Capt. ID Tidmarsh
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L&ﬁ:% tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

E5: DB objection

B4 Doc 07 Dec 2016, 06_56.pdf; sighature.asc

Capt. J D Tidmarsh
Mail Box 18
Flight Operations Dept.
Cathay Pacific Airways
CX City
8 Scenic Road
Lantau
Hong Kong
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The Secretiat

Town Planning Board

13/F, North Point Government Ottices

332 Java Road, North Point

{(Via email: phpd@pland. goy bk or fax: 2877 02435 / 2522 8426)

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

Objection (o the Submission by the Applicant un 27.10.2016

X 1 refer to the Response to Commenis submitied by (he consuliant of Hong Kong
}\esortA (“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:-

The HKR claim that they are the sole land awner 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 usesdzea 10b for all purpgses connected with
the proper-use and enjoyment of the same éubi;;gj\t‘o the City Rules (as defined in
the PEPMC). This has effectively grant&dfover fime 4n easement that cannot be
extinguished. The Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the
T co-owners of the lot prior (o this unilateral application. The property rights of the

existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners of the Lot, should be maintained,

1.

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.

3. The Proposal is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a
fundamental deviation of the land use from the original approved Master Layout
Plana and the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. a change
from scrvicc into rcsidential arca. 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 original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the
underlying infrastructure cannot stand up under such a substantial increase in

10f2
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population implied by the submission. All DB property owners and occupiers
would have to suffer and pay the cost of  the necessary upgrading of
mfrastructure to  provide adequate supply or support to the proposed
development. For one example the required road networks and related utilities
capacily works arising out of this submission. The proponent should consult and
liatse with all property owners being affected. At minimum undertake the cost
and cxpense of all infrastructure of any modified development subscquently
agreed to. Disruption to all residents in the vicinity should be properly muugated
and addressed in the submission,

5. Thc proposcd felling of 118 maturc trecs in Arca 6f is an ceclogical disaster, and
poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The
proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan or the tree
compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

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

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

Signatur?/\/gf’u«k—ﬁ—-.\\ﬁ Date: 07’/,2#/ 6

— .
Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: /7;)/\.{1\}@_(?;/ \/uL/A-‘J IIRTD

Address:
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The Secretariat

Town Planning Board

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

(Via email: rpbpd@pland.gov.hk or fax: 2877 0245 /2522 8426)
car Sirs,

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

~

psction to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

I refer 10 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 objction on this particular submission are listed as follows:-

1. The HKR claim that they are the sole land owner of Area 10b is in doibt. The 1ot now-Hald dhder 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
iberty 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 ime 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.. 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 Jand

use from the original approved Master Layout Plana and the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. 2
change from service into residential afea. 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 original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the undertying infrastructure cannot
stznd 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

utihiies capacity works arising out of this submission.The proponent should consult and liaise with all property

;

SR ST


mailto:robpd@pland.gov.hk

OWners being attocted. At minimum undertake the cost and expense of all infrastructure of any
madified development subscquently agreed 1o. Disruption 1o all resTents in“theicimty should be properly mitigated

and addressed  the submission.

S, The proposed felling of 118 mature trees in Area 61 is an ecological disaster, and poses a substantial environmenta)
mmpact to the immediate natural setting. 'The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed trec preservation plan

or the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

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

its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision. The two towers are still sitting too close to each other
which may create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact to

the tumediate swroundings, especially to those existing towers in the vicinity.

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

application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.

Regards . Ben Wilson ..

Nazme of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: Ben Wilson

Address :
Date: 4/12/16.

Sent from my 1Pad
2
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FEEE: 07H 12820162 W= 8:56

KAFE: tpbpd @pland.gov.hk 4_ B I} l
xE: Planning Application No. Y/)-DB/2: Area 6/F Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352 Discovery Bay =
BT {5 To Town Planning Board on Area 6f Application.pdf °

Dear Sirs

Pleasea find attached letier registering an objection with regard to the subject of Planning Application
No. Y/1/DB2: Area 6/F, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Fari) in D.D. 352 Discovery Bay.

With Kind regards,

Chn'stoiher Bourke

.
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To: Secretary, Town Planning Board
(Via email: tpbpd@pland.gov. hk)
Application No.: TPB/Y/I-DB/2

Dear Sirs,

Comments on Application No. Y/I-DB/2: Area 6f,
Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part}) in D.D. 352,

_Discovery Bay

The owners and residents of Discovery Bay have made highly detailed and well
documented comments both via the Parkvale VOC, and personally, on the original HKR

submission. Most of these important comments appear to have been ignored.

In addition to the submissions already put forward and listed below, | have included
photographs of the area in question taken from our flat, relating to Area 6F — our property
is in Coral Court —as you can see the new structures, if approved, will impact significantly
on both Coral Court and Crystal Court, with the new structures being extremely close to
these existing buildings. It would destroy the view, which we all enjoy, and is an area

constantly and consistently used by hikers, dog walkers, keep fitters, visitors, children and

families alike.

Proximity of steps to Coral Court — proposed

development is directly in front of this area.
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Flat area leading to Woodgreen etc.

/ . .
Steps leading down to flat area that are used by hikers, dog walkers, keep fitters, children

& families alike.

This view would be completely obscured by the proposed development

Mo prior consultation was done by the HKR with the residents of Parkvale Village

lespecially those who will be most affected).  The proposed development does not

e e s S 7




29pear 10 {are iNto accouni the andunt of 1and works that would nave to be carried cut

snd (ne noise ana dust poliution this would cause 1o residents many of whom nave
oatias and young ramilies.
%t shouid be actea that there are stili plenty of empty properties available in Discovery

Bay, and there is always a constant supply of apartments available for sale / rent.
Basically this development is not required or wanted by D8 Owners/Resicants.

The whole reason people moved to Discovery Bay was because of the greenery, open
views, lifestyle it offers for those who like to walk/hike, and a less densely populated area

than Kowloon or Hong Kong Island.

| trust that the Town Planning Board will take into account the comments and concarns

of the Owners / Residents of Parkvale Viltage and Discovery Bay as s whole.

Unless and until HKR and its consultant are able to provide detailed responses to the
public comments to enable further review and comment, the applications for Area 6f and

10b should be withdrawn.

PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED DOCUMENTS:

Area 6f#15 Queries the rationale provided for the development

Area 6f# Inadequare infrasructure to support increase in population

4
L)
N

Area 6£#204 Safety and sustainability issues

Access issues. Concern over supply of potable water in drought conditions

¥4
o

Area 6f#3

Unresolved issues of encroachment on government land elsewhere on the

Area 6f %493
lot

Arez 6£51104 Legal opinion on the status of the Passageway at Area 6

TR

R iy 8 g

¢

i
¢
i
i
=
§
&
¢
3
j
i
!



Area £ #1109 Detailed review of the TIA and the Passageway

Comprehensive review of issues affecting Area 6f from a senior engineer

Area (LA1L458

Significant submission by the Parkvale VOC

~)

L

Anca 6£#1351

Comprehensive review of Area 6f submission, including detailed analysis

Number (after .
of drought impact and road access
£1892)
Multiple Failure to consult with the co-owners of the lot
i Complete absence of information on the sewage treatment plant between
Multiple
Area 10b and La Costa
Multiple The Outline Zoning Plan and the Master Plan are not aligned
Multiple HKR is not the sole land owner, as the lot is held under a DMC.
~
Multiple The population cap of 25,000 should be preserved.
Muitiple HKR should release the existing water, sewage and LPG agreements
itio] DBSML, not HKR, is the sole party authorised under the DMC to conclude
Muupie
s agreements with the government and other suppliers of services to the lot

The TIA has ignored the road safety issues arising from the interaction of

Viuitiple ) L
increasing traffic and golf carts



Multiple Vehicle parking has not been addressed

Multiple The bus depot should be zoned G/IC.

Name of Discovery Bay Owner/Resident: Mr. Christopher Bourke

Address < Il



